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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the oral participation of 

freshman International Students (ISs) in college content classes. The 

research questions w&e: (i) how much do ISs speak in different academic 

situations; (ii) what discourse moves do ISs make, especially initiation 

moves; and (iii) what are the exchange patterns into which IS discourse 

moves are organized. The naturally occurring discourse of eight freshman 

undergraduate ISs studying in a variety of fields was tape-recorded in four 

academic situations (lectures, laboratory sessions, freshman composition 

classes, and student/teacher writing conferences). Analysis of the transcripts 

showed that the amount of IS talk varied across the four situations, and 

among the eight students. The frequency of student muves also varied 

among the students and across situations, with student questions the most 

frequent move in lectures, student offer moves in labs, offered responses in 

composition classes, and nominated responses in conferences. The most 

frequent exchange patterns in lectures, labs and conferences were 2-part 

exchanges, but the 3-part exchange was the most frequent in composition 

classes. Longer exchange patterns also varied across the situations. The 

findings contribute to studies in SLA, Interlanguage variation, discourse and 

interaction analysis. There are also implications for the teaching of English 

for Academic and Specific Purposes. 



Background 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

22 

The role of spoken language in college education, and the patterns of oral 

language used in college classrooms have not been as extensively analyzed as 

they have been in school classrooms. The generally accepted view of the 

interdependence of language and learning in primary and secondary 

classrooms is that students learn content concepts at the same time that they 

learn to use language to represent and apply these concepts. In addition, it is 

held that verbalization is a key step in absorbing and reorganizing old and 

new knowledge (Barnes, 1971). Various studies have shown how such 

verbalization is realized by teachers and students in school classrooms (e.g. 

Bellack, Kliebard, Hyman and Smith, 1966; Barnes, Britton and Rosen, 196$'; 

Flanders, 1970; Sinclair and Coulthard, 1975; Mehan, 1979). 

However, although analytical verbal discussion of knowledge is an 

important part of college education, the language of the college classroom, 

that is, oral academic discourse, is not comprehensively described. Studies of 

naturally occurring discourse with student participation are still rare. 

Among such studies are Mann (1970), who studied the affective interactions 

between graduate teaching assistants and their students in psychology 

discussion classes; Karp and Yoels (1976), who studied the factors which 

determined the decisions of students to participate orally in several 

humanities classes; and Cooper, cban, Henry and Townsend (1983), who 
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studied the ways in which one college science lect~rer, who was recognised 

as an "exceptional" teacher helped his students to learn and participate orally 

in his lectures. 

From these and other studies, it is clear that student oral participation in 

lectures is relatively infrequent. Even in discussion classes and laboratory 

sessions there are few explicit demands by teachers on individual students to 

speak. However, students can choose to answer a teacher's open questions to 

the class in general, offer comments, ask questions, or remain silent. In 

laboratory sessions, students can initiate oral exchanges to peers or to 

teachers in order to do their work, and for social interaction. In contrast, in 

student/ teacher conversations about studies, such as office meetings, 

students do not have the choice to be completely silent. 

While the demands on college students to respond directly to teacher 

utterances may be fewer than they are in elementary and high school classes, 

many college academic situations do give students the option to speak, or to 

be silent. Therefore, an analysis of student classroom talk in college needs to 

focus on moves made by students who chose to respond to teacher 

comments, as well as on their initiations in classroom interactions. 

If our knowledge of the academic discourse in various academic situations 

of college teachers and students who are native speakers (NSs) of English is 

sparse, so too is our knowledge of how international students (ISs) 

participate orally in class. College teachers tend to stereotype some ISs, such 

as Asians, as extremely silent (Christison and Krahnke, 1986). However, van 

Lier (1984) warns against overlooking student initiations of oral exchanges 
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merely because participation is infrequent. Van Lier points out that students 

have different ways of participating in different classroom activities (in ESL 

classes). This is an important point, because IS oral participation definitely 

seems to depend on the participation structure of a specific situation; even 

the quietest student may not always be silent in class. 

Knowing how ISs participate in academic oral discourse in different 

academic situations is important for their English teachers, and for other 

college teachers, so that ISs can be taught most effectively both before and 

after they reach college content classes. 

Many ISs do not have a good understanding of the role of oral academic 

discourse in their education in a foreign country, or if they do realize its 

importance, they do not feel able or willing to participate. Freshmen ISs 

labor under a heavy load of adjusting to college education in an educational 

system which may be based on concepts very different from those of their 

own country, and all this has to be accomplished in a foreign language. In 

order to survive (and to do well, which is often an additional pressure) ISs 

tend to focus on understanding lectures and textbooks and may neglect the 

development of oral academic discourse skills. They may not realize that 

oral interaction in class is expected by their professors, though this 

expectation may not be explicitly stated; nor may they realize that oral 

interaction can actually help their studies, both in the freshman year, and as 

preparation for later academic situations such as group projects and 

seminars, where good oral communication is a part of their studies, and may 

even be included in course assessments by teachers. 



ISs also need to develop their oral skills so that they can gain more 

language input from teachers, who may unconsciously communicate in 

different ways with ISs than ~.th NSs (for example, on different topics, as 

shown by Carpenter, 1983), and from NS peers, who often do not bother to 

speak with ISs, who are perceived as very quiet and slow speakers. 

Some ISs may later become graduate teaching assistants in U.S. colleges. 
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There is already a body of literature devoted to the English language and 

teaching difficulties of some foreign teaching assistants (FTAs); for example, 

Ard (1987) contends that their teaching will be much more effective if they 

are more aware of U.S. college discourse while they are still students. 

Oral academic discourse in English may also be necessary in ISs' future 

careers as academics or as professionals. Van Naerssen and Kaplan (1986) 

cite current concerns about scientific communication in general, while 

Huckin and Olsen (1984) discuss the enormous communicative needs of 

professional engineers. 

While there is an awareness among ESL teachers that students need to 

develop oral communication skills for study and later career needs, teachers 

do not always know how students use such skills. By describing the oral 

academic discourse of a small number of IS freshmen, this research project 

gives an idea of how ISs who are just beginning their college education in 

the U.S.A. actually do participate in academic situations. Such descriptions 

are useful in providing feedback for teachers who prepare ISs for entry into 

college education. In particular, the field of English for Specific Purposes 

(ESP) needs such information from the content college classrooms. The oral 
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components of courses in the areas of ESP, English for Academic Purposes 

(EAP), and study skills are based on an analyses of the language usage and 

discourse patterns which will be needed in selected academic situations. For 

example, Candlin, Kirkwood and Moore (1978) worked out a long list of the 

forms and functions of academic questions suited to seminar work. 

However, there do not seem to be many studies of the effectiveness of EAP 

courses for college-bound ISs. Thus, van Nearsson and Kaplan's 1986 review 

on "Language and Scip-nce" is a strong call for researchers to study IS 

academic language usage and take the findings back to ESP curricula. This 

study is a contribution towards building up such a body of information. 

Non-language college teachers might also find useful material in this 

siudy, to help them when confronted with ISs who seem reluctant to 

participate orally in class, or to work with other students. College teachers 

need to be aware of international students' different cultural expectations 

about learning. ISs may need more overt encouragement to participate 

orally, and teachers may need to offer ways in which ISs can participate 

which are culturally appropriate for them, but which may differ from those 

favored by most NSs. 

Thus, the broad purpose of this study is to investigate a number of aspects 

of freshman IS participation in oral academic discourse in college content 

classes. This participation is examined in terms of how much ISs speak in 

different academic situations; when they do speak, how much speech is in 

direct response to teacher or peer initiations, and how much IS talk is self-
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initiated; and finally, what the discourse patterns are in which ISs participate 

orally in different academic situations. 

Literature Review 

There are few descriptions of the role or patterns of oral discourse in 

college education, or of IS oral participation in content college classes. Most 

of the work on non-native English speaking (NNS) college students has been 

done on college level ESL classes (whose nature is not always specified), or 

on graduate ISs. This literature review will look first at discourse analysis 

and interaction analysis of school classroom oral discourse, since this is the 

area in which the most research on patterns of oral discourse in education 

has been done. Second, the review will look at work done on college oral 

discourse; and third, will discuss studies of the academic oral discourse of ISs. 

Last, this review will consider literature on student initiations of oral 

exchanges. In Chapter 4 on the Analysis of Data, the literature on methods 

of analyzing classroom discourse and patterns of exchanges will be discussed. 

Discourse Analysis and Interaction Analysis in School Classrooms 

Discourse analysis is concerned with what people say and do with words. 

Attempts are made to find systems capable of describing all oral discourse, 

but in practice, researchers who are focussing on a particular discourse and 

its total environment usually give a descriptive label, such as conversation. 

doctor/patient interview. school lesson. Various analytical systems have 

been developed to deal with specific types of discourse and their salient 
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been developed to deal with specific types of discourse and their salient 

features. For example, conversation analysis has concentrated on topic 

handling, openings and endings, adjacency pairs and turn-taking (Sacks, 

Schegloff and Jefferson, 1974). Later work on conversation has dealt with 

speaker style in tum-taking and topic handling (Tannen, 1984). The large 

body of work on classroom discourse has focused on functional categories of 

teacher / student discourse, especially on initiations and responses (e.g. 

Sinclair and Coulthard, 1975). 

The system of analysis depends on the questions which researchers are 

trying to answer. Therefore, researchers who move away from descriptions 

of one type of discourse to another face challenges in applying their 

descriptive systems. For example, Coulthard, Montgomery and Brazil (1981) 

found difficulties in analyzing doctor/patient discourse, BBC discussion 

programs, and committee meetings, when using the system they had applied 

to school classroom discourse. It was possible to identify the same three basic 

parts of a teaching exchange - initiation (I), response (R) and evaluation (E), 

abbreviated to IRE - in other types of discourse, but variations of this 

pattern were frequent. For example, some doctor/patient discourse 

contained IREEE patterns; and a committee meeting contained many IE,IE 

sequences. Coulthard feels that classroom discourse has been analyzed so 

much partly because its linguistic and pedagogic structure are quite formal, 

and therefore easy to find (1977, p. 99). However, Sinclair and Coulthard 

believe that their system can be applied to any oral discourse situation. For 

them, a system of analysis must be able to describe any type of discourse, or 



else it is not valid (Sinclair, 1973, cited in Coulthard, 1977). Certainly a 

system which can deal with many discourse situations enables useful 

comparisons to be made. 
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In discussing the theoretical background of classroom interaction analysis, 

Barnes (1971) points out the need for a general theory of the part played by 

language in cognitive learning, and for a specific theory of language and 

learning in the classroom. Barnes contends that listening is not enough for 

students to develop their ability to express their thoughts. For writers on 

educational theory like Barnes, the act of verbalizing knowledge is a means 

of learning, because it often requires the effort of reorganising old and new 

knowledge (Britton and Newsome, 1968). Such ideas parallel Vygotsky's 

concept of inner speech, which may sometimes be expressed out loud when 

it accompanies problem solving. Vygotsky, too, regarded such verbalized 

thought as an aid to learning (Vygotsky, 1986). 

Of course, Vygotsky was discussing his observations of the cognitive 

development of young children, and we still do not have a clear picture of 

the circumstances under which verbalization contributes to learning in later 

school and college education. It is not known if talking helps all school 

learning; for example, Barnes, Britton and Torbe (1986) surmise that talk 

particularly assists learning which requires deep understanding. 

Such ideas raise questions about what happens with students who do not 

verbalize very much in a second language in an easily observable way, for 

such students may still be learning, but by different modes. In particular, ISs 

may be ready to perform rote or recitation classroom tasks, and to respond to 
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teachers' factual questions when directly called upon, but may not do the 

other sort of verbalization - the "thinking aloud". Barnes proposes that a 

theory of classroom learning would have to take account of four elements of 

class interaction (1971, p. 114). These are student expectations, context of 

situation, language uses, and learning, with each element dependent on the 

previous one. Clearly, the expectations of some students (especially ISs) may 

be different from those of their teachers, or fellow students, and so their 

responses to the context of situation and their language uses may render 

such students unable or unwilling to accept the challenge to verbalize their 

thoughts and try them out in acceptable ways. 

The notion that students learn by oral discussion is part of the "hidden 

curriculum"l of U.S. education, but may not be current in other educational 

systems. This notion includes tacit values about appropriate behavior in 

classrooms (Stubbs, 1976, 1986). Such values include the expectation that 

students should do more than sit silently in the classroom. Yet these values 

are conveyed to students - NSs and ISs alike - in contradictory ways. For 

example, it is usually the teacher's talk, not the students', which is regarded 

as the lesson. One consequence of this ''hidden curriculum" is the danger 

that teachers or students might confuse failure to participate orally with 

failure of knowledge (Edwards and Furland, 1978). An additional problem 

for students is that the role of oral discourse in the classroom is not always 

made clear to students, and may be different in each discipline in which they 

have classes. Such differences may concern the part which oral work plays 

1 Stubbs (1976) borrows this tenn from P.W. Jackson, Life in the Classroom (1968) and B. 
Snyder, The Hidden Curriculum (1971). 



in learning that subject, and alsc the discipline-specific expectations 

connected with classroom interaction. 
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The role and patterns of oral language in the classroom have been 

extensively described by Bellack et al. (1966); Barnes et al. (1969, 1971, 1977, 

1986); Flanders (1970); Sinclair and Coulthard (1975); Coulthard (1977); 

Mehan (1979); Coulthard and Montgomery (1981); Sinclair and Brazil (1982). 

Cazden gives a useful overview of classroom discourse research (1986). All 

these researchers agree about the dominance of teachers in classroom 

discourse in quantity, range and topic control. The teacher is the main 

initiator of discourse, giving information and instructions, or asking 

questions. Students speak much less than teachers, accounting for only one 

third of the total discourse, and mostly responding rather than initiating. 

The pattern identified as the "teaching, exchange" is a three-part sequence of 

teacher initiation, student response, and teacher evaluation or feedback 

(abbreviated to IRF or IRE). (Sinclair and Coulthard use the term feedback, 

while Mehan uses evaluation. In my work, evaluation and IRE are used.) It 

is the third move which is regarded as special to classroom discourse, and 

the three-part pattern is often regarded as the basic classroom interaction, the 

"default" pattern (Cazden, 1988), from which other patterns are variations, 

not fully separate patterns. 

However, this three-part pattern fits best into a "traditional", teacher

controlled, chalk-and-talk classroom. When Mehan (1979) investigated the 

discourse in grade 1 - 3 classrooms in the U.S., he laid out his transcripts in 

columns labelled I, R, E, which seems to indicate that he regarded IRE as the 



basic pattern of classroom interaction. However, he was interested in 

variations such as extended sequences of IR/IR/IR, in which E was left out. 
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The later work of Sinclair and his associates returns to the wider concern 

of describing all discourse. They view classroom discourse as a type of ritual 

conversation between the teacher and all the students, who are a "many

headed participant" (Sinclair and Brazil, 1982, p.3.). They and other 

researchers assume that across the curriculum there may be other discourse 

patterns, specific to content areas. One such important area is the discourse 

of science teaching. 

In school science classes oral interaction is assumed to contribute to 

learning content because it helps student understanding of scientific concepts 

(Ogunniyi, 1984). Recurrent concern with the effectiveness of science 

teaching has led researchers to investigate possible links between the 

amount and type of verbal interaction, and student understanding and 

enjoyment of science classes. For example, Ogunniyi (1984) used Flander's 

Interaction Analysis Categories (see Chapter 4 of my study) for a pilot study 

to describe teachers' verbal behaviour in Nigerian secondary science classes, 

and found that as in other classrooms, teacher talk dominated. In biology, 

teacher talk was 80% of the total talk; in physics it was 79.4%; and in 

chemistry, 87.6%. Ogunniyi concludes that teacher talk is dominant, with 

students in the passive role of mostly answering teachers' factual questions 

and posing few questions themselves. Ogunniyi admits in passing that such 

student behavior fits in with Nigerian traditional social norms, in which 

questions may be seen as criticisms of the teacher's authority. He is 
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concerned about the lack of student inquiry, saying that it is "doubtful that 

students who merely listen, absorb, or record information verbatim develop 

the high level of cognitive thought expected of the new science curricula" 

(Ogunniyi, 1984, p. 600). 

Lemke's analysis of oral interaction and thematic development in U.S. 

high school science classrooms is a more ambitious attempt to investigate 

how oral discourse enacts thematic systems (that is, science concepts), by 

means of regular patterns of interaction (Lemke, 1982). This work is 

discussed further in Chapter 4. 

The effectiveness of laboratory science classes has also been the subject of 

research. In his investigations of the role of student interaction in learning 

science, Okebukola showed how co-operative laboratory work by high school 

students in Nigeria benefits affect and achievement, because students who 

are active participants in laboratory work, but not in isolated competition 

with each other, are more interested and therefore more effective in such 

work (Okebukola, 1984; 1985a, b, c; Okebukola and Ogunniyi, 1984). 

Unfortunately, Okebukola and other researchers of laboratory classes do not 

deal explicitly with the actual text of oral discourse in such laboratory 

collaboration. 

This review of the literature of discourse analysis and school classroom 

interaction gives a background to the sparser literature on college level 

classrooom discourse. Various systems of describing and analyzing oral 

discourse have been developed, and findings concerning functional 

categories and hierarchies in the organization of classroom discourse are 
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especially relevant to my study. Much of the classroom interaction analysis 

work seeks to develop or shed light on theories about the role of language in 

cognitive learning. While studies have tended to be based on mainstream 

"traditional" chalk-and-talk class situations, writers such as Barnes (1971) 

realize that the expectations of studen~s (and teachers) about appropriate oral 

classroom behavior vary, and strongly influence language use, teaching and 

learning. A sub-group of classroom studies in science subjects is important 

for this study because so many ISs study science and technology subjects at 

college. The early focus in classroom interaction studies was on teacher talk, 

and the important finding was the three-part "teaching" pattern of discourse 

organization. Variations from this pattern have been isolated, but not 

extensively studied. A particularly important issue in approaching the study 

of classroom discourse patterns is whether variants of the IRE pattern are 

deviations, or patterns in their own rights. In research on science teaching, 

the role of oral discourse in developing students' understanding of scientific 

concepts has been stressed, and Lp.mke's work on the functional and 

thematic organization of discourse in science cla.sses is important because it 

shows how oral discourse enacts the concepts. 

The findings of studies on school classroom discourse raise questions 

about the nature of college academic discourse, such as whether college 

classroom discourse is like school classroom discourse, or whether college 

students must learn other patterns of oral interaction. The literature does 

not yet give full answers to such questions, but my study will contribute 

towards this body of knowledge. 
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Oral Discourse in College Classrooms 

According to Sinclair and Brazil (1982), the "hidden curriculum" of 

college education includes the assumption that in college education "talk is 

an incarnation of the subject matter", and "control over the subject is as 

much a matter of an ability to deploy one's knowledge as it is to acquire and 

store it. II However, if this is true for U.S. college education, it may not be a 

universal characteristic of college classes. 

To college freshmen, the importance of oral participation may not be at all 

apparent, especially if they take lecture or even discussion classes in which 

they are not directly called on to speak. Lectures can be regarded as verbal 

interactions in which the audience gives up the right to speak, resulting in a 

monolog (Coulthard, Montgomery and Brazil, 1981; Sinclair and Brazil, 

1982). However, this typical academic situation is complicated for 

participants by the the variety of lecture styles \\ith which they may be 

confronted. For example Dudley-Evans and Johns (1981) identify a reading 

style, a conversational/ informal style, and a rhetorical/performance style 

(cited by Chaudron and Richards, 1986). 

However, rather then merely classifying lecturer styles, it is important to 

observe the manner in which lecturers tacitly communicate their attitudes 

about student participation. In a study of student participation in college 

classrooms, Karp and Yoels (1976) found that quite early in the semester, 

students can tell whether a professor wants class discussion or not. 

(Presumeably, there will be very little participation by students in lectures 

where the message is "no student talk.") On the other hand, for teachers 
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who define themselves as good teachers by the amount of student oral 

participation they generate, non-participating students are a problem. Such 

teachers try to communicate "hidden" messages: "You can be silent in this 

class, but I would rather you talked; talk is work; you can learn from each 

other's talk" (Mann, 1970, on college psychology discussion classes). Cooper, 

Orban, Henry and Townsend (1983) did an ethnographic study on how a 

highly regarded college science lecturer encouraged student oral participation 

in lectures. His use of personal anecdote and relaxed manner allowed 

student "interruptions," and gave signals that he welcomed student 

questions during his lectures. 

One of the inhibitors to student participation may be the lack of a 

community feeling in college classrooms, where in large lectures students do 

not feel part of a group, as they may in school classrooms. However, some 

students do overcome such constraints and, together with the lecturer, they 

create a discourse domain specific to that lecture in which topics are 

developed in co-operation, while the rest of the students remain as listeners 

(McKenna, 1987). This observation confirms Karp and Yoels' (1976) finding 

that in U.S. college lectures (ranging in size from 12 to 65 students) there was 

often a "consolidation of responsibility," whereby students knew that a small 

percentage could be relied on to talk, thus relieving others of the 

responsibility of keeping up dialog with the lecturer. These observations are 

similar to Doyle's comments on U.S. high school students, some of whom 

act as "representatives" of the entire class, asking questions, or offering 

comments "on behalf" of all students (Doyle, 1983). However, Karp and 
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Yoels contend that in general, the organization of college classrooms 

supports decisions by students to remain silent. The perception by students 

of lecturers as experts, and the common feeling that if anyone does speak, it 

should be in well-formulated utterances promote non-involvement. 

Unfortunately, in these studies, there is no detailed examination of actual 

oral discourse of the students who do speak, nor is it stated whether the 

students are NSs or not. 

The consequences for students of not participating orally are not fully 

known. Clearly, silent students do not necessarily fail to learn, yet on the 

other hand, in certain courses they may not do as well as more vocal 

students. Boohar and Seiler (1982) report on NS university students in 

bioethics classes who suffer from communication anxiety. They found that 

such students do not interact verbally with professors in private discussions, 

and do not do as well in take-home exams and assignments as other 

students, possibly because they have not taken part in oral discussions of 

bioethics concepts. Such students are likely to enrol in large classes, in which 

they do better than they do in small classes where oral interaction, 

evaluative and judgmental discussions are required. These findings are for 

NSs, but would probably be similar for ISs, who may suffer communication 

anxiety because of fears about their mastery of English or of cultural norms. 

Discussion classes are often held in conjunction with lecture classes, and 

offer chances for students to ask questions and discuss lecture content. There 

is little research on this type of college class, but my own observations show 

that these classes are often like lecture classes, with just a few student 



participants. In his investigation of psychology discussion classes, taught by 

four graduate teaching assistants, Mann (1970) observed how teacher and 

student personality types frequently clashed, but over the course of a 

semester class members could come to form a harmonious working group. 

Unfortunately, Mann's focus is not specifically on discourse analysis, so 

details of oral exchanges are not given. 

College freshman writing has been an area of intense research, some of 

wI-dcll has focused on ways in which oral discourse in peer groups, and 

student/teacher conferences can affect writing and revision. For example, 

Walker and Elias (1987) used their own discourse analysis system to 

investigate student/teacher wiiting conferences. They found that 

conferences which were rated highly satisfactory by participants were those 

in which talk was about criteria for successful writing, and evaluation of 

student work, rather than repeated requests for explanations. 
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An important issue in such studies of college oral discourse is the quality 

of the interaction as opposed to quantity. The formal assessment of student 

oral participation in classes (usually in graduate seminars) is a controversial 

topic because of the element of subjectivity (Armstrong and Boud, 1983). But 

even if assessment is not an issue, amount of talk is not necessarily a 

guarantee of effective discourse. 

Another area in which oral discourse and effectiveness of teaching and 

learning have been investigated at college level is in science laboratories. 

Kyle (1977) and Kyle, Penick and Shymansky (1979) used interaction analysis 

in college science laboratories, and found that the time spent on task-related 
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non-verbal behavior was about 68 to 78% of the total; time spent on talk 

related to lab work was 10 to 16%; and time on talk unrelated to work was 10 

to 16%. They wondered whether enough time was spent by teachers on 

challenging questions, and how much peer interaction is required, and of 

what type. Hegarty (1982) noted that the teacher is still the source of activity, 

although teacher talk in college science labs is only about 35 to 50% of the 

total talk, as opposed to 70% in school science classes. Yet, again, the quality 

of talk was poor, with teachers mostly concentrating on procedure, rather 

than on scientific knowledge or inquiry; a.'1.d students asking questions about 

lab procedures and techniques, and responding to fact and definition 

questions. 

In a study by Johnson and Johnson (1982) of student/student interaction 

in labs, it was found that truly cooperative student work, which involved 

argument (not just sitting together doing work in paralleI), created a positive 

attitude towards science, plus interpersonal liking and mastery of the subject. 

Such studies, however, are concerned more with laboratory sessions as 

effective teaching situations, than with actual discourse analysis. The 

importance of oral interactions is acknowledged, but detailed analysis of 

transcriptions is not done. 

It can be seen from this survey that the literature on college academic 

discourse is not comprehensive. While analysts such as Sinclair and Brazil 

(1982) may ask whether there are features of the content of specific college 

subjects which may induce special language use patterns, we are a long way 

from adequate descriptive studies. 
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Concerning the amount of student participation in college classes, 

particularly in lectures, researchers have commented on differing lecturer 

styles, an especially important feature being whether they seek or welcome 

student oral participation. The role of individual students as the oral 

participant "representatives" of all students is also interesting. Oearly, for 

ISs, sorting out participant signals will be difficult, even if they wish to join 

in. While the size of a lecture room and the number of students present are 

important, they are not the vital element in NSs' decisions to speak (Karp 

and Yoels, 1976), yet Boohar and Seiler (1982) note that communication 

nervousness may prevent NS students from engaging in discussion, even in 

private discussions. Such nervousness must often be felt by ISs in college 

classes. 

This literature on college classrooms shows that some types of talk are 

beneficial in college learning. For example, student/teacher conference talk 

about criteria and evaluation has been shown to improve writing (Walker 

and Elias, 1987). Talk is also considered to be important in college science 

classes, although concern is expressed that the "quality" of talk is often poor. 

For ISs, it is clear that college oral participation is complicated, for while 

college teachers may see oral intereaction as important in promoting 

learning, the actual type of oral interaction may be far from ideal . 

In college classroom research few transcripts have been provided, and 

little interaction analysis has been carried out. As yet, there have been no 

such revelations as the strikingly regular IRE pattern of oral exchanges in 

school classroom research. 



Oral Academic Discourse of International Students 

There are many studies of ISs at college level, but most of them focus on 

ESL classes, whose nature is not usually made clear. Analysis of naturally 

occurring data in content classes is rare, or if done, is often concerned with 

graduate ISs or FTAs. 
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In the field of second language acquisition (SLA) theory, the concept of 

Interlanguage (IL) seems to be the most appropriate for the study of IS oral 

academic discourse. Germinal IL papers are by Corder (1967), Nemser (1971), 

Selinker (1972) and Adjemian (1976). An IL focus is multifaceted, taking a 

linguistic, psychological and educational view of data (Davies, Criper and 

Howatt, 1984). According to IL theory, the learner's language is a self

contained system, showing change and variability as it moves towards an 

approximation of the target language, and reaches plateaux of language use, 

or even fossilization. Tarone's 1988 book on Variation in Interlanguage 

attempts to set IL research into variability into the wider context of SLA 

research and sociolinguistic research, such as that by Labov (1966, 1972) into 

the rule-governed systems which determine how language is used for 

communication in social contexts. While IL researchers recognize that some 

language variability is unsystematic, their work has shown that much of the 

variability in a language learner's production is systematic at ali levels of 

language use - phonological, syntactic, lexical, and at the discourse level. 

Of particular relevance to my study is the body of IL research which is 

concerned with contextually based second language acquisition, and has 
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emphasized how variability is related to task2 , interlocutor, topic and social 

norms. For example, an L2 speaker will often speak more fluently, and at 

greater length with fellow experts, in a field in which he or she feels 

her /himself to be an expert, than in casual conversation (Selinker and 

Douglas, 1985). Related to research on the effects of task on IL, are the studies 

done by such researchers as Selinker and Douglas (1985, 1989) on variability 

across discourse domains. In such studies, a discourse domain is more or 

less equated with the specific context or field in which discourse takes place, 

often in an academic setting; for example, a lecture given by an FfA in 

mathematics, and a group conversation with other Chinese TAs are both 

distinct discourse domains within an academic community. Domain is thus 

related to, but narrower than, the concept of a discourse community, which 

shares ideas and knowledge, and uses discourse as "a means of maintaining 

and extending the group's knowledge and of initiating new members into 

the group ... " (Herzberg, 1986, cited in Swales, 1990, p. 21). Swales goes on to 

discuss some of the problerns involved in defining discourse communities, 

and notes that a hoped-for outcome of academic classes is that they may 

become discourse communities by the end of a semester (Swales, 1990, p. 32). 

Certainly, such academic situations could be defined as discourse domains, 

even if participants do not form discourse communities. il, studies are also 

useful backgrounds to this study because they are often closely associated 

with the field of Language for Specific Purposes (LSP), and ESP, which is the 

2 The definition of task used in this paper is that of Doyle and Carter (1986, p.l34): tasks are 
"the situational structures that organize and direct thought and action." 



type of English which ISs use while studying. (Much of Selinker and 

Douglas's work is in academic settings.) 
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Before considering the literature on ISs in college, two points need to be 

made. First, quantity of oral discourse is no guarantee of communicative 

competence, as Allwright (1980) found in his study of one student who took 

a large number of turns in a college ESL class, but did not use his turns very 

effectively. Second, "silent" students may do as well as, or even better than 

more vocal students. Saville-Troike (1984) found that among NNS school 

children the amount of their engagement in verbal interaction in English 

had only a small positive correlation with academic achievement. Thus, 

amount of oral interaction does not necessarily demonstrate a student's oral 

or academic competence; a student may participate orally a great deal in 

English or in content classes, but not necessarily learn much. 

One interesting group of studies investigates the oral input received by 

ISs. It has been observed that school children of limited English proficiency 

(LEP) may receive different oral input from teachers than NSs do (Shinke

Llano, 1983, 1986). There is evidence that college teachers may adapt their 

oral discourse also, when speaking to ISs. Wesche and Ready (1985) found 

that professors using the same material lectured differently to classes of all 

NSs and all NNSs. When lecturing NNSs, the two professors in the study 

tended to modify their discourse by using verbalized fillers, simplifications, 

and redundancy. In a study of office hour talk, Carpenter (1983) found that 

professors addressed ISs differently from NSs, by asking questions on 

different topics which showed awareness by the professors about a lack of 
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shared backgrounds. Both these studies involved very small numbers, and 

it is not known if the differential treatment was beneficial or not. The 

simplification of discourse and topics by professors may be beneficial in the 

short term, but may deny ISs chances to learn about the topics or language 

used by NSs in some discourse domains. 

The literature on peer interactions between NSs and NNSs at college level 

is fairly extensive, but much of this work has been done in controlled or 

simulated discussions, and uses students from college ESL classes, rather 

than from content classes. This literature shows that various modifications 

are made by NSs in addressing NNSs (Long, 1981, a,b; Long and Porter, 1985; 

and Young and Doughty, 1987). However, at college level, NS peers do not 

always make large numbers of modifications when speaking to ISs, and it is 

possible that in content classes, lack of NS modifications may be a problem 

for ISs with poor comprehension skills. 

Casual observations and student self-reports show that ISs often prefer 

speaking to coJlege teachers, rather than to NS peers. This may be partly 

because teachers are regarded as experts in possession of knowledge, 

particularly if students come from cultural backgrounds where it is the norm 

to regard the teacher as an expert. It is also possible that teacher discourse 

modifications make it easier for ISs to speak with teachers. However, if ISs 

do prefer speaking to teachers, that does not mean that they will do so in 

open class, and some teachers in U.S. colleges "validate" such IS silence by 

passing over them in class, and not pressing them for contributions to 
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discussions. This could disadvantage students by not giving them practice in 

an important aspect of college education. 

While NS college students may have at least a dim sense of "what is 

a ppropriate for American [college] classrooms borne [sic] of years of 

American schooling" (Rounds, 1987, p.644), ISs from different educational 

backgrounds may not perceive needs or opportunities for oral participation 

in an academic environment where the lecture appears to dominate at least 

freshman classrooms. The receptive skills of listening and reading are 

usually rated as more important for ISs by both university faculty (Johns, 

1981), and by ISs themselves (Beatty and Chan, 1984; Ostler, 1980). For 

example, ISs at one university rated academic reading as their strongest need 

(90%); followed by taking notes (84%). However, these students did 

recognise the need for oral skills such as asking questions in class (68%), and 

discussion (45%) (Ostler, 1980). 

Recognition of oral academic discourse needs does not necessarily mean 

that ISs actually do participate orally. Christison and Krahnke (1986) identify 

a paradox of ISs oral participation which is familiar to college teachers. 

Though ISs desire more interactive language instruction, when they attend 

content college classes they speak very little, and admit reluctance to interact 

verbally with NS peers or with teachers. Professors report that ISs "do not 

happily and automatically engage in the kind of activity they later deem 

valuable" (p.75). That is, ISs seem to value interaction for learning English, 

but not for learning content. 
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There are several constraints felt by ISs against speaking in college classes. 

One often cited by ISs themselves is their cultural background, which may 

strongly value quietness, and regard student questioning or displays of 

knowledge or opinions as disrespectful or undesirable behaviour (Adamson, 

1990). Such self-reported reluctance to speak in open class is supported by 

Van Naerssen, Huang and Yarnell (1984), who found that Chinese graduate 

students in China, while not completely silent in lectures, preferred to ask 

their teachers questions during breaktimes. Others do not want to speak 

because they feel they should do so only if they are well-prepared. Adamson 

found that even ISs who spoke good English said that they feared being 

laughed at in their content classes for their English, or for their lack of 

knowledge. 

Such comments could well be typical of NS students also, but IS 

reluctance to speak may actually impede their learning. For example, in 

science labs, interaction with other students can be very important in 

understanding and getting work done. Jacobson (1986) studied the 

communication needs of IS undergraduates in physics labs. He found that 

lab instructors felt that ISs tended to communicate less with peers, and less 

clearly with instructors than NSs did, and that ISs could have avoided some 

of their work problems if they had worked and discussed more with their 

peers. Unfortunately, Jacobson does not give exerpts from his recording 

transcripts. 

Even if students do try to participate orally, they may have trouble getting 

turns because of slowness in taking opportunities, difficulties in formulating 
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questions and comments while also listening and struggling to comprehend, 

or because their contributions are inappropriate. In a study of lecture classes, 

McKenna (1987) found that student questions and comments serve to 

further develop the topics discussed by lecturers. However, some sorts of 

questions, such as requests for repetition of material, or even some 

clarification questions were inappropriate to such topic development. Yet 

often such requests are exactly the sort of oral participation which ISs favour, 

and which their previous ESL or ESP teachers have encouraged (McKenna, 

1987). Inappropriate discourse was also noted in a study by Michaeau and 

Billmyer (1987) on MBA graduate ISs. Even ISs perceived by professors as 

being near-native speakers of English still handled discussion poorly, taking 

turns in a non-native manner, speaking too long, or making unacceptable 

interruptions. 

Another discourse problem concerns the disparity between study success 

and future professional oral discourse competence. Briggs (1987) found that 

graduate ISs in architecture might receive good grades for "juried 

presentations" (presenting a design as if to a real-life client), but instructors 

often felt that these ISs still did not have good enough communication skills 

to do the same task when they became professionals. 

Such research on graduate ISs shows that discourse problems may persist 

over several years. Research which compares student oral performance 

across different academic and non-academic domains gives mixed results. 

On the one hand, students may be better at academic discourse than in more 

informal domains. For example, Selinker and Douglas (1985) found that the 
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oral discourse of their Mexican subject was more confident and fluent in the 

domain of his major field of study, than in more casual conversation. 

Cornu and Delahaye (1987) had similar results with two Flemish speaking 

undergraduates using French as their second language. Later work by 

Selinker and Douglas (1989) involving case studies on FfAs shows that 

variation also occurs across different academic environments, such as a 

lecture and an interview between the FTA and the researcher in which they 

discuss the subject's lecture. 

Such studies show that students' interlanguage needs to be examined in 

more than one discourse domain within the academic environment if a 

comprehensive picture of their oral abilities is to be gained. 

A final consideration in IS college academic talk is the effects of cultural 

differences. As Cazden (1988) says, one of the most important influences on 

talk is the set of expectations which participants have about the particular 

discourse situation. References have already been made to ways in which 

cultural differences may affect both NSs and ISs in college discourse. 

Unfortunately, this is a field of investigation in which generalizations are 

often made, but detailed discourse or participant organization studies are still 

scarce. Teachers and others who are concerned with study skills and with 

the well-being of ISs have produced useful overviews of general cultural 

values which may affect the academic work of ISs. For example, in some 

cultures, sUu'1 as Malaysia, quietness may be highly valued (Bradley and 

Bradley, 1984). Respect for older people in general, and for teachers in 

particular may result in a reluctance by students to question in such a way 
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that criticism or doubt is implied. Harmony may be particularly valued in 

Asian and South-East Asian cultures, and therefore incline students to shun 

conflict, argument and challenge (Ballard and Oanchy, 1988; Bradley and 

Bradley, 1984). 

Culturally specific attitudes about the nature of academic knowledge and 

learning can be associated with differences in class participant structures and 

student/teacher interaction (Bradley and Bradley, 1984). H knowledge is 

commonly regarded as facts, about which there might be only one point of 

view, then learning is mainly reproductive, requiring memorization, and is 

best expressed in correct forms of express~.on. Learning by "thinking aloud" 

is unusual, and students may hesitate to speak if they feel their ideas or 

mode of expression are imperfect. They may also lose face if they make 

mistakes. Students who come from such backgrounds may behave 

awkwardly at first when confronted with U.S.-style informality in 

student/teacher interactions in and out of the classroom (even though ISs 

often prefer to see teachers for help). Small group academic situations where 

the teacher is interrupted, students all talk at once and ask questions are 

confusing both culturally and linguistically. Criticism and argument may be 

particularly hard to handle, and thus many ISs may not speak even if their 

English is good (Ballard and Clanchy: 1988). Alternatively, aa'TIong stu.dents 

whose English is good, and who do try to speak in academic situations, 

"discourse accent" (Scarcella, 1983), or "pragmatic failure" (Harder, 1975; 

Thomas, 1983) may take the form of apparent rudeness or inappropriateness 

in such discourse features as use of questions, type of filler, topic choice. 
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While some of the above views of knowledge and learning may also be 

found among NS students, the difference is that some cultures, for example, 

the U.S.A., also have strong traditions of self-expression and individual 

independent thought, which is often expressed in unprepared oral discourse. 

Detailed ethnographic studies of specific non-U.S. or non-British 

educational backgrounds are not abundant in the literature. The most well

known studies deal with the discordance between home and educational 

concepts of knowledge and learning which results in poor school 

performance among "minorities." Thus, Philips (1972) showed how Warm 

Springs Native American children were reluctant to participate in class 

because the learning discourse conditions they were used to at home were 

absent. They were reluctant to speak in front of others, or did not always 

realize that a response to the teacher was called for. Cazden (1988) cited the 

propensity of children to talk in overlapping turns in Hawaii; and other 

ethnographic studies show that lack of empathy with school discourse 

situations results in lack of classroom participation among U.S. Blacks and 

Hispanics (e.g. Labov, 1972). Work on Australian Aboriginies has shown 

children's dislike of whole class work, their reluctance to answer direct 

teacher questions, and their tendency to call out and to indulge in excessive 

(in the White teachers' eyes) peer interaction (Christie, 1985; Malcolm, 1989). 

While these studies reveal the possible reasons for non-participation or 

"deviant" behavior in classroom talk, they are not particularly relevant to 

my study, since ISs are not usually members of similar minority groups in 

their own countries and tend to be the products of education systems where 



whole class recitation or chorus work is the common pattern of 

student/ teacher interaction. 
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The effects of culture clash because of different educational systems are 

often assumed, but not explored. For example, in Allwright's 1980 case 

study of a dominant, though not very effective speaker in a college ESL class, 

the student is Russian. Allwright does not discuss the student's educational 

background, but my personal communication with an ESL teacher who 

taught in the U.S.S.R. confirmed that because of the Soviet practice of oral 

examinations in all subjects, together with large classes, students grab 

chances to speak in class. Thus it could be argued that Allwright's student 

showed an example of inappropriate classroom beahavior caused by transfer 

of participant structures from his home educational system. 

Other interesting insights come from Saville-Troike and Kleifgen (1989). 

One part of their study of primary school children in the U.S.A. included 

video-taping the children in their first language classes. The sampling was 

too small for generalizations to be made, but they reported that NSs who 

viewed the tapes saw nothing a-typical in the lessons. Among their 

observations was the fact that the Korean teacher used more back channels 

while children were reading aloud than a U.S. teacher would find acceptable. 

Also, the Egyptian teacher gave no oral feedback/evaluation when a child 

gave a correct response (by reading the relevant passage from the textbook), 

but did so if the wrong passage was read. 

The Saville-Troike and Kleifgen 1989 study makes some very useful 

points about "good" overseas students in U.S. schools. Many of the children 
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came from school systems where "good" students would be those who do 

not talk much, and were therefore in danger of being labelled "slow" if they 

were too silent in U.S. schools. The researchers showed that over time, 

students learned to communicate effectively in the classroom, in spite of 

"errors" in lexicon or syntax. The key was their ability to learn U.S. 

participant discourse structures. Essentially, Saville-Troike and Kleifgen see 

this as an instance of students overcoming cultural clash, and they posit that 

this success is partly because the students came from families which are part 

of an international educated elite group (the parents were mainly overseas 

graduate students). It is to such a group that many IS undergraduates belong, 

and they too probably go through a similar process of acculturation that the 

primary school students went through. Even students who are not 

"successful" academically may try to adapt their oral behavior in the 

classroom. For example, Malcolm (1989) has an interesting explanation of 

the "inappropriate" behavior (in the eyes of their White teachers) of the 

Aboriginal children he observed in isolated primary schools in Australia. 

The children avoided answering direct teacher questions, but interacted with 

each other in ways which seemed disruptive to the teachers. He suggests 

that their patterns of oral participation (and non-participation) are not 

directly the result of cultural clash of learning styles, but are a form of 

adaptive behavior, though it is incomplete, and may become fossilized (part 

of his rationale is that similar behaviors are found in different parts of the 

world, such as in Polynesia, Hawaii, and among Native Americans). His 

suggestion that this type of adaptive behavior may be a common feature of 
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thought-provoking. 
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A final study is included here to show an example of successful mutual 

adaptation in an educationcl setting. Adgar (1987) studied a mixed class of 31 

first grade students from 16 different countries in a U.S. school over one 

year, In particular, she studied the protest sequences by two boys, one a Black 

NS of English, who characteristically aimed to win in his oral interactions, 

and a Vietnamese NNS (though nearly fluent in English), who was non

confrontational in his approach to conflict. Adgar found that both students 

"recalibrated" their communicative conventions. They became friends, 

continued to argue, but both adapted their oral styles to become more like 

each other's style. Studies of foreigner talk between NSs and NNSs show that 

adaptations occur on both sides of the cultural gap, and we have seen that 

NS college teachers may change their oral discourse when speaking to ISs. 

Whether such recalibration as Adgar observed occurs in college classes 

between students has not been studied specifically. 

To sum up this section of the literature review we can see that much of 

the research on IS participation in college classes has been on ESL c!asser. and 

on NS/NNS interactions. Studies of the variable input ISs may receive from 

peers and teachers have been largely in ESL classes, or in controlled 

experimental conditions. The picture we have so far is of limited oral 

production in college classes by ISs. However, Interlanguage theory with its 

emphasis on variability has given some important insights into variation 

across academic domains. In particular, recent work on contextually based 
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SLA using naturally-occurring data from different discourse domains 

within the academic environment, has shown how approximation towards 

target language oral discourse varies among advanced users of a second 

language. Finally, the possible effects of different educational backgrounds 

on IS academic oral discourse is an important aspect of college IS discourse. 

This study will focus on the effort to describe variable oral participation in 

academic situations, and on contextual factors which may account for such 

participation variations. 

Student Initiations of Oral Exchanges 

Discourse and interaction analysis in classrooms have tended to show 

students as primarily responders to teacher initiations, but as van Lier (1984) 

points out, just because student initiations are few in number does not mean 

that researchers should overlook the role of students as initiators. Sinclair 

and Brazil (1982) contend that an initiation presupposes and directs the 

response; that is, the initiator controls the subsequent pattern of an exchange, 

and does not always completely hand over control to other speakers. 

Although teachers are the dominant initiators, and therefore controllers of 

discourse, students do make bids for control when they initiate discourse 

exchanges. 

Classroom interaction studies have made some mention of student offer 

moves. In their study of first year secondary school British pupils! Barnes, 

Britton and Rosen (1969) found only 20 instances of student initiation 

sequences, of which six were statements. Stubbs, Robinson and Twite (1979) 
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(1977) on small group discussions by school children identified such 

discourse behavior as initiating and extending. 
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However, student initiations are not the same as teacher initiations. For 

one thing, the teacher can exercise the option to ignore or disallow student 

initiations. Student initiations tend to be bunched up in certain transactions; 

not evenly spaced throughout the lesson as teacher initions may be (Mehan, 

1979). Yet, students throughout a term or year may learn to produce more 

successful initiations as they gain experience in gaining and keeping the 

floor, and inserting information in appropriate places (Mehan, 1979). 

The role of some students in acting as "representatives" of an entire high 

school class by asking questions, or offering comments or negotiating with 

teachers has already been mentioned (Doyle, 1983). Doyle sees student oral 

participation as a function of the interplay of ambiguity, risk and task. 

Ambiguity involves the studen~'s perception of how clear or specific the task 

to be accomplished seems to be. Risk concerns the possibility of error in 

student production. Tasks depending on memory thus have low ambiguity, 

but high risk (of making a mistake); tasks requiring understanding have 

high ambiguity and high risk; while tasks demanding opinion have low risk, 

but high ambiguity. Doyle's views are relevant to college classes, and to the 

decisions which all students, both NSs and ISs, must make about whether or 

not to participate orally. 

In college classes there are few explicit demands on individuals to speak 

either as responders to teacher discourse, or as initiators. In one of the few 
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studies on student initiations in college lectures, Karp and Yoels (1976) 

observed ten humanities and economics classes containing 12 to 65 students 

per class. They found that the average number of interactions per class was 

25.96 for classes with fewer than 40 students and 19.40 for classes with more 

than 40 students. Only an average of 9.83 students participated in either class 

size. When students parti";'pated, the stimulus was 46.3% teacher direct 

questioning; 31.7% teacher comment; 2.9% student questioning; and 7.2% 

student comment. The figure for student participation in response to teacher 

comment is importan.t for my research, since this represents a choice on the 

part of the student to participate, and therefore can be called a type of 

initiation, rather then a simple response to teacher initiation. Karp and 

Yoels do not directly address this issue, but by using student questionnaires, 

they tried to find our what prompted student participation. They found that 

students may be reluctant to speak if they have not done their reading on the 

topic and do not know much about the subject matter. Also, the teacher is 

seen as the expert, and students feel if they do talk, their utterances should be 

well formulated, like teacher lecture talk. The size of the class deterred some 

students, but was not as important as the other factors mentioned. Female 

students tended to participate less than males, but spoke more if the lecturer 

was also female. Karp and Yoels feel that the fact that students are rarely 

directly called upon to participate, together with the "consolidation of 

responsibility, II whereby a small number of students regularly participate, 

work against the majority of students making decisions to join in. 
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Even though students are seen as responders, rather than initiators, there 

is not a great deal of work on the ways in which students interpret teacher 

initiations as requiring particular types of responses (such as agreement, 

further discussion, short factual answers). Clearly, styles of teaching, the 

overali classroom situation, and the special needs of different subjects must 

be important. Sinclair and Brazil point out that student responses can be 

minimal, or extended, and are made when students decide what to do with 

previous information and the discourse up to that point in the lesson (1982, 

p. 56). Students may also interact with back channel utterances (such as 

"uhuh", or "yes"), or by non-verbal moves such as nods, until ready to 

speak. 

Research on the type of initiations by students is rather fragmentary, and 

mostly deals with questioning. Barnes et al. categorized student requests as 

performing such functions as asking for information, confirming insights, 

asking for theoretical explanations, and for details on task methods. They 

also recognised student statements about topic and task (Barnes, Britton and 

Rosen, 1969; Barnes, Britton and Torbe, 1986). 

In describing school children's questioning behavior, Dodl (1965) found 

fairly low numbers of questions, and noted that there were fewer student 

questions when there was more teacher participation in classroom 

interaction. Dodl stresses the need to look at the discourse in progress both 

before and after student questioning, and found that the type of discourse 

most likely to produce student questions is content discussion. He identified 

several different types of student questions: requests for aid, clarification, 
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corroboration; role reversal questions, in which students acted as teachers; 

and routine questions, such as asking permission. 
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Davies and Tinsley (1986) studied the questions asked in junior and senior 

high social studies classrooms, by students and by 44 student teachers. They 

developed a Teacher-Pupil Question Inventory which was used to categorize 

all questions as they were asked, into nine types. The findings were that both 

teachers and students asked a majority of memory questions (that is, 

questions which called fc-"!: ~~::ll! cf facts and generalizations), followed by 

interpretation questions (calling for responses which state relations between 

types of data), and then procedural questions. Over half the teachers asked 

no application, analysis or synthesis questions. Thus, comprehension 

questions, rather than questions requiring critical thinking were the 

preferred type for these inexperienced teachers and their students. 

Research on NNS college student initiations has mostly been done in ESL 

classes, or in NS/NNS exchanges. Van Lier (1984) looked at learner 

intiations in language classes, and found that student intiations will vary 

according to the interaction type; that is, whether classroom tasks are topic or 

activity oriented. For example, small talk at the beginning of a lesson is less 

topic and less activity oriented, in comparison with more topic oriented, less 

activity oriented tasks, when teachers give announcements, instructions and 

explanations. Student initiations will also vary according to student 

characteristics. For example, Sato (1981) has shown how certain student 

groups may be dependent on teachers to get turns. She found that Asian 
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students in intermediate college ESL classes (not content classes) had fewer 

turns than other students, and were called on less by teachers. These 

students "self selected" (taking the initiative without teacher elicitation) less, 

and if they did self-select, tended to bid by hand or other signals more than 

non-Asians did. 

NS/NNS exchanges have attracted a considerable amount of research, and 

while this is not always classroom-bazed research, it does show preferences 

for types of initiations by NNSs. Long (1981b) looked at many aspects of 

foreigner talk discourse, such as topic initiation moves, topic continuing 

moves, forms of questions, statements and imperatives. His subjects were 

NS and ISs of elementary proficiency engaged in short but not naturally 

occuring conversations. He found that NNS topic initiation moves were 

96% in the form of questions; while for NS 62% were in the form of 

questions, and 34% were in the form of statements. 

By the time NNSs reach higher proficiency, Gaies (1982) found that topic 

intitiations in the form of questions had dropped to 71 %. However, other 

researchers still find differences between NS and NNS initiations. Crymes 

and Potter (1981), in a study of the use of questions for negotiation of 

understanding in informal discussion, found that there were differences 

between a group of four NNS ESL specialists (highly proficient in English), 

and two groups of NS ESL specialists. All NS asked negotiation of 

understanding questions, but two of the NNS asked none at all. Rulon and 

McCreary (1986) found that in advanced ESL listening classes for graduate 

students, there were more confirmation checks and clarification checks in 
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small group discussions of lectures, than in teacher-fronted discussions. 

From this research, it is clear that IS initiation behaviour changes over time, 

and across different situations. 

The literature on initiations shows that there are fewer initiations than 

responses in classrooms. Some students may serve as representatives of the 

others in the class. In college classrooms there are few studies, but it seems 

that there are few initiations in such classes. Such initiations as there are by 

students are mainly questions or statements, and studies have shown some 

apparent differences ".bout when such initiations are made, and between NS 

and IS students. Shuational factors such as task seem to be related to amount 

and types of initiations. 

Research Questions 

Thus, from the literature surveyed, it can be predicted that in academic 

situations, IS participation in general, and initiations in particular, will vary 

according to situation. Little initiation or participation can be expected in 

lectures; more can be predicted for laboratory sessions, where students have 

work to complete, and may need information and help. In more informal 

classes, such as English writing classes, and conferences with teachers, some 

participation can be expected, but how much of that participation is in the 

form of initiations may not be predictable. In their new academic 

environment, freshman ISs are putting their competence as users of English 

to new uses - interpreting the interactive flow, participating, cooperating as 
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speakers and hearers and workers, ha..1"\dling new knowledge correctly in oral 

interactions. 

From the issues raised in the literature review, and the broad research 

questions posed in this Introduction, the following specific research 

questions about ISs oral academic discourse were developed: 

(1) How much do ISs participate orally in academic situations where there 

are different needs and opportunities to speak? 

(2) When they do participate orally in academic situations, what 

discourse moves do ISs make, and in particular, what role does initiation 

play in their discourse? 

(3) Into what sorts of oral interaction patterns do ISs' oral participation 

moves fall in different academic situations? 

In order to answer these research questions, the dissertation is organized 

as follows: 

In Chapters 2, 3 and 4, I discuss the Research Design, Procedure, and 

Analysis of Data. Descriptions of subject students appear in Chapter 5. 

In Chapters 6, 7, 8 and 9, I present the findings and discuss the results for 

four different academic situations: lectures, laboratory sessions, English 106 

classes, and student/ teacher conferences. 

In Chapter 10 the comparisons among academic situations and among 

subject ISs are summarized. Chapter 11 contains final discussion and 

conclusions. 



CHAPTER 2 

RESEARCH DESIGN: SELECTION OF SUBJECTS AND ACADEMIC 
SITUATIONS 

Case Study Approach 
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In order to address the research questions, I used a case study approach, 

which is appropriate to the type of questions I was asking, and the sort of 

outcomes I wanted. Case study research involves the study of a case in its 

context. Its distinctive features lie more in the questions asked, and their 

relationship to the end product than in the methods of data collection 

(Merriam, 1988, p.14). Case studies usually involve collecting naturalistic 

data. The aim is for a holistic, in-depth understanding of the case as well as 

interpretation, explanation or insight into the phenomenon being 

investigated. Relationships among individuals, processes and contexts are 

stressed, and the knowledge gained is concrete and often describes how parts 

relate to the whole. Results are often expressed in qualitative terms, but can 

be quantitative also. Direct cause and effect claims are not a goal; rather, case 

study research tends to be hypothesis-generating, rather than hypothesis

testing (Merriam, 1988). 

Case study research is a particularly appropriate approach when the 

research questions concern how, and why. when variables cannot be 

controlled or isolated, and when a bounded system (Le. a case) can be readily 

identified as a focus for investigation. 
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All these characteristics make the case study very useful in the type of 

educational research which looks for descriptive explanations. In SLA, 

Allwright (1988) points out that case studies have provided many important 

insights into the language learning process, although the earlier studies 

tended to be carried out in non-classroom learning situations (Hatch, 1978, 

contains several case studies of learners, and Huebner, 1983 conducted a 

comprehensive longitudinal case study). Such considerations motivated 

Allwright to carry out his ESL classroom case study of one learner, within a 

framework of analysis of turns, topics and tasks (1980, 1988). Allwright 

wanted to develop classroom case study research, and also to provide a fuller 

description of the case than can be provided by the simpler classroom 

interaction analysis based on categories alone, such as Flanders (1970) had 

done. 

In my research on international college students, a case study design 

enabled me to obtain a broad overview of oral discourse by collecting 

naturally occurring data in severa1 academic environments. 

Subjects 

The subjects are International Students who are freshmen in their first 

semester at college. Freshmen were selected so that their oral participation 

could be investigated as they entered this new learning environment. 

Subjects were chosen from the four sections of English Composition for 

Foreign Students (English 106) taught at the University of Arizona, Fall 

Semester, 1987. These classes offered a convenient way of locating freshman 
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ISs. At this University, all students, both NSs and NNSs, had to take two or 

three semesters of English composition. Separate classes were held for 

Native Speakers and ISs, and placement was decided by a writing test 

administered by the Department of English. Those ISs whose writing was 

evaluated as weak were placed in English 106, a writing class which had to be 

completed before going on with the regular sequence of two semesters of 

writing. ISs who enrolled in English 106 were nearly always in their first 

semester, since they were advised to complete this course as soon as possible. 

Thus, they were using their English for the first time in college classes. 

Subjects for this study were selected by means of a questionnaire given out 

in each of the four sections of English 106 (see Appendix A). Students were 

asked to give their names, academic status (graduate or undergraduate), 

major field of study, courses being studied in the fall semester, and to 

indicate if they would agree to being observed while attending classes. Of the 

77 ISs enrolled in English 106,24 were graduate students. I eliminated these 

graduate students as subjects, since I wanted subjects who were new to 

college discourse. Thirty-seven of the undergraduates were willing to 

participate in the study, and eight were finally selected. 

I intended to select two students from each English 106 section, which 

would give a fair sized corpus of recorded material. The final choice of 

subjects was based in part on compatibility of student schedules with mine. 

Three subjects carne from English 106, section 1; two from section 3; two 

from section 4; and one from section 5. All were in their first semester of 

study at the University. Details of subject ISs are given in Table 2.1. Students' 



real names have been changed. (See also Chapter 5 for brief descriptions of 

each subject.) 

Table 2.1 

Details of International Students Selected as Subjects 

Name Sex Country First Arrival 
of Origin Language in U.S.A. 

Pilar F El Salvador Spanish 1985 
Leni F Holland Dutch fall 1987 
Carlos M Mexico Spanish fall 1987 
Chen M Singapore Mandarin fall 1987 
Li M Taiwan Taiwanese } summer 1986 

Mandarin } 

abe M Guinea Bissau Portugese } 1985 
French, Creole} 

Kanit M Indonesia Indonesian summer 1987 
Ahmed M Kuwait Arabic summer 1987 
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Another criterion for selection of subject ISs was that each student should 

be taking at least one lecture class which was accompanied by a laboratory 

session or discussion class. Freshman IS undergraduates commonly study 

engineering, science and technology courses, and humanities students also 

take science classes. One subject student took no laboratory sessions, but took 

a discussion class. Such laboratory or discussion sessions would provide a 

different academic environment from lecture classes. 

I took account of students' sex and first language, but did not make these 

over-riding considerations in selecting subjects. Thus, although I would not 

have wanted only males, or only females, I did not divide the sexes evenly, 
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and selected only two females. This decision was partly dictated by time

tabling needs, and also because there were fewer females than males to 

choose from. I selected students from eight different countries, although two 

were Spanish-speakers, and two Mandarin speakers (see Table 2.1 for details 

of first language). Other variables, such as fluency in English and personality 

were not assessed. Students had been in the U.S.A. for varying periods 

(some to study English). Two had already done some tertiary study in other 

countries, but were enrolled as undergraduates at the University. 

Academic Situations 

The questionnaire I used for selecting students showed that lectures were 

the most common type of class taken by the 53 undergraduate respondents. 

Students taking science and computer courses also had weekly laboratory 

sessions. In some subjects such as linguistics, anthropology and computer 

science, there were weekly discussion classes. The English composition 

classes were taken by all respondents, and student/ teacher writing 

conferences were a mandatory part of the English 106 course. 

During the preceding semester, I had done some preliminary, informal 

observations of lectures, discussion classes and laboratory sessions in which 

other ISs were present, and was already familiar with English 106 classes and 

student/ teacher writing conferences. These observations confirmed the 

decision to study the four different academic situations, and helped me to 

become familiar with the general discourse of such academic situations. 

The nature of oral interaction in the four academic situations is as 

follows: 
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Lectures: While there is almost never any obligation for student oral 

participation in lectures, there are opportunities for student talk. These 

opportunities vary according to content, lecturer's style, number of students 

present, layout of the lecture room, and student personality. It was not 

expected that many (if any) of the subject ISs would participate in large 

lectures. However, I believe it is important to know how other students 

participate, since ISs might learn appropriate oral behaviour in this academic 

situation, which is the most common one in which freshman students take 

part. 

Laboratory sessions: Usually there was a short lecture by the teacher at the 

beginning of a laboratory session. These mini-lectures lasted up to 30 

minutes, during which work to be done in that session was discussed, and 

the students could ask questions. They were then left to work individually, 

in pairs, or in groups, depending on the task, student inclinations, and 

teacher instructions. Student t"lk was usually episodic, with bursts of talk to 

peers, or to the teacher. For some students, long periods of silence were 

common, but some students talked to themselves as they worked. This was 

a particularly good environment in which to observe how ISs initiated talk 

when necessary for completing work, chatted with peers, or remained silent. 

English composition classes: These classes were taught in small 

classrooms, with about 20 students per class. The situation was unusual 

because all students were ISs, so some students might have felt less 

constraint about oral participation, depending on their cultural backgrounds. 

Teachers of these classes did not regard themselves primarily as lecturers, 
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and usually they were keen to elicit student oral participation in open class 

and in small peer groups. Although students might not feel strong needs to 

speak, they might be crJled upon, and oral participation was expected, if not 

insisted upon. 

English composition classes were selected for observation because they 

were taken by all subjects, and thus provided a common setting. In addition, 

these classes are likely to be of special interest to teachers of ESL. 

The four sections of English 106 in which the students were enrolled were 

offered in the Fall Semester: ;:mrl w",re ti'mght by tum !e~,=hers: ~ ma!e !'IS fer 

sections 1 and 4; and a female NNS (from the People's Republic of China) for 

sections 3 and 5. 

Student/teacher conferences: Conferences were an obligatory part of the 

English composition classes, distinct from teacher office hours when 

students might chose to talk with the teacher. Conferences were held 

between each student and the teacher once or twice during the semester, and 

usually took place in the teacher's office. Such conferences were strongly 

teacher directed, since the teacher gave feedback on student essays. This 

situation was one in which students had to participate, at least as responders, 

but which also provided oppotunities for initiations and true dialog. 

In summary, the four environments chosen as the academic situations 

to be studied -- (1) lectures, (2) laboratory sessions or discussion classes, 

(3) English 106 classes, and (4) English 106 student/teacher writing 

conferences - provide different possibilities for oral participation by 

students, ranging from a few opportunities in large lectures, to more 



opportunities, and more need to participate in sma1llectures, discussion 

classes and laboratory sessions, to strong necessity to speak in conferences. 

My observations of the eight subject ISs in these four academic situations 

showed how they participated orally when faced with varying needs and 

opportunites to speak. 

I observed each student in one or more lectures, once in a laboratory 

session or discussion class, at least once in an English 106 class, and in a 

student/ teacher conference. Table 2.2 shows which classes I observed and 

the length of the observations for each student. 
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Table 2.2 

Academic Situations and Observation Times. for Subject International Students 

Student Lectures Laboratoryl English Student! Total 
discussion composition teacher hours 
session class conference observed 

Pilar Physics 102A (50 mins) S.I.E.170 English 106 20 mins 6 hrs 55 mins 
Chemistry 103A (50 mins) (120 mins) SI~ction (1) 
Psychology 101 (50 mins) (SO mins) 
Systems & (75 mins) 
Industrial 
Engineering (S.I.E.) 170 

Leni Anthropology 100 (50 mins) Anthropology English 106 35 mins 3 hrs 55 mins 
Archaeology (50 mins) Discussion (1) (50 mins) 

(50 mins) 

Carlos Philosophy 111 (50 mins) Chemistry 104A English 106 30 mins 4 hrs 23 mins 
Chemistry 103A (50 mins) (83 mins) (1) (50 mins) 

Chen Physics 116 (50 mins) Chemistry l04A English 106 23 mins 6 hrs 38 mins 
Chemistry 103A (50 mins) (120 mins) (4) (50 mins) 
S.lE.170 (75 mins) 

Li Physics 110 (50 mins) Physics 110 English 106 30 mins 4 hrs 50 mins 
Sociology 100 (75 mins.) (90 mins) (4) (50 mins) 

;:J 



Obe Geology lOlA (50 mins) Soil Science 
Organic (50 mins) (150 mins) 
Chemistty 241A 

Kanit Psychology 101 (50 mins) Chemistry l04A 
Chemistry 103A (50 mins) (180 mins) 
S.I.E.170 (75 mins) 

Ahmed Computer (50 min:) Electrical & 
Science 115 Computer 

Engineering 101 
(75 mins) 

English 106 
(3) (75 mins) 

English 106 
(3.) (75 mins) 

English 106 
(5) (50 mins) 

27 mins 

34 mins 

13 mins 

5 hrs 52 mins 

7 hrs 44 mins 

3 hrs 8 mins 

'1 
~ 



CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN: PROCEDURE 
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In this chapter I ",rill describe the procedure followed in observing and 

tape-recording the eight students in the four academic situations. Then I 

will describe follow-up interviews of students and the transcription of tapes. 

Tape Recordings and Observations 

I observed and recorded a few English 106 classes at the beginning of the 

semester to accustom all students to the presence of an observer (not all of 

these observations and recordings were used for analysis). I recorded the 

lectures, laboratory sessions and English 106 classes for each student in the 

early and middle parts of the semester. Student/teacher conferences were 

recorded later in the semester, since they occurred only on fixed dates. 

Students knew that I would be coming to some of their classes, but did not 

know that it was their own oral discourse which was a specific focus of 

research. 

Each subject student was recorded in each academic situation. Recording 

schedules were based on compatibility of time-tabling, so the order in which 

subjects were recorded in academic situations varied. The lectures and 

English 106 classes were recorded in their entirety. The laboratory sessions 

were recorded for periods varying from 50 minutes to 180 minutes, and the 

student/teacher conferences from 13 minutes to 35 minutes. 

Separate recordings were made for each lecture, laboratory session and 

student/teacher conference for each subject. Because some students were in 
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the same English 106 classes, I made recordings of two different classes of 

English 106, section (1) for Pilar, Leni and Carlos; hl/o recordings of section (4) 

for Chen and U; two recordings of section (3) for Obe and Kanit; and one 

recording of section (5) for Ahmed. 

I made observation notes dw-=wg recording sessions concerning: 
name of class 
date, time 
name of subject IS, and where sitting 
other students -- male, female, IS, NS, where sitting, movements 
teacher -lecture style, movements, use of audio/visual equipment 
classroom - size, seating, equipment 
recording conditions -location of tape recorder and observer, noise 

interference 
non-verbal aspects of lesson 
participation structure 

These notes provided the context of classroom exchanges, and a first 

impression of the structure of classroom discourse and student participation. 

Also, since the recording equipment could not pick up all student oral 

participation in large lecture rooms, or multiple interactions, the notes gave 

important extra material about oral participation. 

in lectures, the discussion session, and English 106 classes, I did not sit 

next to subject ISs in order not to cal! attention to them. Usually I sat at the 

side, or near the back of the classroom. The tape recorder was able to pick up 

most oral exchanges in the discussion class and the English classes, except for 

spontaneous peer discussions, which were rare. 

Laboratory sessions had to be recorded in a very open way, and permission 

was always asked from the teacher before the class. Usually, I tried to sit with 

a general view of the laboratory, but not next to the subject ISs, since my 
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presence might impede student work, or even cause safety problems. I 

recorded the teacher's introductory lecture using the microphone on the 

recorder. Then when students began to work I switched over to the cordless 

microphone which had already been attached to the subject IS. This 

microphone may have inhibited some IS from speaking at first, but it was 

the most effective way to record what was said as they moved around. I took 

as many notes as possible on how other students worked and interacted with 

each other and with the teacher. Because of conflicting schedules, I was not 

always able to stay for an entire three-hour laboratory session. (See Table 2.2 

for durations.) I recorded entire laboratory sessions for Pilar and Kanit, and 

all of Leni's discussion class. abe's and Anmed's labs had nearly finished 

when I left. For Chen's lab I recorded two out of three hOllIS; for Li, one and 

one half out of three hours; and for Carlos, nearly one and one half hours 

out of three. 

Student/teacher conferences were recorded by placing the recorder near 

the two speakers, while I sat a short distance away and took notes. One 

student did not attend the same round of conferences as the other subjects 

did, so he was recorded at the next round of conferences, at which students 

attended in pairs. Conferences were suppc3ed to last 15 to 20 minutes, but 

they varied in length. I recorded entire conferences for all students except for 

Leni, Ahmed, and Chen and Li's pair conference. I missed a few minutes of 

Leni's and Chen and Li's conferences, but still recorded 25 and 23 minutes. I 

was able to record only 11 minutes of Ahmed's conference. 



Interviews with Subjects 

Each student was interviewed at the end of the semester, after recording 

the academic situations, to get background for brief descriptions of the 

subjects. This information is presented in Chapter 5. A copy of the 

interview form is included in Appendix B. 

Transcripts of Recordings 
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I transcribed all the tapes completely for all four situations and all subject 

students, except for the long, uninterrupted teacher monologs in the 

lectures. The recordings of lecturers were clear enough for transcriptions to 

be made, but because student participants spoke without microphones, and 

from various parts of lecture rooms, the tape recorder could not always pick 

up their words. By using my notes, I was able to supplement the recordings 

enough to reconstruct student turns, although word counts are not 

completely accurate. However, I have been able to ascribe codes to student 

moves and to pick out exchange patterns in student/lecturer interactions. 

For laboratory sessions, student oral interactions during the lecture part 

were transcribed as far as possible, but as in full lecture situations, notes had 

to be used in some instances. Once the subject's microphone was switched 

on, the entire recording was clear enough to be transcribed. 

Complete transcripts were made for all English 106 classes, and 

student/teacher conferences. However, the recordings of student/teacher 

conferences for three students, Obe, Kanit and Ahmed, were of poor quality 

because of unavoidable background noise. Since no other conferences were 



held with these students, the recordings and transcripts have been used for 

analysis. The recordings for Obe and Ahmed were clear enough for 

transcription of their talk, but because of the teacher's very soft voice it was 

hard to trCh"1scribe all her talk. Unfortunately, in Kanit's conference the 

teacher's talk could not be transcribed at all. This meant that analysis of 

exchange patterns was not possible; however, the recording of Kanit's own 

turns is clear enough for transcription and analysis. 
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Recordings were transcribed as simply as possible, with the focus on 

reproducing exact wording and sequencing of turns. Conventions used were 

derived from Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson (1974), and Lynch (1985). Table 

3.1 shows transcription symbols used. 

Table 3.1 

Transcription Symbols 

II II 

(P) 

(- ) 

(this is) 

latching; "no interval between the end of a prior and start of a 
next piece of talk" (Sacks et al., 1974). Often occurs when one 
speaker interrupts another, or completes another speaker's 
turn. 

overlap; people speak at the same time 

back channel; a speaker says one or more words within 
another speaker's turn, but does not take a full turn (see 
definition in Chapter 4) 

pause; length varies 

word(s) not clear 

words not clear, but are guessed at 



sounds cut off at end of word. The full word is often said 
immediately after such a cut-off (e.g. ca- can't). 

prolongation of prior syllable or sound (e.g. this:: signals 
prolonged -2. soundl 
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London underlining indicates stress on syllable (pitch and/or volume) 

« » non-verbal behavior indicated (e.g. «laugh» 

words have been omitted 

falling and rising intonation 

Punctuation is "grammatical", and used to convey normal conventions 
of written English 

Speakers are identified as follows: 

Name (for subjects), often abbreviated to initial (e.g. L = Leni) 
T for teacher 
M for male student 
F for female student 
M/F if I was not sure of the sex 

Individual students other than subject ISs were identified by name if it 

was known, or as male (M) or female (F) and numbered continuously (i.e. 

Ml, F2, F3, M4 and so on). Whenever the same student spoke again, he or 

she was identified by using the previously assigned number (e.g. M4). 

Because it is hard to identify all speakers either in the classroom, or from the 

tapes, a new student number is assigned for each new speaker, unless it is 

very clear that the speaker is the same as the speaker in a previous turn. 

Thus, there can be a greater number of individuals assigned numbers in a 

transcript than the total number of students actually present. When I was 
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not sure if a speaker had already spoken before, or was a new speaker, the 

turn was assigned to speakers M?, F? if I knew the sex. If I did not know the 

sex, the speaker was identified as M/F, and if I did not know if that speaker 

had spoken before, the speaker was identified as M/F? 

The numbering system for turns varied according to academic situation, 

but was set up with two sequences: usually one sequence for the teacher, and 

another for student(s). Thus, turn sequences were numbered as follows: 

lectures 

laboratories 

English 106 

student/ teacher 
conference 

Tum sequence for -

teacher (e.g. 4T is the 
teacher's 4th tum) 

teacher and/or other students 
(e.g. 4 T is the 4th tum by 
the teacher or by another 
student and is spoken by 
the teacher; 5 M3 is the 5th 
tum by teacher or another 
student and is spoken by 
student M3) 

teacher (e.g. 4 T is the 
teacher's 4th turn) 

teacher (e.g. 4 T is the 
teacher's 4th turn) 

Tum sequence for -

all students including 
subject IS (e.g. 5M3 
is the 5th student tum, 
and is by student M3) 

subject IS (e.g. 5 C is 
Carlos's 5th turn) 

all students, including 
subject IS (e.g. 5 M3 is the 
5th tum by a student and 
is by student M3; 6 C is 
the 6th tum by a student, 
and is spoken by Carlos) 

subject IS (e.g. 4 C is 
Carlos's 4th tum) 



Transcripts are laid out as follows: 

Turn number 
and speaker 
number 

e.g. 4F3 

5T 

Words spoken, & non-verbal information 

What is the homework? ((laughs» (P) 

Nothing this time! 
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This chapter has shown how data on the discourse by subject students, 

and by the teacher and other students in the same situation were gathered in 

each of the four academic situations. I have also described the method of 

transcribing the tapes and preparing the tapescripts for analysis. The actual 

coding of the data is explained in Chapter 4. 



CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 
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There are various systems for describing and analyzing naturally 

occurring data gathered from classroom interactions, since researchers have 

developed their own analysis systems according to the research questions 

they are investigating. For my research questions, some of the previously 

developed descriptive and analytical systems are useful, with adaptations. 

Since my general approach is descriptive, with a focus on students' oral 

behavior across the four academic situations, I needed a system to deal with 

the entire corpus, not one for extremely detailed examination of small 

samples. 

The analytical system on which I have drawn most extensively is the 

classroom interaction analysis of Sinclair and Coulthard (1975), and its 

subsequent development in Coulthard (1977), Coulthard and Montgomery 

(1981), and Sinclair and Brazil (1982). Also useful are the application of 

Sinclair and Coulthard's system by Mehan (1979), conversation analysis, as 

originated by Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson (1974), ethnographic studies of 

participant structures of discourse of the type done by Philips (1972), and 

Lemke's work on the communication of science (1982). 

In the following sections of this chapter, I will discuss the features of the 

analytical systems mentioned above, together with my own adaptations to 

them, in relation to my three research questions. I will then present my 
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complete scheme for analyzing the data, followed by definitions of the terms 

and concepts involved. 

Amount of Student Talk 

The first research question concerns how much ISs speak in the four 

academic situations in which I observed them. The main issues are to 

isolate turns and words, count them, and establish the sequence of turns. 

The field of conversation analysis provides the most useful ways of 

dealing with these needs. My transcripts follow the conventions of 

conversation analysis established by Sacks, Shegloff and Jefferson (1974), and 

I have used their manner of showing the organization of turn-taking in 

sequential ordering of turns, plus overlaps and close latching at some turn 

changes. 

The emphasis of conversation analysis on the organization of turns into 

adjacency pairs (with some insertion and side sequences) is a basis for my 

numbering of turns in two sequences - usually one for teacher turns and 

another sequence for student turns. 

Edwards and Westgate (1987) point out the relevance of conversation 

analysis to classroom interaction analysis. They note that classroom 

discourse is a conversation between teacher and students, although not based 

on the sort of shared knowledge which often underlies informal 

conversations, since the teacher is the possessor of the classroom knowledge. 

Classroom "conversation" is also distinctive in the control which one of the 

interlocutors (the teacher) has of topics and tum allocation. However, 
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pair and group work by students, laboratory talk, and even student/teacher 

conferences may be more like informal conversation in the structure of talk. 

In contrast, classroom teaching which centres on the teacher, and lectures 

have a more formal turn structure. 

Criticisms by Levinson (1983) of the sort of linguistically based discourse 

analysis done by Sinclair and Coulthard (and others), in favor of 

conversation analysis seem misguided. Levinson feels that the methods of 

theoretical linguistics are "inappropriate to the domain of conversation" 

(p.289), as if there is a great gulf between informal conversation and other 

discourse (which presumeably is alnenable to linguistic analytical tools), 

rather than a continuum of informal to formal conversation types. 

Other concepts used in the field of conversation analysis (although not 

exclusive to it) which have also been useful to me in counting turns and 

words include the attention to silence itself as part of discourse (e.g. Sacks, 

1987), and discussion of definitions of words (as opposed to fillers or back 

channels). (See the Definitions of Terms Used section of this chapter for 

more details.) 

Student Moves and Initiations 

My second question concerns the discourse moves students make when 

they do talk, with a special focus on student initiations of oral exchanges. 

These matters lie in the fields of research on classroom interaction and 

participant structures, and involve coding the moves according to the 

apparent functions of utterances. 



Some of the work on classroom interaction is not directly useful for this 

study, since analysis of oral interaction in classrooms often focuses on the 

teacher and teaching outcomes. However, what is useful in such studies is 

the fairly limited number of general categories used as the basis of coding 

speaker turns or moves, which makes such systems suitable for handling 

large bodies of data. 
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Bellack et al. (1966), for example, identified four interactive classroom 

moves (structuring, soliciting, reacting and responding). Other researchers 

used similar categories, but focussed on only some of the moves; for 

example, Barnes, Britton and Rosen (1969) concentrated on teacher 

questioning and student participation. Another well-known coding system 

was developed by Flanders (1970), who identified ten Interaction Analysis 

Categories, seven of which were teacher moves, two were student moves 

(response and initiation), plus a tenth move of silence. Flanders also 

concentrated on teacher initiation and student responses. 

I have used four basic function categories: 

• stating 
• questioning 
e responding 
• evaluating 

for both teachers and students because these categories best capture the 

general functions of the academic discourse I observed. 

While such systems of coding moves are useful in their simplicity, the 

concentration by some researchers on the duality of classroom discourse 

moves (teacher/student, and often question/response) means that larger 

patterns of classroom talk are not always looked at. My preference for the 
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type of analysis done by Sinclair and Coulthard is partly because of their 

interest in the patterns of interactions as they occur in large segments of 

lessons. In addition, Sinclair and Coulthard's approach to discourse analysis 

above clause level is a linguistic one, which they claim can be applied 

outside the teacher-centred classroom to all types of oral discourse. 

Therefore, I used their system in all academic situations (such as student 

talk in laboratory sessions), so that comparisons and even generalizations 

could be made. 

Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) made systematic attempts to describe every 

level of classroom discourse. They drew up a hierarchy in which each rank 

is defined in terms of the next one down. The highest level of the hierarchy 

of classroom discourse is the lesson, which itself has no fixed structure, but is 

made up of a variable number of transactions (identifiable sometimes by 

verbal markers, or by boundaries, which can be identified by situation and 

topic). Transactions are made up of exchanges (of which Sinclair and 

Coulthard identify eleven teaching types; for example, informing, clarifying, 

eliciting). Many classroom exchange types potentially have a three-part 

structure (Coulthard, 1977, lays out examples of exchange types in columns 

of initiation, response and follow-up, even if there is no verbal response or 

follow-up present, as is the case in a directing exchange type in which a 

teacher gives an order). In later work, the rank of sequence (long strings of 

topical units) was added between transactions and exchanges (Coulthard, 

Montgomery and Brazil, 1981). Exchanges are made up of groups of moves, 

with a minimal exchange unit being an initiation move, plus any 



contribution by another speaker. A typical teaching exchange is the IRE 

elicitation exchange consisting of teacher initiation, student response, 
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teacher feedback (or evaluation). Moves, in turn, can be defined as acts (of 

which Sinclair and Coulthard identified 22). For example, an initiation 

move might be an act of requesting, asking, etc. This entire hierarchy applied 

only to the discourse aspect of Sinclair and Coulthard's analysis; 

grammatical/ sentence analysis, and morpheme analysis could ultimately be 

done to complete the discourse description. In the case of possible conflicts 

between form and function, careful consideration of the situation was crucial 

for interpretation. For example, a turn which in form is a statement, but 

performs the function of questioning would be coded as a question 

(Coulthard, 1977). Thus, a functionally-based description of oral discourse 

could be made for any body of naturally occurring data. 

Later work by Coulthard, Montgomery and Brazil (1981), and Sinclair 

and Brazil (982) reassesses IRE exchanges, and finds on the one hand more 

complexity in the patterns of classroom exchanges, and on the other hand, a 

need to look at a variety of lesson types, in some of which the negotiation of 

information transmission may resemble the adjacency pairs of conversation. 

For example, a two-part IR exchange may also be a full"teaching exchange, II 

and not necessarily an IRE exchange with the E missing. 

The Sinclair and Coulthard system, with modifications, has been used by 

others. In his work on primary school classrooms, Mehan (1979) laid out his 

transcriptions in columns of I, R, E. He identified types of initiations and 

responses, described extended sequences of topically related sets of exchanges, 



and noted that IRE exchanges become more complex in student-centred 

classrooms. Me!:an is insistent that the teacher evaluation (feedback or 

follow-up) move is essential in the classroom, and is what makes 

instructional interaction distinctive (1986). 
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At the level of acts, which Sinclair and Coulthard define in a fairly general 

way by interactional functions, analysis can beCOI.llc~ more "delicate" 

(Coulthard,1977). This area is one in which researchers in other educational 

settings, such as peer discussions, writing group discussions, student/ teacher 

writing conferences, second language acquisition and ESL classes, have built 

up detailed coding and analysis sytems (for example, Barnes and Todd, 1977; 

Gere and Stevens, 1985; Walker and Elias, 1987; Cathcart, 1986; Allwright, 

1980, respectively). Such researchers use functional categories to describe 

oral interaction acts, although the distinction between exchanges, moves and 

acts is not always as clear as in Sinclair and Coulthard. Many educational 

researchers are primarily interested in how certain types of discourse are 

related to teaching and learning outcomes, rather than in the discourse 

analysis itself. Since tear.hing or learning outcomes are not my focus, I have 

not used the level of act in my analysis, but have stopped short at the level of 

move, in the interests of keeping the system as simple as possible, so that a 

relatively large body of data can be dealt with. While I have resorted to 

identification of different "uses" made of moves in my discussion of possible 

factors accounting for some aspects of the data, I have not carried out a 

rigorous analysis at the level of acts for the entire corpus. 
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Research on participant structures in the organization of classroom 

discourse gives additional input to classroom interaction studies by calling 

attention to the manner in which participation and discourse functions 

actually occur. For example, Philips (1972) showed how the Native 

American school children in her study avoided certain open classroom types 

of respond.ing moves. These types of studies stress the wider aspects of 

patterns of classroom discourse, which are in danger of being overlooked in 

tum, word or move counts. 

Another branch of discourse research which has been useful to me is 

science and science teaching research. Science discourse has increasingly 

been the subject of discourse analysis. Lynch (1985) looked at how 

professional scientists accomplish work by oral discourse, which he saw as 

similar to conversation. Of particular interest is his recognition of how 

"sequentially relevant talk occurred across lengthy gaps" of silence (p. 162). 

That is, tum-taking is not always accomplished in adjacency pairs, but 

continuity of topic is maintained across silences, as speakers become 

preoccupied with work. When analyzing such work talk, it is sometimes 

difficult to decide if gaps are part of, or boundaries to, sequences. Lynch's 

interest in the role of silence is supported by Lemke's concept of episodes in 

school science classes (discussed below), and has helped me in my analysis of 

laboratory discourse. 

In the field of science education, attempts have been made to describe 

classroom science discourse; for example, Bean and Horvat (1975); Ogunniyi 

(1984); Kyle, Penick and Shymansky (1979); and Gabb (1984). These 
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researchers are interested in how to use systematic observations to improve 

science instruction, but although they code student talk and behavior in 

various ways, they do not analyse actual student talk. 

Perhaps the most ambitious and theoretical discourse analysis of science 

teaching is that of Lemke (1982, 1990). He focuses on school science 

classrooms, although he did record some college classes. Much of Lemke's 

National Science Foundation Report attempts to trace how the concepts of 

science are communicated in the classroom. Lemke breaks a lesson down 

into episodes. which are specific to that lesson only, with diffuse boundaries, 

and therefore not systematic. In combination with Lynch's observation of 

talk across silences in professional science labs, this concept of episodes is 

very useful for my description of college science lab discourse. The concept 

of episodes can also be applied to lectures, during which students may 

interact orally with lecturers at irregular intervals, which do not necessarily 

correspond with transactional boundaries. Lemke sees lessons and episodes 

as comprised of sit-types (interactional situations), which are regularly re

occurring patterns of act-types. One example of a sit-type is the triad 

(Lemke's rather misleading term for a three-move exchange). Lemke's sit·· 

types and act-types roughly correspond to Sinclair and Coulthard's exchanges 

and moves, and his triad to the IRE three move teaching exchange. It is 

important that Lemke's work generally supports Sinclair and Coulthard's 

analysis of classroom interactions, since they specifically hoped that their 

system could be extended to other educational disciplines. However, I kept 

more to their terminology, since Lemke's is both more complicated (in his 
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concern for the way in which science concepts are realized in discourse), and 

also vaguer (his definitions are rather difficult to understand). 

Previous research has dealt with both student initiations and responses, 

. but it seems to me that the difference between student responses whir.h 

follow a teacher question, but are volunteered (coded SR in my system), and 

responses resulting from direct nomination of the student (coded SDR) has 

not been sufficiently pointed out in the literature. For example, Mehan 

(1979) does count responses to the teacher's individual nomination, as well 

as "less controlled responses" (that is, non-nominated responses) in his work 

on first to third grade school children in the U.S.A., but makes little of the 

distinction. I contend that if a student makes a choice to volunteer a 

responding move, then the move is different from one in which a student is 

called upon and cannot avoid speaking. Therefore, I have distinguished 

between volunteered student responses (coded as SR) and directed student 

responses, coded as SDR, which occur in response to nominations by the 

teacher or other interlocutors, or as obligatory responses in one-on-one 

interactions (as in conferences). 

There are problems in using pre-determined coding systems; the main 

one being that the researcher becomes locked into a particular way of looking 

at the data, so that some types of distinctions are lost. Ideally, descriptions 

should not be imposed on the data. On the other hand, without a coding 

system, the intricacies of the contextual meanings of data are very difficult to 

handle in analysis. Therefore, I have worked out as simple and 



comprehensive a coding system as possible, in which codes for teacher and 

students roughly correspond to each other (see Analysis Scheme below). 
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Another difficulty in coding is that functions are not always obvious, or 

are multiple. The misfit of form and function means that in order to code 

discourse, the researcher has to use context in both narrow and wide senses. 

In the results chapters of this work, I discuss difficulties in making coding 

decisions. 

Exchange Patterns 

My third research question concerns the types of exchange patterns in 

which student moves occur and the exchange patterns which student moves 

initiate. In most discourse analysis and classroom interaction research, 

exchange patterns are reduced to two broad groups: two- or three-part 

exchanges. In this paper I shall refer to the parts of exchange patterns, rather 

than exchange moves. The reason is that a speaker may make more than 

one move in a turn which forms part of an exchange. For example, a teacher 

statement (part one of an exchange) may be followed by a student evaluation 

move and a student offer move (part two), followed by a teacher evaluation 

move (part three of the exchange). 

Conversation analysis has stressed the two-part exchange (adjacency 

pairs). While side sequences and insertion sequences are recognised as 

possible (see Coulthard, 1977, on conversation analysis), and repair sequences 

add complexity to conversational structure, the basic exchange is seen as two

part. 



However, in classroom interaction analysis, the basic exchange is seen as 

three-part, whether or not all parts are present. For example, Coulthard 

(1977) in presenting a table of exchange types, lays out three columns for 

Initiation, Response and Follow-up, even for exchanges in which only the 

teacher speaks (as in "directing"). 
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Mehan (1979) also lays out his analysis of classroom interaction in three 

columns for Initiation, Response and Evaluation. However, Mehan is 

interested in anomalous exchanges; that is, those which do not contain three 

parts. He also recognizes that a three-part exchange could be interpreted as a 

pair of two-part exchanges: 

teacher question / student response 
stUUt::fli: l'e::;pom;e I teacher evaluation 

{pair I} 
{pair 2} 

To Mehan, whether or not the exchange is two-part or three-part, the 

nature of the teacher evaluation move, and the manner in which it so often 

follows a teacher question I student response are distinctive features of 

teacher-centred classroom discourse. 

Mehan also describes the structure of "extended elicitation sequences" 

(1986). He lays out his plan in three function columns as he traces how a 

teacher persists in seeking the desired response to a question, in the face of 

no student reply, incorrect replies, and a final correct reply (Mehan, 1986, 

p.94). I am interested in whether such an extended sequence is properly 

interpreted as one long exchange, or a series of shorter exchanges. IT the 

sequence is coded as one long unit, then it should be called an exchange with 

however many parts it contains. 



Since I define an exchange by topic or sub-topic, as well as by functions, I 

do not wish to pre-suppose that a set of turns must be laid out horizontally 

so as to fit into ihree major functional types (initiation, response, 

evaluation) as Mehan and Sinclair and Coulthard do. 
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lt is common for researchers to follow Sinclair and Coulthard's example 

(1975) in giving names to exchange types, corresponding to the apparent 

main function (for example, directing, informing exchange types). However, 

in my analytical scheme, I have preferred not to name exchange types by 

function, but only according to number of parts. Such a categorization of 

exchanges allowed me to see that patterns other than the three-part 

"teaching exchange" are common. 

Analysis Scheme 

The previous discussion of analytical schemes with reference to my three 

research questions provides a background to the descriptive scheme which I 

developed in order to analyse my data. More detailed Definitions of Terms 

Used are found arranged in alphabetical order in the final section of this 

chapter. A summary of my Analysis Scheme follows. 

Academic situation: The four situations were: (1) Lectures; (2) Laboratory I 

Discussion Sessions; (3) English 106 Classes; (4) Student/Teacher Conferences 

Discourse level: 

Lesson: Identified by official name, date and time period 
e.g. English 106 (section 3), 17 September, 75 minutes 



Transaction: 

Episode: 

Exchange: 
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A major unit of a lesson. Identified by a general topic and 
activity. Transactions follow one another in continuous 
lesson discourse. 
e.g. Transaction 1 of English 106 (section 3), 17 September 
Teacher asks if students had any problems with writing. 
One student reads his essay aloud, and class discuss his 
writing problems (this was a major transaction in this 
lesson). 
There may be verbal boundaries to transactions. 
e.g. Teacher: .,. I really want to go ahead ( _ ) with 
narration and I want to move on to description today. OK. 
Urn. Let me see «transition to Transaction 2 of lesson» 

Used as major unit of laboratory sessions and lectures, 
rather than transaction. Identified by topic, activity or 
interlocutor changes, and bounded by periods of silence 
(unlike transactions, which follow each other in 
continuous lesson discourse). See definition section of this 
chapter for an example of episode. 

A sequence of turns and moves by more than one speaker, 
which form a topical unit 

e.g. English 106 (3), 17 September, Transaction 1 

Teacher: Sentences «writes on board». Could 
you be more specific about, you see this idea 
( _). How you should. Do you want to 
read it? 

Student M2: No, no 

Teacher: OK. Somebody else? ... TE.TQ 

(Coding is explained below in move.) These three 
turns by the teacher and student M2 form one 3-part 
exchange pattern on the topic of the student's sentence 
problem, with the teacher's turns also including the end of 
the previous exchange, and the beginning of the next 
exchange, shown by the "cartouche" outline. 



Move: A basic unit of a turn (multiple-move turns occur also). 
Identified by apparent function, topic and general 
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context. Each of the turns in the above example of an 
exchange is coded for moves. Moves are coded as follows: 

TS teacher statement 
TExp teacher expansion of 

statement 

TQ teacher question 

TE teacher evaluation 

TR teacher response 
to student move 

TAck teacher acknowledges 
student bid for turn 

so student offered comment 
(a statement on 
an existing or new topic; 
not a response) 

SQ student question 

SE student evaluation 

SDR directed student response 
following a nomination 

SR volunteered student 
response following an 
open teacher question 

S? student move cannot be 
coded (tape unclear) 

S hand student bids for tum 
bid silently 

Stages of AnalysiS Carried Out On Data 

Using the transcripts and observation notes, an Analysis Scheme was 

drawn up for each transcription. Transactions or episodes within the lesson 

were identified. Speakers were identified and turns numbered, word and 

back channel counts were given for each turn. The moves were coded and 

grouped into exchanges, which were numbered sequentially to the end of the 

transcript. 
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e.g. Extract from Analysis Scheme: English 106 (1): Leni 

Tum Speaker No. of Move Exchange Back Transaction 
number words code number channels number and 

general topic 

3 Leni 9 

l 
2 2 1. Discussion 

4 Teacher 14 TR of homework 
4 Leni 2 

SS.T 5 Teacher 54 3 

Further analysis was then done to address the three research questions: 

1. Amount of Student Talk. Words and turns were counted for teacher, 

IS subjects and other students and then compared. Average lengths of turns 

and amount of talk per minute were calculated and percentages of total talk 

worked out for subjects and teachers. 

2. Student Moves and Initiations. Numbers of the different types of moves, 

and numbers of initiations of exchanges were totalled. From these figures 

the moves for individual ISs and for other students across lesson 

transactions, and across the academic situations were compared. 

3. Exchange Patterns. Patterns of exchanges were tabulated according to the 

number of moves in each exchange. Patterns were also grouped according to 

who spoke, who initiated the exchange, and in which transactions and 

academic situations. This analysis shows which patterns are used most in 

which academic situations or types of transactions. 

From these analyses, comparisons across academic situations and across 

students were made for numbers of words spoken, turns taken, moves used, 
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exchange initiations, types of exchanges. In the discussion of results, uses of 

moves and other variables are discussed, in attempts to account for results. 

Definitions of Terms Used 

Back channel: Communication without taking a turn (Duncan and Fiske 

1985, p. 58). Includes words, such as "yes", and fillers, such as "uhuh". 

Can serve various functions, such as agreement, disagreement, 

anticipating speaker's message, showing attentiveness. It is sometimes 

hard to decide if an utterance is a back channel or a turn. Speaker 

intonation can often show if there is an intention to take a turn (even if it 

is only one word), rather than to communicate without taking a turn. 

e.g. Student/Teacher Conference 

4 Teacher: You need a definition of what it is, or a, or specific. 
4 Leni: I I Yes I I 
4 T «continued»: Basically, mechanics and usage is grammar and the 
words you use. Whoops {L: Yeah}. Grammar and vocabulary. 
Grammar and vocabulary basically {L: Uhum} I like to look at it as 
the parts 

In this example, turn 4 Leni is classed as an overlapping turn because 

Leni's tone seems to indicate that she is taking a turn in which to agree 

with the teacher's proposition. The other two utterances by Leni are 

classed as back channels (indicated by (}), since her primary intention, 

judged by her tone, seems to be to keep open the channels without taking 

a turn. 
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Business (class business); Class business topics are concerned with dates, 

procedure for handing in assignments, general administration in the 

academic situations; that is, not part of a lesson's teaching content. Often 

an entire transaction or episode deals with class business. 

e.g. English 106 (section 1), 14 September 

50 Teacher: .,. For Wednesday I'm going to collect the logs as well 

59M?: 

51 T: 

Today? 

No. On Wednesday 

Call-outs: Student moves which are not nominated responses to teacher 

questions. Can be student offers (SO), questions (SQ), or student offered 

responses (SR). There may be a non-verbal signal to gain a turn. 

Disjointed exchange pattern: An exchange in which the first part (usually a 

teacher question) does not immediately precede the student SR or SDR 

move. Coded as a three-part exchange, because students are responding to 

a teacher move earlier in the transaction. In the example below, the 

arrow indicates that the SR moves are responding to the original TQ at 

turn 55. 

e.g. English 106 (4), 5 October 

55 Teacher: ... What else? 

5SM 14: 

56T: 

59M 14: 

TQ 

SR 

TQ 

I SDR I 
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S7T: ~ 

~ 60 M 15: He's trying to do something 

SST: 

61 M 16: He's impatient F'( 
Distressed interaction (repair): Oral exchanges in which it is evident that the 

interlocutors are experiencing problems in understanding each other. I 

prefer not to use the term repair because it is closely associated with a 

specific focus on sequences in conversation analysis (Schegloff, Jefferson 

and Sacks, 1977), whereas I am using the concept of distressed interaction 

with a focus on topic and meaning, rather than special moves. In the 

example below, Chen is finding it difficult to express his question clearly, 

and his partner (a NS) either does not understand, or hear clearly. (See 

also negotiation for similar discourse problems.) 

e.g. Chemistry Laboratory: Chen 

2 Chen: ... (P) Have you to ask the - the chemical we SQ 
need to use it? 

3 Partner: What's that? SQ 

3 C: The chemical we need to use SDR 

4 C: Have you asked -- about that? SQ 

5 P: What? SQ 

5 C: Have you to ask about the chemical we need to use. SQ 
Which one? 
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6 P: I don't know SDR 

Episode: Used in my analysis of lectures and laboratory sessions. Irregularly 

occurring oral interactions, not planned by teacher as part of lesson. 

Different from a transaction, which is part of the teaching of a lesson and 

has identifiable boundaries and cohesion. Specific to that lesson only, and 

identified by blocks of silence before and after, by change of speaker, topic, 

or activity in laboratory work (Lemke, 1982). In lectures, episodes consist 

of irregular bursts of student/teacher interactions during lecture. 

It is difficult to define boundaries of an episode. For example, in his lab 

session, in addition to his interactions with others, Carlos speaks much of 

the time to himself, or makes student offer moves which are not 

acknowledged by others. I have grouped such initiations together into a 

numbered episode, and then changed to the next episode number after a 

prolonged silence, or a change to another interlocutor. 

e.g. Chemistry Laboratory, Episode 2: Carlos 

Carlos asks for soap from M1 and M2, with several pauses between turns. 

There is then a long pause (6.6 seconds), after which I coded the beginning 

of Episode 3. 

Evaluating (feedback): The function of evaluating is expressed in evaluation 

moves. Both teacher and student may make evaluations (coded as TE and 

SE) or acknowledgments of previous speakers' moves, sometimes with a 

simple "yes" or "no," at other times with longer assessments. Usually an 

evaluation closes an exchange, but there can be mutual evaluation chains. 



e.g. Student/Teacher Conference: Leni 

20 Leni: His Royal Highness 

20 Teacher: His Royal Highness, oh sorry 

21 L: ((laughs» No, no, no that's 

21 T: Oh, is that right 

SO 

TE 

5E 

TE 
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Exchange: Minimal interactive unit of speech (Sinclair and Coulthard, 1975), 

consisting of an initiatory move and another move or moves, by at least 

one other speaker. In deciding on the boundary of an exchange, often the 

type of move is an indicator. For example, in a teacher turn conSisting of 

a teacher evaluation move and a teacher question (TE.TQ), the TE usually 

indicates the end of one exchange, and the TQ shows the beginning of the 

next exchange. However, exchange boundaries are also set by tone and 

topic, as shown by the following example. 

e.g. Student/Teacher Conference: Leni 

8 Teacher: Paragraphs are hard to write in? TQ 

9 Leni: Urn::: er. When I write my main focus is on 5DR 
something in my mind. / / And I just write and {T: OK} SO 

my organization isn't 

9 T: Isn't in there in your first draft TS 

The tone of Leni's voice seems to show that her SDR move finishes an 

exchange about focus in writing, while her SO move (beginning at / /) is 
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on another (although related) topic of organization, thus beginning a new 

exchange. 

I do not give names to types of exchanges, but group them into patterns 

according to the number of parts (see pattern). 

Filler: A filler is a verbalization which can serve a number of discourse 

functions, but is not a complete English word. For example, urn, uhuh 

are fillers. Some analysts code words as fillers in some contexts; for 

example, words like well often fulfil the function of holding a place in 

a turn, but do not necessarily carry semantic meaning. In this work, I 

do not made a distinction between word and filler. Filler~, such as urn 

and uhuh are counted either as words within turns, or as as back 

channels, if they do not seem to be attempts at turns. 

Function: When a speaker participates in oral discourse, the words 

express functions (such as questioning, offering a comment, etc.) which 

the speaker intends to carry out by speaking. These functions cannot be 

determined merely by reference to form, and a move may have more 

than one function, or functions may be indeterminate. Sinclair and 

Coulthard point out that in cases where form and function appear to be at 

odds, analysts must use the total environment to decide on function. 

Context, topic and prosody are vital in deciding on functions. In this work, 

a limited number of general discourse functions serve as the basis for 

coding discourse moves (see moves). 



Initiation: A verbal move, made when a speaker participates in discourse, 

without being required by the previous speaker's move to speak. An 

initiation may begin a transaction, episode or exchange. The following 

codes refer to such initiating moves: 
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TS teacher statement 50 student offered comment (a 
statement volunteered on a new 
topic) 

TQ teacher question 5Q student question 

TE teacher evaluation SE student evaluation 
(occasionally an evaluation may initiate an exchange) 

TAck teacher acknowledgment S hand bid silent bid for turn 
of silent student bid 

Other moves are classed as initiatory in that they are offered, and are 

not responses to previous speakers' utterances, but are offered, even if 

they deal with an on-going topic and do not initiate exchanges. Student 

offers, questions and evaluations can fall into this group of initiations. In 

addition, the student offered response (SR), which occurs when a student 

decides to volunteer a response to an interlocutor's move, is a both a type 

of response, and an initiation, as it is volunteered. 

Lesson: Defined by name, and class time period; e.g. English 106, 

section 1, at 10.00 a.m. Some analysts call the lesson only the recognizably 

"teaching" transactions, and exclude opening salutations, and class 

business. However, since my focus is on student talk, not on teaching 

outcomes, I include all transactions within the unit of lesson. 
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Moves: Moves are coded according to the apparent function of a group of 

words. Functions are interpreted as simply as possible, since my focus is 

on broad discourse moves and exchanges, rather than on detailed 

discourse acts. The discourse functions which form the basis of my move 

coding system are as follows: 

stating 

questioning 

responding 

evaluating 

coded as TS, TExp and SO 
(teacher statement, teacher expansion, 
student offer). Such moves are not in 
response to interlocutor's questions 

coded as TQ and SQ 
(teacher question, student question) 

coded as TR, SR and SDR 
(teacher response, student offered response, 
directed student response after a nomination) 

coded as TE and SE 
(teacher evaluation, student evaluation) 

In addition, students may bid for a turn by hand, or other non-verbal 

signs, or by word, and teachers may acknowledge such bids, often by a 

verbalization such as "yes?". Other moves in this corpus may be coded 

S?, because the tape is not clear enough for identification. H such a move 

comes at the beginning of an exchange, it is probably an SO or SQ. 

(See also evaluating, questioning, responding, stating in this list of 

definitions.) 

A move may express more than one function, in which case I have 

chosen the most probable major function. A more difficult problem has 

been deciding which code to assign to an utterance whose form could be 

expressing one or other of two possible functions. For example, in 



Carlos's lab session there are some turns which could be coded as a 

student question or a student offer move. The teacher is telling Carlos 

and his partner what experiments they must do. 

e.g. Chemistty Lab: Carlos, Episode 5 

83 Teacher: OK So the first one TS 

48 Carlos: So I only do it once then? SQ 

84 T: You do it once TR 

49 C: No, but I mean only once into water, all right. SO 
Because it says just five minutes. He's got to do 1, 2, 
3,4 

85 T: You're changing the amount of acid TR 

50 C: An' every time it's five minutes, right SO 

In these exchanges, Carlos's turns 49 and 50 could be coded as student 

confirmation questions, as his turn 48 has been. On the other hand, 

throughout Carlos's discourse there is a strong tendency for him to 

"think aloud," and to speak for apparently phatic purposes, so that his 

moves in question form are not always direct requests for information. 

Therefore, I coded turns 49 and 50 as student offers; that is, statements, 

rather than questions requiring confirmation of information. 

Multiple-move turns: Two or more moves may be made in a turn. 

e.g. Student/Teacher Conference: Obe 
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25 Teacher: OKI I Portuguese would be those TEII1Q 
who learned to speak - who are educated 

200be: Yeah. Educated/I Yes, but the whole situation SDRI ISO 
it is very complicated 



Teacher turns frequently contain more than one move. As the focus of 

this work is not been on teacher discourse, coding of long teacher turns 

has been simplified; hundreds of words and changes in topic have been 

simply coded as TS and TExp. However, all student moves in each 

student turn have been coded. 
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Negotiation of 'i:opidmeaning: This two-way process in clarifying and 

developing topics in academic situations often results in longer exchanges 

than the more commonly occurring two- and three-part patterns. Such 

negotiation may involve questions by teacher or students seeking more 

information, confirmation or clarification of the topic, or it may be the 

result of one interlocutor not hearing or understanding the previous 

move. In contrast, distressed interactions involve an obviously more 

serious breakdown in understanding. Teacher A particularly seems not to 

hear or understand what her students say in English 106 classes. In the 

example below, the teacher is asking students to describe features of their 

classroom. 

e.g. English 106 (3), 17 September: Obe 

82 Teacher: .,. OK Anything else? 

85 M 11: Color 

83 T: Sorry? 

86 M 11: Its color 

84 T: Oh, its color. Yes (P) Anything else? 

TQ 

SR 

TQ 

SDR 

TE.TQ 
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Non-verbal features: These aspects of oral discourse are not a major focus in 

this work, although they are important aspects of discourse. The non

verbal features which are noted in transcripts are laughter; silence, 

indicated by «Pause»; use of board; hand bids for turns; and general 

movement around the laboratory or classroom, which all give a fuller 

context to move and exchange pattern analysis. 

Patterns <exchange patterns): Patterns are types of exchanges, and are labelled 

according to how many parts there are; for example, 2-part, 3-part, 4-part, 

and 5- or more parts. (Since very long exchanges are rare, I have grouped 

all exchanges with more than five parts together as 5+ -part patterns.) I 

have also noted whether teachers or students initiate exchanges, and with 

what type of moves. Below is an example of a 2-part exchange pattern. 

e.g. Systems and Industrial Engineering Laboratory 

5 M 3: How do you get the computer to print the SQ 
output? Did you change the output code on the 
( _ ) statement? 

5 Teacher: No. Ah, I'll answer that ( _ ) (unless) a lot TR 
of people have that question ... 

Questioning: The function of questioning is expressed in question moves. 

Questions may be identified by their syntactic form, by their intonation, or 

context. They may be asked for information, clarification, or 

confirmation, by teachers or students. For teachers, who may already 

know the "answers," questioning also has instructional functions, such as 



checking on student understanding. Codes are TQ and SQ, for teacher 

and student questions. 

Responding: The function of responding is expressed in response moves. 
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Responses are moves which follow questions (and occasionally 

statements), often in the form of "answers." Teacher response moves are 

coded as TR, and student responses as SR or SDR. The SR student 

response move occurs when the student is not directly called on, but 

chooses to offer a response. In such cases, the move can be regarded as a 

type of initiation, since the student does not have to speak. An SDR, on 

the other hand, occurs when the student is directly nominated by an 

interlocutor to respond, and in one-on-one interactions. If a student has 

already made an SR move, and the teacher then asks another question 

within the same exchange, the student's next move will be an SDR move. 

e.g. English 106 (3), 17 September 

12 Teacher: ... What were the two adventures? 

13 M 1: The fox and the gunmen 

13 T: I'm sorry? 

14 M 1: The fox 

TQ 

SR 

TQ 

SDR 

Set: Sometimes a teacher and the same student (occasionally joined by 

others) will engage in a number of exchanges on related topics. I have 

used the term set, (from Mehan, 1979) rather than Coulthard, 

Montgomery and Brazil's term sequence (1981) to describe such 



108 

explorations of a topic. A set is different from an episode in which 

exchanges may not contain closely related topics (although sets can occur). 

A set is also different from a transaction, which is characterized by a 

general activity (e.g. discussion of a reading passage), as well as by topic 

and sub-topics. In the example below, we can see how a topiC (population 

in India) is developed by Ahmed and the teacher in a set of exchanges on 

sub-topics, within a transaction dealing with the connotations of words 

written on the board. 

e.g. English 106 (5): Ahmed 

48 Teacher: ... Anything else? 

67 Ahmed: India is going to have the highest 
population. I mean the population is increasing 
more than any country else 

49T: Yes «breaks in» 

TQ 

5R 

TE 

68 A: It's more than China (_ ) increasing, «continued)OR 
because in China they limit the - the 

50 T: The ::: population in India is increasing. But I T5 
don't think it has the population of China yet 

34 

35 

69 A: No. Because what I heard that in China they they 
had less ... 

~ 
I"'~·"''"' I 36 

Stating: Offering information, comments. Distinct from responding, which 

follows on from another speaker's move. Often initiates an exchange, but 

not always, since a speaker can join in an exchange with an offer. Coded 

as TS (teacher statement) and 50 (student offer). Long teacher moves, or 



multiple statements are coded as TExp (teacher expansion) in order to 

simplify the coding of long teacher utterances. 
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Task: There are several definitions in the literature, but the general concept 

is of a distinct activity in an academic setting, transaction or episode. I use 

the definition by Doyle and Carter (1986, p. 134): lithe situational structures 

that organize and direct thought and action". 

Topic: Topic is a complex concept. In a general sense I agree with Keenan 

and Schieffelin's definition of topic as a proposition about which some 

claim is made or elicited (1976). McCarthy's brief discussion of the concept 

of topic in second language teaching is also useful. He uses the word to 

refer to the "subject matter" of speech acts, and also notes the structural 

and interactional features of topics (1991, p. 132). In my analYSis, I use topic 

interchangeably at different discourse levels. A general topic can include 

several sub-topics, and it is usually a change in the general topic which 

signals a change of transaction or episode, while a change in sub-topic 

signals a new exchange, or part of an episode. I use the term topic for both 

general and sub-topics, to simplify the analysis. In the example below, we 

see how the sub-topiCS (indicated by [ ]) develop as new exchanges. 

e.g. Chemistry Laboratory: Carlos, Episode 2 

8 Carlos: Got any soap? [soap] SQ 

7Ml: Soap? SQ 7 

9 C: Got any soap? SQ 



«Pause» 

10 C: (_) «Pause» 

8M2: Soap 

11 C: Yeah 

« discourse continues» 

13M4: Do you have the soap? 

[offers soap] 

[who has soap] 

25 C: This? No I cleaned with soap? «Pause» 
Make her clean them [she must clean them] 

14M4: Uh? 

26 C: Make her clean them 

15 M4: Clean the tubes? [clarifies what] 

27 C: Yeah. Whole bunch of soap. We brought 
it from over there. I brought it in the test-tube 

[how soap was brought] 

16M4: Urn 

~ 
~8 

Transaction: A major unit of a lesson. Defined by general topic and 
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activity. For example, a teacher may devote a transaction to the discussion 

of a reading assignment, in which students respond to teacher moves, or 

offer comments. There may be several topics within a general topic, and 

multiple levels of sub-topics. There may be verbal markers (e.g. "Well, 

now let's turn to page 49 in the text. . . /1). Transactions are usually part of 

the teacher's lesson plan, but student moves may lead to the 

development of new transactions. Distinguished from an episode by 

identifiable boundaries of the general topic or activities. Similar 



transactions may be identified in other lessons, whereas episodes are 

unique occurrences. 

Transition: Discourse which moves participants from one transaction 

to another. For example: "OK. Now let us turn to the homework .... " 

111 

Turn: A turn is "a stream of speech bounded by speech of another, usually 

an interlocutor" (Crookes, 1990, p.185). Can be completely overlapping, or 

can be bounded by silence, as in episodes. Must be intended as a turn, 

rather than a back channel. 

Uses of moves: Since my analYSis is not done at act level, it is sometimes 

necessary in my discussion of results to differentiate ways in which 

particular moves are used. For example, a student question may be 

asking for information, or may be seeking confirmation of 

information which the student already has. It is also sometimes 

necessary to distinguish between simple one-word responses (such as 

a "yes"), and more thoughtful responses. Since I have avoided coding 

moves as acts, in the interests of Simplicity, it has been necessary to 

discuss the uses of moves when offering explanations for some aspects 

of my results. 

Word: In this study, complete words, fillers and word fragments (such as th

[this]) are counted as words. Back channels are counted separately. 
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CHAPTERS 

THE SUBJECT STUDENTS 

I interviewed the subject International Students after the class 

observations, in order to gain some background information about their 

previous education and current studies. Students showed a wide variety of 

interests and backgrounds. Table 2.1 in Chapter 2 shows student 

nationalities and first languages. Details of the courses taken by the students 

are shown in Table 5.1. Most of their courses were at freshman level, 

although a few were sophomore. Students' real names have been changed 

to protect their privacy. My initial assessment of whether students were 

talkative or not was an informal impression based on their general behavior 

during observations, and in their interview with me. It was not based on 

number of words spoken in the four academic situations. The details about 

students' educational backgrounds, their history of learning English, and 

attitudes towards subjects they were studying, together with my informal 

impressions of their personalities were useful in the discussion sections of 

Chapters 6 to 9 on factors which might help to account for variability in 

student participation in the four academic situations. 

Pilar 

Pilar came from EI Salvador, and had been in the U.S.A. for three years. 

She attended High School in Tucson, where she was put in ESL classes and 



she reported that she was very quiet for six months. There was no TOEFL 

score for her. 
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At the University she was tested in the New Start program (a program for 

NNS students who are U.S. residents), then placed in the English 

Composition for Foreign Students classes. Commenting on her college 

courses she said that English Composition was a reasonable class, but 

Psychology was rather boring. She liked Physics and loved Chemistry, 

although she did not think the lectures were much good. She found 

Systems and Industrial Engineering a bit hard, and tried to prepare her work 

in advance by reading the textbook. She wanted to be a medical doctor. 

Pilar had a bright, friendly personality and seemed in her interview and 

general behavior to be a naturally talkative person. 

Leni 

Leni was Dutch, attending university on a golf scholarship. She learned 

English in high school and from traveling to the U.K. She had been to hotel 

school in Holland for one year after junior high school. She had been tested 

with NSs for placement in writing classes, and then placed into the classes 

for ISs. There was no TOEFL score for her. She felt that her studies were 

progressing well, and often got help from instructors in office hours. She 

found long essay-writing hard, and the Math was a problem because of 

differences from the Dutch system. Archaeology and Anthropology were not 

too hard, though she couldn't ask questions in the large Anthropology class. 

German was easy for her. 
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She was interested in changing to Business and Public Administration to 

study Personnel Management. She seemed a pleasant, confident, competent, 

matter-of-fact, fairly talkative person. 

Carlos 

Carlos came from Mexico. He learned English at home, as his father went 

to college in the U.S.A. and Carlos had traveled to California several times as 

a tourist. He reported that he liked English Composition and Anthroplogy 

very much, although there was a lot of reading. He had no problem with 

Chemistry as long as he read ahead, but found the laboratories a lot of work 

and said that he was not very good at interpreting the results. He liked 

Philosophy very much as a contrast to the sciences, but wanted to major in 

Aerospace. He was very taL1<ative in the interview and during my 

observations; his English was fluent, though not always N5-like, and he 

seemed a very friendly person. 

Chen 

Chen came from Singapore, and spoke Mandarin and Cantonese. He had 

used some Malay in the army and some English when working in 

Singapore. He had learned English since elementary school, but said it was 

only very "simple" language. He had gained a diploma in Electrical 

Engineering from a Singapore Polytechnic, On reaching the U.S. he took a 

two-month refresher course in English. His TOEFL score was 507. 
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He said he found his lecturer in Chemistry good but found the lectures 

and laboratory sessions quite a lot of work because he hadn't used Chemistry 

for a long time. He reported that his Physics lectures were hard to 

understand and he could not always pick out the points. He found Systems 

and Industrial Engineering reasonably easy, athough he still made mistakes 

in Fortran. 

Chen was studying for a B.Sc. in Electrical Engineering. He was fairly 

fluent in English but did not always understand others. He himself was 

sometimes hard to understand as he had a low voice, and cut off consonant 

clusters at the ends of words. He seemed to be a quiet person in the 

interview and in my observations. 

Li 

Li came from Taiwan and was studying Computer Engineering. He had 

learned English at school, junior college and at a language institute after 

school. His TOEFL was 513. He had worked as a computer programmer for 

seven years, then spent two semesters learning English at a language 

institute in the U.S.A. Li said his listening and reading in English were fine, 

but his spoken English was poor. He found studying hard after years of 

working. Math was quite hard because it was at an advanced level. He did 

not do much work in Physics and in the laboratory didn't understand the 

Korean TA very well. He dropped Sociology during the semester; he had 

found lectures too fast for note-taking. He seemed to be one of the quietest of 

the eight students in the interview and in classes. 
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abe 

abe was studying for a B.Sc. in Soil Chemistry. He came from Guinea

Bissau, where Creole was his mother tongue. He also lived in Senegal for 

four years, and therefore spoke French. Portuguese was the language of 

abe's formal education, and in high school he took English classes, which he 

said were at a very simple level. After high school, Obe won a scholarship to 

study chemistry in Czechoslovakia, where he stayed for nearly five years. He 

therefore spoke Czech, and also learned Spanish while in college in 

Czechosolvakia. 

On his return to Guinea-Bissau in 1979, Obe worked as a chemist in a soils 

laboratory. In 1985 he was sent by his government to study in the U.S.A. 

Since he could not transfer all his Czech credits, he was an undergraduate at 

the University of Arizona. 

Obe had a TOEFL score of 507 after studying ESL for one year at 

Georgetown University. He was then sent to Arizona Western College at 

Yuma, since his sponsoring body, the Mrican-American Institute sends 

NNSs of English to study for two years at junior colleges before sending 

them to universities. Yuma was chosen because it is an agricultural college, 

and Obe's major was Soil Chemistry. He stayed at Yuma for two semesters, 

transferred to Pima College, Tucson, and finally entered the University of 

Arizona in the fall of 1987. 

Because of his previous studies, Obe found his academic work fairly easy 

and could follow lectures quite well. His strategy for note-taking was to 

listen well, without trying to write down everything. He noted only the 
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important points, and then checked in his textbooks. He found Geology 

lectures a little hard because slides were often shown, and it was hard to 

look, listen and write notes in the dark. Obe said that his Soils lectures and 

laboratory work were easy, and that other students often went to him for 

help. 

Obe seemed an unassuming, mature man, who put up graciously with his 

protracted study program. He played a confident role in class, was ready to 

help fellow students, and was unobtrusively talkative. 

Kanit 

Kanit was Indonesian. He learned English all the way through from 

primary school, and had also gone to evening English classes in Indonesia 

after leaving school. He spoke quite good English, and was friendly, though 

fairly quiet. He reported that he did not enjoy his English Composition 

classes because he had been studying English for many years. He had never 

taken a composition class before, and his TOEFL was 567. 

Of his other classes he said Systems and Industrial Engineering and 

Psychology were reasonably easy to understand, but in Chel.(.istry it was 

sometimes difficult to hear. In his Chemistry labs he said he usually needed 

to ask the instructor twice about the laboratory work and writing laboratory 

reports. He said Electrical and Computer Engineering was hard for everyone. 

He said he occasionally asked his professors questions after class, but had no 

time to go to office hours. 
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Kanit was the only student who showed any particular interest in this 

research project. In the lab, when I took off his microphone, he asked me 

about the research, and once during the following semester, he approached 

me and initiated a conversation about the research. 

Ahmed 

Ahmed was a friendly, very talkative student from Kuwait. He could 

speak a little Greek because he had travelled to Greece. He learned English 

from primary school onwards. When he left high school he went to night 

English classes, and had also done a summer course at a language school in 

the U.S.A. He felt his high school English had been adequate, but he had 

needed more English for academic purposes. His TOEFL was only 497, the 

lowest score for the subject students. Both his father and aunt had studied in 

the U.S.A. He was majoring in Electrical Engineering. 

Ahmed said he found English and Math quite easy. However, he said his 

reading speed was slow and he made verb mistakes when writing. He had 

found the Electrical and Computer Engineering hard and dropped the course 

early in November. The lectures were hard to hear, he had tried to sit at the 

front both to hear, and so that he could see the board,_ and in labs he felt he 

did not get enough help from the Teaching Assistants. Computer Science 

lectures were boring, but not difficult and he usually went to the discussion 

sessions, although he was not there the time I went. 
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Table 5.2 shows the amount of subject student participation in 

lectures, laboratory sessions, English 106 classes and student/teacher 

conferences. Full descriptions of their participation are given in Chapters 6 

to 9, where results and discussion appear for each student. Comparisons 

between students are made in Chapter 10. The discussion of results assesses 

the role which individual students play in the academic situations, and the 

extent to which students control their own oral participation, or are 

constrained by the teacher, other students, and the content and tasks of these 

situations. 

These eight International Students come from several educational and 

cultural backgrounds. They vary in their personalities, proficiency in 

English, the studies they were undertaking, and in their participation in the 

four academic situations in which they were observed. Pilar, Leni, Carlos, 

Obe and Ahmed usually participated fairly actively in the discourse of the 

four situations. Li and Chen seemed to participate less, and often in a 

responsive, rather than initiatory manner. Kanit seems to fall between both 

groups. Although there were interactions between the eight subject students 

and NSs in the lab sessions, all students except Carlos and Obe seemed 

somewhat isolated from NS students. 

In the following chapters (Chapters 6 to 9), results are given for each 

student's participation in each academic situation, comparisons between 

students are made, and factors which may account for variations are 

discussed. 
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Table 5.1 

Classes Taken by Subject Students 

Lectures Other classes 

Pilar Chemistry 103A '" 
English 106'" 
Physics 102A'" Laboratory 
Psychology 101'" 
Systems and Industrial 

Engineering 170'" Laboratory'" 

Leni Anthropology 100'" Discussion'" 
Archaeology'" Discussion 
English 10611-
German 
Mathematics (self study) 

Carlos Anthropology 100 Discussion 
Chemistry 103A'" Laboratory'" 
English 10611-
Mathematics 116 
(self study) 
Philosophy Ill'" 

Chen Chemistry 103A II- Laboratory'" 
English 10611-
Mathematics 223 
Physics 116'" 
Systems and Industrial Laboratory 

Engineering 17011-

Li English 106'" 
Mathematics 223 
Physics 110'" Laboratory'" 
Sociology 1 0011-
Systems and Industrial 

Engineering 170'" 



Obe 

Kanit 

Ahmed 

English 106" 
Geophysics lOlA It 
Organic Chemistry 241A" 
Soils 200 

Chemistry 1 03A" 
Electrical and Computer 

Engineering 101 
English 106" 
Mathematics 125A 
Psychology 101" 
Systems and Industrial 

Engineering 170" 

Computer Science 115" 
Electrical and Computer 

Engineering 101 
English 106" 
Mathematics 124 

.. = classes observed and tape-recorded 

Laboratory" 

Laboratory" 
Laboratory 

Laboratory 

Discussion 
Laboratory" 
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Table 5.2 
Amount of Subiect StJJ~ent P~rticipation in Academic Situations 

StudentlTeacher 
Student Lectures Laboratory English 106 Conference 

Turns Words Turns Words Turns Words Turns Words 

Pilar 64 322 4 33+ 51 716 
2 6 

Leni 3 1+ 13 262 37 423+ 
(Discussion) 14 108 

Carlos 5 55+ 187 1398 11 163 43 955 
9 137 

Chen 44 285+ 3 8 12 61 

Li 20 126 4 33 40 471 
3 12 11 10911-

Obe 135 1071 14 280+ 93 1414 
9 135 

Kanit 40 216 49 405+ 

Ahmed 88 788+ 27 303+ 49 559+ 

+ = more words were spoken, but could not be counted 
...... .. = pair conference, Li and Chen ~ 



CHAPTER 6 

ACADEMIC SITUA nONS: LECTURES 

This is the first of four chapters (6, 7, 8 and 9) in which I present and 

discuss results of observations of the four academic situations: lectures, 

laboratory sessions, English 106 classes and student/teacher conferences. 
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In this chapter I will give the results of my observations of lectures 

attended by the subject International Students, and of analysis of the 

transcripts of the tape-recordings of these lectures. Section I of this chapter is 

a general description of the lectures; section IT contains results presented in 

terms of amount of student oral participation, type of moves and initiations, 

and exchange patterns occurring in teacher/student oral interactions. In 

section m the results are discussed and tentative suggestions to account for 

results are made. 

I. General Description of Lectures 

Pilot observations had shown that lectures vary in content, physical 

setting, use made of audio-visual equipment, lecturer style and amount of 

facilitation of student oral participation. Student oral participation varied in 

lectures, and was usually confined to only a few total turns. Karp and Yoels 

(1976) stated tha.t ultimately the fairly low amount of student oral 

participation in lectures is a function of three factors in the organization of 

college classrooms: the way in which a few students become the 

"representatives" of all students, and are "relied on" to speak on behalf of 

other students; the fact that college teachers rarely call on specific individuals 



to Speak; and the general climate of non-involvement by students made 

possible by much college teaching. 
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When students do become involved, there seems to be an interplay of 

several factors. For example, in my pilot observation of a Plant Science 

lecture, given in a very crowded classroom seating 50 to 60 students, there 

was an interesting demonstration of how lecture content, teaching style and 

class dynamics combined almost into a game. The lecture was on the 

classification of fruits, and gradually a crescendo of called-out requests for 

information developed, as students asked simple information about the 

classification of various fruits. Almost certainly, this was not planned by the 

lecturer, and was not necessarily a desirable use of class time in his eyes, yet 

the class had come alive, and created its own dialog with the lecturer, which 

was quite powerful. 

Such a "feeling" in a lecture is noticeable to an observer, even if content is 

unfamiliar. Of course, elements which contribute to the creation of lecture 

as an "event", or a "success" may, or may not also promote student oral 

participation. Some highly satisfactory lectures are delivered to completely 

silent students. 

Lectures were the dominant academic situation for the subject students in 

this study. Between them, the eight subjects were taking 37 lecture classes, of 

which I observed 13 lectures. (See Chapter 5 for a complete list of courses 

taken by each subject student.) Table 6.1 shows the lectures I observed, the 

names of the subject students attending, and the approximate number of all 

students present. The type of lecture room used is also noted. 
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Table 6.1 

Lectures Attended b~ Subject International Students 

Lecture Subject(s) No. of Lecture 
aHending students room 

Anthropology 100 Leni 200 auditorium 

Archaeology Leni 60 classroom 

Chemistry 103A Pilar 150 auditorium 
Carlos 
Chen 
Kanit 

Chemistry 241 (Organic) Obe 150 auditorium 

Computer Science 115 Ahmed 60 auditorium 

Geosciences 101 (Geology) Obe 300 auditorium 

Philosophy 111 Carlos 45 classroom 

Physics 102A Pilar 350 auditorium 

Physics 110 Li 70 auditorium 

Physics 116 (Introduction Chen 130 auditorium 
to Magnetics) 

Psychology 101 Pilar 700 auditorium 
Kanit 

Sociology 100 Li 45 classroom 

Systems and Industrial Pilar 250 auditorium 
Engineering 170 Chen 

Kanit 



Lecture content, physical environment, use of audio-visual equipment, 

and teaching style will be briefly commented on below, before results are 

presented for student oral participation in lectures. 

Lecture Content 
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The contents of the lectures observed fall roughly into two groups: 

lectures which transferred content as information, with varying degrees of 

synthesis, evaluation and analysis; and lectures which mostly dealt with 

content in step-by-step demonstration and discussion of problems and 

solutions. 

The six lectures in the informative content group are: 

Anthropology 100 
Archaeology 
Geosciences (Geology 101) 
Philosophy 111 
Psychology 101 
Sociology 101 

evidence of early man 
analysis of evidence from artifacts 
courses of river-beds 
Descartes 
the brain 
theories of social stratification 

The seven lectures in the demonstration content group are: 

Chemistry 103A 
ChemiStry 241 
Computer Science 115 
Physics 102A 
Physics 110 
Physics 116 
Systems & Industrial 

Engineering 170 

gases 
synthesis 
sorting routines 
problems 
friction problems 
cross fields, application of laws 
proced ure for lab exercise 

In addition, both types of lectures often included administration matters, 

comments on tests, homework, field trips, and so on; usually at the 

beginning of the lecture. 
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Analysis shows that lectures were organized into transactions (following 

the terminology of Sinclair and Coulthard, 1975), which can be recognized by 

verbal markers (for example, "Any questions? OK, we will now turn to ... "), 

or in a less marked way merely by change of topic, or activity (such as 

showing slides). However, oral interaction was not an integral part of any of 

the transactions, in contrast to non-lecture classes. 

The type of content and its possible relationship to the amount and 

nature of student oral participation will be discussed in section ill of this 

chapter. 

Physical Environment 

Ten of the lectures were held in large auditoria and three in classrooms 

(see Table 6.1). The auditoria varied in size and shape, but all had sloping 

floors, theatre-type seating, and could seat hundreds of students. The 

classrooms could seat 40 to 60 students in fixed rows of seats with tablet arms. 

There were desks, some with lecterns on top, for lecturers, and some desks 

were on a stage or dais. 

In general, ISs tended to sit near the front of lecture halls, probably so that 

they could see and hear well. Students who asked questions often, though by 

no means always, sat near the front. 

Audio/Visual Equipment 

The audio/visual equipment used in lectures is shown in Table 6.5. 

Besides board and chalk, aids used included overhead projector (OHP), slides, 



film, real apparatus, and hand-outs. Board work and overhead projectors 

were often essential, especially in the demonstration type lectures. Also 

notable was the fact that teachers in large auditoria used cordless 

microphones. The one lecturer who did not use a microphone, and spent 

most of his Physics 110 lecture working out problems on the board gave a 

lecture which was almost inaudible from the back of the hall. It was also 

hard to read the board from the back of the hall. 
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The use of audio-visual equipment in lectures, while often necessary for 

teaching purposes, may have an effect on student oral participation. When 

such aids are used, students may find it easier to understand the content of 

the lecture, but harder to take notes, since another sensory dimension, to 

which attention must be paid, is introduced. Thus, there may be more 

constraint on oral participation, because there is already so much to attend 

to. 

Teacher Personality and Lecture Style 

Although Karp and Yoels (1976) mention other factors, according to 

Cooper et al (1983), teacher personality and lecture style are two key factors in 

encouraging student oral participation in lectures. In the 13 lectures 

observed, all lecturers were male, and showed varied teaching styles. One 

lecturer seemed to me to be a poor lecturer, and one was rather hesitant, or 

perhaps, inexperienced. Yet students in both of these classes spoke, so lecture 

style alone does not necessarily promote or discourage student oral 
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participation. More details on teaching style are given in section III, and in 

Table 6.5. 

In general, however, the lectures I observed seemed to fall into three 

groups according to lecturer style and use of techniques which might 

facilitate student participation. In the first group there were no opportunities 

provided by the teacher for student participation, and no student talk. Three 

lectures fall into this group: Computer Science 115, Physics 116, and 

Psychology 101, all of which took place in large auditoria. In the case of the 

Psychology lecture, it would have been almost impossible for students to 

participate orally. There were about 700 students in a packed, dimly-lit 

auditorium, which was more like a theatre than a lecture hall (the seats had 

no tablet arms). The stage was above the audience, the lecturer had no desk, 

and had to squat at the front in order to use the overhead projector, which 

projected onto a very large screen. 

In the second group are lectures in which teachers did not provide specific 

opportunities for student participation, but students did participate. There 

are two lectures in this group: Chemistry 103A, and Sociology 100. An 

extreme example of this type of lecture was a microelectronics lecture which 

I observed during pilot work for this study. The teacher worked at great 

spet:d on the board, often not seeing students bidding by hand to speak. They 

had to call out the lecturer's name to get his attention so that tt.ey could 

clarify information and ask questions about the problems. The lecturer 

seemed willing to answer these questions, but did not pause or solicit 

student talk by asking if they had questions. 
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The eight remaining lectures are in a third group. Opportunities such as 

pauses, rhetorical questions, open questions to the whole class, and 

solicitations for student questions were provided to allow for student 

participation, and students did indeed participate orally. In the discussion 

section of this chapter, associations between lecture type, and participation 

patterns will be explored. 
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II. Description of Student Oral Participation in Lectures 

Eleven of the lectures lasted for 50 minutes, while Sociology 100, and 

Systems and Industrial Engineering 170 lasted for 75 minutes. In all of the 

lectures observed, nearly all of the time was devoted to teacher lecturing. 

While sl.owing slides or overhead transparencies, lecturers commented also, 

and there was a silent transaction in only one lecture (Physics 116) when a 

silent 5-minute film demonstrating a laboratory technique was shown at the 

beginning. Apart from taking notes, students were not called upon to 

perform any other activities. 

Student/ teacher interaction occurred in irregularly spaced episodes of talk 

(using the terminology of Lemke, 1982), which occurred in response to 

teacher utterances, especially open questions, sometimes preceded by hand or 

vocal bids, or as student call-outs during teacher talk. Even when lecturers 

solicited questions and paused, students rarely spoke, but seemed to 

participate at other times. 

Amount of Student Talk 

In three lectures (Computer Science 115, PhYSics 116, Psychology 101) 

students did not speak at all. In the remaining lectures, the number of 

student speakers per lecture ranged from one to 14 (or from 1 % to 12.9% of 

the students present). Table 6.2 gives numbers of student speakers, and 

numbers of turns and episodes. Although the tape-recorder picked up the 

lecturer's talk, and some student talk, students usually spoke too softly, or 

they were too far away for the microphone to pick up their words, or for me 
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to hear well. Therefore, a word count for all student turns is not possible. 

Also, it was difficult to identify if speakers were NSs or ISs. Carlos was the 

only speaker in lectures who I could definitely identify as an IS. A total of 48 

students spoke in 88 turns, but only one subject student, Carlos, spoke (in 5 

turns, with 55 words). 

The figures in Table 6.2 show that lectures with large numbers of students 

present can also involve fairly large numbers of student speakers: 14 

individuals spoke in the Systems and Industrial Engineering 170 lecture, and 

nine spoke in 11 turns in Physics 110, mostly in simple call-out questions, 

responses or comments. In contrast, in the Philosophy 111 lecture, which 

took place in a classroom, there were only four participants, who spoke in 35 

turns in nine episodes. (Student Fl had 15 turns, M2 had II, F3 had 4 turns, 

and Carlos had 5 turns.) 

An important aspect of student participation is that for practical reasons, 

only a limited number of students can speak in lectures, acting as 

"representatives" of the others (for college lectures see Karp and Yoels, 1976; 

MCLT(enna, 1987; and Doyle, 1983 for school classes). Karp and Yoels found 

that on average 9.38 students spoke in 26 "interactions" (not defined, but I 

assume that they mean some sort of exchange occurred) in lectures with 

fewer than 40 students present, while 9.88 students spoke in 19.40 

interactions in larger lectures (the maximum number of students present in 

their study was about 65). In my observations, eight of the 13 lectures had 

over 100 students present, while in five of the lectures there were 40 to 70 

students (similar to Karp and Yoels' larger lecture audiences). No students 
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spoke in three of the lectures in my study, and in the remaining ten lectures, 

48 speakers had 88 turns. This is a lower average than Karp and Yoel's, and 

can be accounted for by several possible factors, such as large lecture rooms, 

number of students present, teaching style, type of c.ontent. See section m of 

this chapter for more discussion. 

Table 6.2 

Student Turns in Lectures 

Lecture Number of Student No. of No. of 
Speakers Turns episodes speakers as % 

of total present 

Anthropology 100 5 7 7 2.5 

Archaeology 1 1 1 1.6 

Chemistry 103 2 2 2 1.3 

Chemistry 241 3 5 3 2.0 

Computer Science 115 

Geosciences 101 3 4 3 1.0 

Philosophy 111 4 35 9 8.9 

Physics 102 4 4 4 1.1 

Physics 110 9 11 10 12.9 

Physics 116 

Psychology 101 

Sociology 100 3 5 5 6.7 

Systems & Industrial Engr. 170 14 14 14 5.6 
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Student Moves and Initiations 

The most frequent student moves were questions (58% of student moves), 

followed by volunteered student (SR) responses (20.5%). Table 6.3 shows 

student moves and exchange initiations in each lecture. Students made 17 

silent hand bids, which were acknowledged by the teacher (usually with the 

word "Yes?"), and then the students asked questions. I have coded these 

student questions which followed bids as exchange initiations. In addition, 

two student silent hand bids were acknowledged by the teachers, and then 

followed by student SR responses to open teacher questions. Also, there was 

one student called-out verbal bid for a turn, which was acknowledged by the 

teacher, and followed by a student question, also coded as a student exchange 

initiation. There were 88 student moves, of which 50 initiated exchanges 

with the teachers, and a total of 21 student responses to teacher statements or 

open questions, of which 18 were offered student SR responses, and three 

were direct SDR responses. 

The majority of the student SO offered comments occurred in the 

Philosophy lecture, in which students made six SO moves, which all 

initiated exchanges, adding comments about aspects of the topics being 

discussed. There were also 19 questions, which all initiated exchanges, in 

this lecture. The lecturer accepted these student initiations and responded to 

them, but as he did not repeat the questions or comments, and the students 

who spoke were at the front, other students could not hear well, and the 

exchanges tended to be rather private, and not conducive to wider 

discussion. The only other student SO offer exchange initiation was in the 
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Geosciences lecture, in a large auditorium. The student sat at the back, and 

called out factual information. Other SO moves occurred in Sociology, when 

th.ree SO moves came after teacher statements. 

Table 6.3 

Student Moves and Initiations 

Lecture Total SO 50 Bids SE SR SDR S1 
stu. turns "" 

Anthropology 7(4) 5(4) [2] 2 

Archaeology 1(1) 1(1) [1] 

Chemistry 103 2 1 1 

Chemistry 241 5(1) 4(1) 1 

Geosciences 101 4(1) 1(1) 2 1 

Philosophy 111 35(26) 6(6) 19(19) [1] 1 6 1 2(1) 
{includes Carlos 5(5) 1(1) 4(4) [In 

Physics 102 4(3) 4(3) [3] 

Physics 110 11(4) - 7(4) [1 call bid] 4 

Sociology 100 5(2) 3 2(2) [2] 

SIE 170 14(8) - 9(8) [8] 3 [2] 2 

TOTALS 88(50) 11 (7) 51(42) 1 18 3 4(1) 

( ) = exchange initiations by students "" [ ] = silent hand bids 
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Student questions were much more common, with a total of 51, of which 

42 initiated exchanges (with 17 hand bids). In this corpus, these bids are 

much more frequent in large lecture rooms, probably because students can 

gain turns by non-hand bids more easily in smaller classrooms. 

Six student questions came after overt teacher facilitation moves: five 

after open teacher questions posed to the entire class, often with a short 

pause afterwards to allow student responses (and therefore distinct from 

rhetorical questions, to which the teacher expects no student response). One 

student question came after a teacher solicitation 1/ Any questions?" Such 

solicitations were often asked at the end of a topic, but rarely generated 

immediate student questions. This is interesting, because it seems that even 

when teachers solicit student oral participation, students do not necessarily 

choose to speak in pauses or natural breaks in topics where teachers tend to 

invite comments or questions, but students may speak at other times. 

The nature of student questioning is interesting in these lectures. 

McKenna (1987) commented how the "representative" students together 

with the teacher create a discourse domain, specific to that particular lecture, 

by developing sub-topics from the lecture topics. An example is seen in the 

set of exchanges initiated by Carlos's questions when he gets the teacher to 

explain or expand a point about Descartes which perplexes Carlos. This 

teacher/student interaction demonstrates McKenna's point that student 

questions during lectures often concern topic-development, and are not 

usually questions asking for a repetition or clarification. She warns that 

because ISs are often urged by their EAP or ESP teachers not to be afraid to 
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ask questions, they may tend to ask inappropriate questions unless given 

more instruction about the topic-development type of questions. (However, 

Carlos, the only IS who spoke in lectures in my study, did ask appropriate 

questions.) 

The second most frequent student move was the offered student response 

(SR) move when students chose to respond to teacher utterances, but not in 

response to direct teacher solicitation of a singled-out student. Seven of the 

18 SR moves came after "diSjointed" teacher questions, when one student 

has already responded to a teacher question, and then other students respond 

without the teacher asking another question. The small number of teacher 

evaluation (TE) moves (only four) after student responses is notable, in 

contrast to the frequency of teacher evaluation moves after student 

responses in English 106. In the lectures the teachers seem to accept student 

responses and move on with the lecture, whereas in classroom teaching, 

student responses are more frequently commented upon. 

Karp and Yoels (1976) found that 46.3 % of student moves were "responses 

to indirect teacher questions", but it is possible that their term response may 

include student questions or offers as well as student SR responses. 

In addition, Karp and Yoe1s (1976) found that "direct teacher questions" 

accounted for only 9.9 % of the stimuli to student participation in lectures. 

In my study, there were no teacher nominations of students to speak, and 

the three directed responses (SDR), which amount to 3.4% of student moves, 

occurred when a student was already involved in an exchange with the 

teacher. 
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There are few studies which analyse student moves in lectures. Cooper et 

al. base their analysis loosely on Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) and give a 

table with three columns for student act, function, and analysis (which is an 

interpretation or gloss of the act and its role within the discourse). They give 

samples of student moves, but no indication of numbers of turns or 

participants. The student moves described appear to be questions (including 

confirmation questions), student SR responses, hand bids, and possibly some 

student offered comments (SO). Thus, my finding that student questions are 

the most frequent move are generally supported by the literature. 

Carlos, the only subject student to speak, did so in one episode (episode 7) 

during the Philosophy lecture, as shown below (the cartouche surrounds the 

parts of an exchange): 

Teacher 

Carlos 

T 

1 Carlos 

T 

2 Carlos 

T 

3 Carlos 

« about half an hour into the lecture; talking about free will)) 
. .. I'm trying to convince you of the nature of this problem. 

Instead of bringing the mountain to Mohammed, we bring 
Mohammed to the mountain (P) (_ ) 

«hand bid» 5 bid 

Yes, Carlos? TAck 

Yeah. When Descartes says "I think, so I exist," right SQ 

I was just going to get to that, that (argument) ( _ ) 
we believe 

I, I just want to make the comment that we think, and 
we ( _ ) exist (in this) world 

(- ) 

OK. But if there's no real world, how do we think, 

F1 
~ 



T 

4 Carlos 

T 

5 Carlos 

T 

because there's no ( _ ) thinking 

OK. OK. Well, right (_) 

But, what 
II I I 
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FI 
I I A person I I (_) so, er it doesn't matter if ( _ ) in ~ 
the real world (P). I mean, for, I mean for example, there 
is no (_) just have urn a (retinal nerve) (_) but then, 
on the other hand, there might just be someone who receives 
something directly on to the retina, by the same pattern that a a 
retinal image ( _ ) that there might be, be a ( _ ) so that the 
mind can process that pattern in the same way as ( _ ) so you 
get ( _). So that in real1ife you realize that it's an obvious 
thing ( _) artificially induced in the same way - urn - at any 
point after the ( _ ) then ( _). In other words, you don't 
actually need to have it there, there in order for us to ( _ ) 
including the ( _ ) accumulated by the ( _ ) 

So you can actually think without the real world? 

It appears so. Yes? 

1 FI I just say, OK. I don't think ... 

As with several NSs in my observations, Carlos makes a hand bid, 

followed by the teacher'S acknowledgment, and then asks a question, which I 

coded as an exchange initiation. This question ~ould possibly be coded as a 

student offered comment (like his tum number 2), but I interpreted it as a 

confirmatory question. 

Exchange Patterns 

Exchange patterns in which students spoke in each lecture are shown in 

Table 6.4. From this table we can see that of 79 total exchanges in lectures, 50 

were initiated by students, mainly in 2-part exchanges or 4-part exchanges 
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Table 6.4 

Exchange Patterns in Lectures: All Students 

Lecture Total 2-part 3-part 4-part 
exchanges exchange exchange exchange 

Anthropology 100 7(4) 4(2) 1 2(2)" 

Archaeology 1(1) 1(1)" 

Chemistry 103 2 2 

Chemistry 241 3(1) 2(1) 1 

Geosciences 101 3(1) 2 1(1) 

Philosophy 111 32(26) 22(22) 7(1) 3(3) 
{includes Carlos 4(4) 1(1)"} 

Physics 102 4(3) 1 3(3)" 

Physics 110 10(4) 9(3) 1(1) .... 

Sociology 100 5(2) 3 2(2)" 

Systems & Industrial 12(8) 2 2" 8(8)" 
Engineering 170 

TOTAL 79(50) 43(27) 14(2) 22(21) 

( ) = exchange iPjtiation by students 
.. = exchange with a hand bid 
.... = exchange with a call bid 

which are comprised of silent student bid, teacher acknowledgment, student 

question and teacher response. These silent bids tended to occur in large 

lecture halls, for example in the Systems and Industrial Engineering lecture, 
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in which 14 students spoke, but needed to bid in order to gain the floor. In 

contrast, in Philosophy Ill, which took place in a classroom, the student 

speakers mostly sat near the front, and did not need to bid with the hand in 

order to gain the floor. 

The most common 2-part exchange patterns are shown below. Note that 

in this, and following chapters, the abbreviations used for moves are as 

given in the definitions in Chapter 4, and x means the number of instances 

of a particular move or exchange pattern (Le. x 22 means 22 instances of this 

pattern). 

SQ 
TR 
x22 

so 
TR 
x5 

TQ 
SR 
x4 

TS 
SO 
x4 

Few of the 3-part exchange patterns are IRE "teaching exchanges," 

common in school classroom teaching (Sinclair and Coulthard, 1975; Mehan, 

1979). As already noted, only four teacher evaluation moves, which are 

usually the third move in an IRE exchange, were made. In these lectures, 3-

part exchanges tend to involve sequences such as teacher question, student 

response, followed by a teacher response rather than an evaluation of the 

student's move. 

There were 17 four-part exchanges consisting of student hand bid, teacher 

acknowledgment, student question and teacher response. In many ways 

these exchanges are really two-part exchanges, the difference being the need 

to attract attention in order to gain a turn. There are no exchanges with more 
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than four moves, which contrasts with the three other academic situations, 

in which longer exchanges are found. 

It is interesting that 2-part patterns are the most frequent exchanges in my 

study, because discourse analysts stress the two-sided nature of lecture 

discourse. Coulthard, Montgomery and Brazil (1981) propose that lectures 

are basically interactive. Even when only the lecturer speaks, s/he may take 

on both participants' roles as lecturer and listener, by anticipating how 

students may react to the information being received. Furthermore, if 

listeners do speak during a lecture, then a type of ritual conversation may 

occur (Sinclair and Brazil, 1982). The lecturer takes one part, and dominates 

the IIconversationli in topic control, quantity of talk, and control of other 

participants' talk. The listeners together take the other role as a many 

headed participant who has given up many of the rights of more informal 

conversationalists (Sinclair and Brazil, 1982, p. 3). Hence, when there are 

verbal interactions the 2-part pattern may dominate because of its similarity 

to rapid conversational interactions, rather than to the 3-part teaching 

exchanges found in non-lecture style classroom teaching. My data on 

student/teacher exchanges in lectures supported this view. 
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ill. Possible Factors Accounting for Student Participation 

In this study, detailed consideration of teacher and student personalities, 

or the influence of student cultural background are not the focus of research. 

Yet, as Karp and Yoels (1976) showed, much can be done to account for 

student talk, without investigating the difficult areas of personalities and 

cultural influences. 

As mentioned in section I of this chapter, Karp and Yoels (1976) propose 

three reasons why most students decide not to talk in college classes. Thus, if 

there is student oral participation, it tends to involve those students who 

become regular "representative" speakers for the whole class. Karp and 

Yoels' research was done in ten college humanities classes, plus an 

economics class (but no science classes). Since no mention of students' first 

language was made, I assume they were NSs of English and the number of 

students present ranged from 12 to 65. The researchers also conducted 

questionnaires with students and teachers. From this work, they found that 

although students claimed that class size would affect decisions to speak in 

class, in fact, some students did speak, no matter what the class size. They 

also found that 94% of male and 96% of female students very early in a 

semester perceived whether teachers actually wanted classroom student talk. 

Most students said that decisions to speak in class would be affected by 

whether they had done reading or other work, felt well-prepared and 

knowledgeable, and that they would want to speak well, with fully-formed 

ideas. The researchers' observations confirmed that when students did speak 

in class, they mainly responded to teacher questions or statements, with only 
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10% of student talk being in response to other student questions or 

comments. Since the lectures observed by Karp and Yoels were similar only 

to the three lectures with fewest students present, which took place in 

classrooms in my study (Archaeology, Philosophy and Sociology), direct 

comparisons are not always relevant. In their study, the average number of 

student speakers in lectures was 9.38 in lectures with less than 40 students 

present, and 9.88 in lectures with 40 to 65 present. In contrast, the average for 

all ten lectures in my study where students spoke (there were more than 40 

present in all lectures observed) was only 4.8 speakers. However, there is 

some agreement between their results and mine, which will be discussed 

below. 

The results presented in this chapter show that student oral participation, 

even in large lecture halls, ranges from 1 % to 12.9% of students present, 

although only one of the ISs in this study spoke in a lecture. The amount of 

student participation, types of moves made and exchange patterns used in 

oral interaction in lectures seem to be the result of a number of variables 

including the nature of the academic situation; teacher lecture style; and 

factors connected with the students themselves, such as personality, 

educational and cultural background, interest and understanding of the 

topic, confidence in their own ability to speak in front of others, and group 

dynamics. 
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The Nature of the Academic Situation 

As already noted, the content of the 13 lectures observed fell into two 

broad groups: informative, analytical content; and problem, demonstration 

content. In the six informative content lectures there was some student oral 

participation in all except for Psychology 101 (see Table 6.2), with the highest 

number of student turns in Philosophy (8.9% of the students present spoke, 

in 35 turns). In the demonstration content lectures, there was student talk in 

five of the seven. Systems and Industrial Engineering 170 in this group had 

the highest number of student speakers (14), but only 5.6% of students 

present spoke. Physics 110 had the highest percentage of student speakers, at 

12.9%. Thus, content alone is not a clear determinant of amount of student 

talk. There does not seem to be a clear difference between the content groups 

for occurrence of particular exchange patterns, but all except one student SO 

offered comment move occurred in informative lectures, while student 

questions occurred in both content groups (see Table 6.3). 

The results of this study seem to show that the size of a lecture room does 

not necessarily deter student talk, as Karp and Yoels (1976) also found. Tables 

6.2 and 6.5 show that student talk occurred in large and small lecture rooms, 

although percentages of student speakers may be small. In fact, in the 

classroom lectures, with smaller numbers of students present, the numbers 

of student participants were not large. In Archaeology, one student out of 60 

present spoke, in Philosophy, four students out of 45, and in Sociology, three 

out of 45 students. However, Carlos spoke in a small classroom lecture, so 

perhaps for ISs the smaller room size is more congenial for participation. In 
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contrast, in some of the large lecture auditoria, with large numbers of 

students present, there were more student speakers (nine in Physics 110 and 

14 in Systems and Industrial Engineering). In the Systems lecture, the room 

was packed, and accommodated about 250 students, while in the Physics 110 

auditorium, only about 70 students were present. The hall was made for a 

much larger capacity, and students were scattered around. When they spoke, 

it was hard to hear them, and I felt that this was the worst lecture I attended. 

Yet students still spoke - presumeably because they needed to resolve their 

physics problems, in spite of the uncongenial atmosphere. 

The use of audio-visual equipment in lectures is shown in Table 6.5. In 

the three classrooms, only the board was used, while in four of the large 

lecture halls, overhead projectors, slides and even a short film were used, in 

addition to the boards. It is interesting that three of the lectures in which no 

student oral participation occurred were also lectures in which overhead 

projectors were used (Computer Science, Physics 116 and Psychology 101). I 

do not wish to propose a direct causal link between use of audio-visual 

equipment and lack of student talk in lectures. There are many reasons for 

using such equipment, such as helping students, who might find it difficult 

to see writing on the board from the back of the auditorium. Yet, in my 

interviews with subject students, one of them commented that he found 

difficulty in taking good notes when slides were shown, and anecdotal 

evidence has since shown me that there is an added burden on students who 

need to listen to the lecturer, understcu'Ld, take notes, and look at the visual 

aids (and possibly take notes from them also). Thus, there could well be 



some negative connection between amount of student talk and the use of 

audio-visual aids in lectures. 

The Teachers 
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Teacher lecture style is thought to be an important influence on student 

oral behavior (Cooper et al., 1983; Karp and Yoels, 1976). Cooper et al. (1983) 

analysed how a lecturer gave clues to encourage students to participate in 

lectures. In a study of a professor of crop and soil science who was noted as 

an exceptional teacher, these researchers found that although he exercised 

strong control in his class, he developed a relaxed rapport with his students. 

He was seen by students to enjoy answering their questions, and reinforced 

student participation by incorporating it into his on-going discourse. Cooper 

et al. found that the lecturer's use of personal examples to illustrate his 

points and movement towards the table away from the overhead projector 

signalled an opportunity for student questions. 

My observations of teacher lecturing style in the 13 lectures, combined 

with details of lecture content, size of lecture room, and use of audio-visual 

aids are presented in Table 6.5. Teacher moves which seem to encourage 

student participation are noted, and total numbers of student turns are 

given, so that a picture of teacher style and its possible effects is suggested. 

Glossary of terms used in the table: 

Content group: 

inform. - content transferred as information 
demo. - content presented as demonstration, problem/ solution 
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Lecture style: 

straight - "traditional" lecture style (teacher speaks in monolog) 
pleasant - my subjective impression, based on a combination of 

teacher personality, teaching style, and content interest 

Strategies to encourage student oral participation: 

rh TQ apparently rhetorical teacher question; student response 
probably not expected 

open TQ teacher question which allows students the option to 
respond 

solicits SQ teacher specifically asks "any questions?" 
pause break in lecture flow, often at a topic break, which provides 

opportunity for student participation without interrupting 

repeat SQ teacher repeats SQ so that all students can hear what is 
being discussed 

Table 6.5 

Lecturer S~le and Facilitating Moves 

Lecture & Content Lecture style Moves facilitating Student 
room group & A/V use student participation turns 

Anthropology Inform. Pleasant, straight rh TQ, open TQ 7 
classroom 

Archaeology Inform. Pleasant, straight, rh TQ, open TQ 1 
classroom jokes but no pauses 

Chemistry 103 Demo. Straight, good no open TQ 2 
auditorium voice & pace, 

lot of boardwork 

Chemistry 241 Demo. Straight, lot of solicited SQ 5 
auditorium boardwork, silence at topic breaks 

while wrote 
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Computer Sci. Demo. Straight, OHP, 
auditorium handouts 

Geosciences 101 Inform. Pleasant, straight, open TQ 4 
auditorium good voice, OHP, pauses 

slides 

Philosophy 111 Inform. Straight, not very rho TQ, open TQ, 35 
classroom fluent, a bit dull, but when students 

handouts spoke, addressed only 
them, did not repeat 
their SQ or SO to class 

Physics 102 Demo. Pleasant, straight rh TQ, open TQ, 4 
auditorium jokes, good ack. student hand 

feeling, laughter, bids. Pauses, solicited 
boardwork SQ & repeated SQ to 

class 

Physics 110 Demo. No lecture, all open TQ, solicited 11 
auditorium problems. Dull, SQ. Did not repeat SQ 

hard to hear, did 
not use microphone, 
talked to board, 
hard to see writing 

Physics 116 Demo. Pleasant, straight, 
auditorium film,OHP, 

apparatus 

Psychology 101 Inform. Pleasant, physically 
auditorium remote. Moved a lot on 

stage, OHP (students 
restless & noisy) 

Sociology 100 Inform. Straight, good voice, 5 
classroom 3 challenges to TS by 

students, follow-up by T 

Systems & Ind. Demo. Pleasant, moved open TQ, pauses, 14 
auditorium around room solicited SQ, 

ack. hand bids 
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This table shows that some teachers overtly facilitated student 

participation by open questions and requests for student questions. Even if 

students did not always take advantage of such opportunities, at least they 

knew that participation was possible. 

The way in which a combination of teacher style and strategies contributes 

to the creation of a lecture discourse between teacher and students can be 

seen in a comparison of two lectures: Philosophy 111 and Systems and 

Industrial Engineering 170. In the Philosophy lecture, which took place in a 

classroom, only four students spoke, and it was hard from the back of the 

room to hear what they said. The teacher did not repeat student comments 

or questions, and engaged in sets of "private" teacher/student exchanges 

which were unintelligible to others. For example, in episode number 8, in 

an interaction between the teacher and student Fl, there were five student 

turns, none of which could be clearly heard. In contrast, the Systems and 

Industrial Engineering lecture was held in a modem, wide auditorium. The 

teacher did not stand on the stage, but spoke from a desk in front of the stage. 

He moved along the aisies from time to time while speaking in a pleasant, 

active, non-threatening manner. There were pauses for SQ; he solicited 

student participation by asking open questions, mostly on simple factual 

recall topics. There was much more se:r..~e in the large room of a whole 

group creating a discourse which all could hear than there was in the smaller 

classroom, where oral interchanges were almost private. There were only 

four students in Philosophy who spoke, but 14 in the Systems lecture. 

Although the four students in the Philosophy lecture may be regarded as the 



151 

"representatives" of the class, and the content of their turns tended to be 

more like discussion than that in the large lecture, the lack of a unified class 

feeling was evident, and other students were restless and inattentive, which 

did not seem to be the case in the large Systems lecture. 

Of course, a pleasant lecture style and lecture room do not of themselves 

lead to student talk. For example, the Physics 116 lecture was interesting and 

well-paced, but there was no student talk at all. Also, the Physics 102 lecture 

was a pleasure to listen to, and opportunities for student talk were provided 

by the lecturer, but only four students spoke. On the other hand, the Physics 

110 lecture was dull and poorly taught, but there were 11 moves by nine 

students, who probably had to ask about the problems from their text-books 

with which they needed help. In the humanities lectures, the Sociology 

lecture seemed well presented and interesting, but there were only five 

student turns, while in the Philosophy lecture there were 35 student turns, 

though it was not such a good presentation by the lecturer. A good lecture is 

a satisfying experience, and listeners do not always feel a need to join in. 

The Students 

Student personalities, interest in the topic, preparedness and language 

skills (both for NSs and ISs) must all be important in accounting for student 

oral participation in lectures, and especially for those like Carlos who become 

the representative speakers for the whole class. Doyle's discussion of the 

amount of risk involved in certain classroom tasks is relevant to student 

talk in lectures (Doyle, 1983). Certainly, it is hard for students to speak in 
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lectures: they are the most threatening of the four academic situations 

covered in this study. Carlos, the only subject student who spoke did so in a 

classroom lecture, and he is a talkative, confident, friendly person, fairly 

fluent in English. Perhaps most important is that in his interview with me 

he said that he loved philosophy - it was his favorite subject. 

It seems that for International Students, the deterrents to participation are 

strong. Karp and Yoels' study (1976) and mine show that the size of the 

lecture room and number of people present do not actually prevent student 

oral participation. However, even NSs say that these factors might prevent 

them from speaking, as Karp and Yoels found in their questionnaire to NSs 

on factors which might discourage speaking in lectures. Such feelings are 

probably more intense for ISs, and are linked to Doyle's concept of the risk 

involved in speaking in class (1983). To speak in front of a large number of 

people involves a possible risk of making errors in the content and form of 

the utterance. In addition, an IS's educational and cultural background may 

not encourage student participation during a lecture. 

Summary of Results for Lectures 

This research shows that lectures vary in the amount of interaction which 

is encouraged, as well as in actual oral exchanges. The important feature of 

lecture talk is that it is nearly always possible for an individual student to 

avoid oral participation. 

Small numbers of NS students participated in lectures, but IS participation 

was rare. When students spoke, student questions (followed by teacher 
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responses) were the most frequent move. Volunteered student responses to 

teacher open questions were the second most frequent student move. Hand 

bids were fairly common in order to gain a turn. The majority of exchanges 

were 2-part patterns, since it was mostly the students who initiated the 

exchanges, and students did not follow-up teacher responses with student 

evaluation moves (as sometimes happened in other academic situations in 

this study). Long exchanges were rare, in contrast to other academic 

situations, for the lecturers usually returned quickly to the content of the 

lecture. 

Contrasts between this academic situation and the other three are found 

in Chapter 10. 
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CHAPTER 7 

ACADEMIC SITUATIONS: LABORATORY SESSIONS 

In this chapter I will describe the oral discourse of seven subject students 

during their laboratory sessions and one student in a discussion class. The 

amount of their talk, discourse moves and participation in exchange patterns 

as they talk to other students and the teacher will be analyzed. The discourse 

of other students and the teacher could be recorded only when they 

interacted with the subject students. 

This situation is particularly interesting because there is an opportunity to 

observe student/student discourse without the teacher's presence. Major 

findings are that there is variation in the amount of student talk, and this is 

partly because of the different laboratory situations and tasks to be done. The 

dominant moves are student offer (SO) and student evaluation (SE). 

Response moves are much less frequent, but back channels and multiple

move turns are numerous, although there are variations between students. 

Exchange initiations are mainly SO moves, and 2-part exchange patterns are 

the most frequent. Half of the 2- and 3-part patterns are student-initiated, in 

contrast to English 106 classes, in which 3-part patterns are nearly all initiated 

by teachers. 

This chapter is divided into three sections: a general presentation of 

results; detailed deSCriptions of discourse for each student, together with 

comparisons between students' participation; and discussion of factors, such 
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as student and teacher characteristics and type of lab environment and work 

to be done, which may account for features of student discourse. 

I. General Description of Laboratory Sessions 

I observed seven of the subject students in laboratory (lab) sessions, which 

were part of courses in science or computing subjects and associated with 

lecture classes also. Three students took Chemistry l04A labs, but they were 

in different sections, with different teachers, so all the labs observed were 

distinct occasions. In addition, I observed one student in a discussion class, 

which was part of a humanities lecture course. The discussion class was held 

in a classroom, and as there was very little discussion, was similar to a 

lecture. However, the analysis is included in this chapter, because the 

student did not attend any laboratory sessions, and so the discussion class is 

included instead of a lab. Table 7.1. shows the type of lab taken by each 

student. 

Physical Environment 

The layout of labs differed according to the type of practical work to be 

done. In one group of labs, which includes chemistry, physics and soils labs, 

students moved around to collect materials, use special equipment for tasks 

such as weighing materials, or check results with others, but returned to a 

special place on a bench for most of the work. At times, some students also 

moved about to interact socially while waiting for results, or to take a break 

from lab work. Such labs are laid out to facilitate tasks and movement 
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around the room. Student/student interaction is both possible and to be 

expected, so I characterize the general communicative environment as free. 

On the other hand, in the Electrical and Computer Engineering and the 

Systems and Industrial Engineering labs the students worked in a physically 

isolated situation, since the tasks involved the use of electronic equipment 

or computers, and generally required very little movement around the lab by 

students. Oral interactions were usually limited to the teacher, partners, or 

near neighbors. The equipment used in each lab is mentioned as part of the 

physical environment in the analysis of each lab session in section II of this 

chapter. 

Teacher Personality and Lecture/Teaching Style 

All the teachers were Graduate Teaching Assistants (GTAs). There were 

five male NSs, one female NS, and one Korean in the labs. In the discussion 

class the GTA was a female NS. 

While teacher personality and teaching style presumeably have some 

influence over lab oral discourse, the teacher does not seem to have such a 

direct effect on lab talk as in the other academic situations I observed. Only 

in the discussion class did the teacher dominate classroom discourse, 

essentially giving a monolog with a few student questions at the end. 

In the labs, once students begin their lab work, control of talk lies largely 

with them, rather than with the teacher. The distinctive thing about labs is 

the way in which students organize their own oral participation patterns, 

except for the times when they interact with the teacher. 



157 

Laboratory Content 

In all the labs except Electrical and Computer Engineering the instructor 

gave a short lecture at the beginning, in which the work to be done that day 

was discussed. I have called this Part I of a lab session. Often warnings about 

especially difficult or crucial operations were given. Students were supposed 

to have already read their lab manuals. In some labs, details about the work 

to be done had already been written on the board. Students had 

opportunities to ask questions during or after these lectures, which lasted 

from 10 to 30 minutes. 

Students then proceeded with the lab tasks, and I have called this stage 

Part 2 of a lab session. In terms of discourse and participant organization, the 

division between the two parts is very clear, and involves a major re

arrangement of participant roles, physical activity and oral interactions. In 

some labs, students were assigned partners, in others they formed their own 

partnerships or small groups, or worked alone. In other labs all students 

worked alone. 

In analyzing lab discourse I found the concept of the transaction as defined 

by Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) inappropriate. In classroom interaction 

studies the transaction has perceptible boundaries, is applicable to everyone 

in the classroom at the same time, and can occur in other lessons (that is, it 

belongs to a recognizable type). In labs, I found the concept of the episode 

(Lemke, 1982) much more useful. This is a loosely defined unit of discourse, 

based on changes in topics, speaker and/ or activity, without perceptible 

boundaries except that episodes tend to occur within stretches of silent 
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activity. Closely allied to the episode is the running commentary which was 

a feature of some student/student lab discourse, particularly in Ahmed's talk 

as he worked with electronic equipment. His partner often did not 

acknowledge or take up Ahmed's moves, which I therefore coded as 

unacknowledged student offers or questions (SO .. , SQ"). Carlos also makes 

such moves in the presence of his partner. Such moves are similar to the 

discourse of professional scientists at work described by Lynch (1985). It is 

difficult to decide whether to code very short bursts of talk as several short 

episodes or to group all of them as running commentary. I have used the 

episode as the preferred unit (as a parallel to the transaction used in English 

106 classes and student/teacher conferences), and coded a running 

commentary only in Ahmed's lab, when there seemed no way of grouping 

short utterances into episodes. 

Student Oral Participation 

The labs were recorded for differing periods of time, because of scheduling 

problems (see Table 7.1 for durations). I used the microphone on the tape

recorder to record the teacher's lecture, so that oral participation by othe~ 

students might be picked up. Then, when students broke up to do the lab 

work, I switched on the cordless microphone. Once this was on, I could 

record only the subject IS, and any discourse which took place very near the 

subject. Results therefore include turns by subject ISs, and by partners, 

teacher and other students if they were directly addressing the subject, or 

very close by. Any other other discourse had to be noted in the class 
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observation notes, but could not be recorded or observed in a systematic 

manner for all students present. Therefore comparisons with NSs are not 

possible. My impression was that there was often more talk and more social 

chatting among NSs. 

Table 7.1 

Subject IS Participation in Laboratory Sessions 

Subject 

Pilar 

Leni 

Carlos 

Chen 

Li 

Obe 

Laboratory 

Systems & Industrial Engineering 

Anthropology Discussion 100 

Chemistry l04A'" 

Chemistry 104A'" 

Physics 110 

Soil Science 

Chemistry 104A'" 

Recording duration 

120 mins (full session) 

50 mins (full session) 

83 mins 

120 mins 

90 mins 

Kanit 

Ahmed Electrical & Computer Engineering 101 

150 mins (almost full) 

180 mins (full session) 

75 mins 

... = Chemistry l04A labs were different sections, taught by different teachers 

A notable feature of lab talk is the way in which it can accompany and 

actually enact the lab work. Another feature is that it can be directed to other 

students, rather than to the teacher, and does not even require the teacher's 

attention. Talk may also occur in exchanges with different combinations of 

interlocutors, such as with the teacher, or partner or another student alone; 
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or with teacher, partner and other student(s); or with teacher and partner; or 

with partner and other student(s) (see Table 7.2 for interlocutors). The 

physical environment and movement around the lab mean that 

opportunities can arise for a student to speak to several different students, at 

least briefly. In addition, lab talk may also include informal, social talk: 

students may chat while not "working" (for example, while waiting in line 

to weigh materials). 

In lab sessions, students can be observed talking both because they want to 

(not because they need to), and also talking because they have to, in order to 

get work done. In some labs it is possible for students whose work is 

progressing well to be completely silent if they choose, and if no-one else 

speaks to them. Yet even then, some students who need no help from fellow 

students or the teacher, and therefore have no need to speak for work 

purposes, may wish to speak for social reasons. At the other extreme, in labs 

where students each do different tasks, and need each other's results in order 

to be able to write up the entire lab assignment, students have to interact 

with their fellows. H they get into difficulties, they may also need to speak to 

the teacher. 

Amount of Talk 

The total amount of talk by subject students in the lab and discussion 

sessions is shown below. Talk by other students and teachers was recorded 

only if they were close to the subject students. 

Subject students 
Other students 
Teacher 

Turns 
585 
356 
208 

Words 
4218 
1664 
3262 
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Talk by the eight subjects is shown in Table 7.2. For ease of comparison, 

students are ranked in order according to number of turns and words 

spoken. Table 7.2 also shows number of turns by each subject student when 

speaking to various combinations of interlocutors. 

Table 7.2 

Amount of Subject IS Talk in Labs 

Student Words Turns Number of turns by subjects when speaking to 
I T, p, stu. f P & stu. Sbh 

Carlos 1398 187 9 61 26 66 25 

Obe 1071 135 2 23 25&60 25 

Ahmed 788+ 88 17 16 54 1 

Pilar 322 64 57 7 

Chen 285+ 44 7 28 1 8 

Kanit 216 40 25 15 

Li 126 20 13 7 

Leni 1+ 3 3 

P = partner; Stu = student(s) other than partner; T = teacher 

The most talkative students - Carlos, Obe and Ahmed - worked with 

partners, and spoke mainly with students. However, the nature of the 

laboratory work to be done must be remembered when we compare oral 
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participation. For example, Pilar spoke in 64 turns in her Systems and 

Industrial Engineering Lab. However, the turns were short (she spoke only 

322 words) and mostly addressed to the teacher. This is because she was 

seated at her own computer terminal, working on her own program, and did 

not move around the lab much, and thus had few opportunities to speak to 

other students. On the other hand, some students did not speak much even 

in environments which favored talk. For example Li apparently chose to 

work alone, and was noticeably quiet, although it was a lab where other 

students worked in pairs, moved about and seemed to talk a lot. In addition, 

he may not have needed to talk much if he had few difficulties with the 

work. 

The fact that students had to wear the cordless microphone may well have 

affected student discourse, especially by those who were naturally shy, or 

worried about their proficiency in English. Cultural backgrounds might also 

influence student discourse (for example, some students may prefer to speak 

to the teacher only, as the expert). 

Direct comparisons between these findings and other research on student 

talk in college science laboratories are difficult to make. Kyle (1977) and Kyle, 

Penick and Shymansky (1979) found that for NSs, the amount of time spent 

on talk related to lab work was 10 to 16%, while 68 to 78% of the time was 

spent on task-related non-verbal behavior, and time spent on talk unrelated 

to work was also 10 to 16%. In contrast, my analysis showed that among 

these subject students, Carlos was the only one who talked on non-work 

topics, so that my IS subjects do not seem to speak on non-lab topics as much 
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as NSs do. In his work on the communicative needs of ISs in college physics 

labs, Jacobson (1986) was told by lab instructors that they felt the ISs tended to 

communicate less with peers than NSs did, and that this lack of peer 

interaction could result in some work problems going unresolved. Whether 

my subjects would have done better lab work if the~ had interacted more is 

not known, and Jacobson's work merely cites impressions, not actual 

supporting data. 

Student Moves 

Table 7.3 shows the moves made by all students in their lab discourse. 

The most frequent moves were student offers (37.6% of subject student 

moves) and student evaluations (23.8%). Student questions come next, 

followed by student direct responses (SDR). However, the figures for student 

offers when expressed as percentages of total moves vary between students 

(ranging from 55.6% for Ahmed to only 9.8% for Kanit). It must be noted 

that these numbers include unacknowledged SO" moves also, of which 

Carlos made 32, abe seven, Ahmed 28 and Chen one. 

Unacknowledged student offer and question moves are those in which 

students speak, but no-one takes up the move and so no exchange occurs. 

Some of these utterances may be verbalized inner speech as students work 

on lab problems (as in Vygotsky, 1986). Such unacknowledged student 

utterances often occur within long periods of silence, as noted by Lynch 

(1985) in his description of professional scientists at work. He contends that 

such silence goes with a pre-occupation in lab tasks, and is not merely an 

absence of talk, but an alternative to the verbalized turn-by-turn 
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Table 7.3 

Tll2es of Moves b~ Subject ISs 

Student Total SO SQ SE SDR SR S7 
moves 

Carlos 213 93(73) 43(36) 44(1) 29 3 1(1) 

Obe 168 59(45) 34(23) 51 22 3 2(1) 

Ahmed 99 55(41) 13(7) 21 6 4(3) 

Pilar 75 21(12) 20(9) 17(2) 15 2 

Chen 47 14(9) 9(3) 7 17 

Kanit 41 4(1) 14(13) 13 10 

Li 22 7(5) 7(5) 7 1 

Leni 3 2(2) 1 

TOTALS 672 253(185) 143(97) 160(3) 101 6 9(5) 

Move as % of 37.6% 21.3% 23.8% 15.03% 0.89% 1.34% 
total moves 

( ) = subject student exchange initiations 

organization of conversational discourse. Thus, the isolated bursts of 

unacknowledged student SO and SQ moves within periods of silence during 

lab sessions seem to fulfil a special function characteristic of such academic 

situations. 

Among the four most talkative students, SO moves were the most 

frequent moves, although for Pilar, who was the only student of these four 
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to work without a partner, and therefore spoke more to the teacher than to 

students, her question moves (26.67% of total moves) are very close in 

number to her SO moves (28% of total moves), in contrast to a greater 

difference between SO and SQ percentages for Carlos, abe and Ahmed. 

With the four other students SO moves were not the most frequent 

move. SO moves were the second most important move for Chen (after SDR 

moves), probably because his partner did not seem to hear, or understand 

Chen's moves, so the SDR was often a restatement of a previous 

unsuccessful move. With Kanit, U and Leni, who all worked without 

partners, and spoke mostly to the teacher, there is a variety of move 

preferences. Leni used no SO moves at all; U's moves were equally divided 

between SO, SQ and SE; and Kanit had high numbers of SQ and SE moves. 

Student questions were the dominant move for Kanit and Leni, both of 

whom had no partner. Among the four most talkative students, questions 

were the third most numerous moves for abe and Ahmed, while for Carlos, 

SQ and SE moves were almost equal as second most used move, and student 

questions were almost equal to student offers as most frequent move for 

Pilar. 

It seems, therefore, that students who work without partners and speak 

mostly with teachers may use questions more than SO moves (as with Kanit 

and Leni), or tend to use SO and SQ almost equally (as with U and Pilar). 

An interesting finding is that student evaluation moves (SE) are 

important for all students (except Leni, whose discourse was minimal in any 

case). Except for Leni, and Chen whose SE moves were only 14.89% of his 
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total moves, subject student SE moves were more than 20% of their moves. 

Usually, SE moves correspond fairly closely to the number of SQ (Carlos, 

Kanit, Pilar and Li), or come second in number to SO moves (Obe and 

Ahmed). 

In this respect, it seems that lab discourse is similar to casual conversation, 

in which an interlocutor's utterance is at least minimally acknowledged, 

rather than like formal classrooms, in which the teacher is the dominant 

acknowledger of utterances in teacher evaluation moves. 

Student directed response moves (SDR) are highest for Chen (36.17% of all 

his moves), apparently because of his need to repeat or restate his previous 

utterances. The students with the highest percentages of SDR moves were 

Chen (36.17%), Kanit (24.39%) and Pilar (20%). Leni had one SDR move out 

of a total of three moves. Except for Chen, all these students spoke mostly to 

the teacher. SDR moves by the talkative Carlos and Obe were often 

addressed to other students, but their percentages of SDR moves are 

relatively low. 

While some researchers have looked at student lab activity, including oral 

behavior (e.g. Kyle, 1977; Kyle, Penick and Shymansky, 1979), they have 

mostly been concerned with student learning outcomes, rather than with 

discourse moves. However, Hegarty (1982) noted that in college lab 

discourse, students (presemeably NSs) asked questions about lab procedures 

and techniques, and made fact and definition responses. There is no 

mention of the student offer and evaluation moves which I observed. 
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Back .:hannels are used by students with other students and with teachers 

in these lab discourses, although the numbers are not as high as in the 

student/teacher conferences when students are listening to teacher turns. 

Such back channels seem to be used to maintain the topic, show interest, 

comprehension, or agreement as students talk about their work. Meier 

(1985, cited in Cazden, 1988) noted an increased student use of back channels 

during the teachers' turns in writing conferences as students gain confidence 

over time. In my results, it seems that in student/ student talk, student 

evaluation (SE) moves are used at the end of an interlocutor's turn as 

acknowledgments, while back channels are used during an interlocutor's 

turn to show interest, agreement or encouragement to continue. In contrast, 

in student/ teacher conferences, student back channels during teacher talk are 

very numerous (totalling 334), while student evaiuation moves total only 79 

(in comparison to 160 in the labs). Thus, there seems to be a relationship 

between interlocutor and use of SE moves and back channels. Back channels 

and multiple-move turns for the subject students are as follows: 

Student Back channels 

Carlos 
Obe 
Ahmed 
Pilar 
Kanit 
Li 

TOTAL 

14 
14 
4 

18 
4 

54 

Multiple-move turns 

23 
32 

10 
1 
2 

71 

Multiple-move turns seem to act as a means of continuing and 

controlling the discourse, and are frequent in teacher talk in formal 
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classrooms such as the English 106 classes in this study. However, in these 

labs, multiple-move turns are made by students to control discourse as they 

acknowledge a previous student's turn, and then go on with a new move. 

There were 290 exchange initiations by subject students, of which 63.8% 

were student offers, and 33.45% were student questions. Student initiations 

totalled 54.4% of all exchanges, compared with student initiations of 34.2% of 

all exchanges in English 106, and 26.7% in student/teacher conferences. 

Student exchange initiations in lectures are higher, at 65.8% of all exchanges, 

but that situation is distinct from the other three in that most of the 

discourse was teacher monolog, with few exchanges occurring. In addition, 

there are the 78 unacknowledged turns by Carlos, Obe,Ahmed and Chen, 

which are coded as initiations, but which did not result in any exchanges. 

Thus, student initiation of talk in labs is relatively high and is probably a 

function of student/student interaction and the needs of accomplishing 

work. 

Exchange Patterns 

Exchanges were sometimes between subject students and a partner, 

another student, or the teacher only. Other exchanges involved a 

combination of partner, other student(s) and/or teacher. Of the 385 

exchanges, 155 were between subject students and partners, 96 with other 

students, and 134 with teachers. 

The majority of exchanges were 2-part (see Table 7.4), but the 3-part 

exchanges are interesting because 63.7% of them are student-initiated as 
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students interact with each other and follow-up fellow students' responses by 

student evaluation moves. In the other academic situations 3-part 

exchanges are usually initiated by teachers (for example, in English 106 

classes, 93% of them are teacher initiated), and student evaluation moves are 

not as frequent. 

Table 7.4 

Partici12ation in Exchange Patterns 

Student 2-part exchange 3-part 4-part 5+-part 

Carlos 112 (51) 24(21) 2(2) 2(2) 

Obe 49(25) 34(28) 9(3) 6(2) 

Ahmed 9(6) 18(8) 5(3) 4(2) 

Pilar 15(11) 19(6) 11(5) 4(1) 

Chen 2 3(2) 4(1) 10(7) 

Kanit 11(7) 7(3) 6(3) 3(1) 

Li 3(3) 7(5) 3(2) 

Leni 3(2) 

TOTAL 204(105) 112(73) 40(19) 29(15) 
% of all patterns 52.99% 29.09% 10.39% 7.5% 

( ) = student exchange initiations 

As we can see, 2- and 3-part patterns dominate student discourse in these 

labs. The longer exchanges tend to be associated with discourse trouble. For 

example, 52.6% of Chen's exchanges contain 5 or more parts and 21 % are 4-
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parts. Pilar, Kanit and Li also participate in 4-part patterns in over 20% of 

their exchanges. Usually such long patterns are the result of interlocutors 

not hearing or understanding what was said, although in a few instances 

longer exchanges are the result of topic development. However, on the 

whole, long exchanges are the exception in these working lab discourses. 

Four- and 5+ -part exchanges account for only 18% of all exchange patterns, 

in comparison to 26% in English 106 and 25.7% in conferences. 

The literature on science lab discourse does not contain much 

consideration of exchange patterns. I have already cited Lynch's contention 

that professional scientists speak both in isolated bursts within stretches of 

silence, as well as in "conversational" adjacency pairs (1985). In his report on 

how science concepts are actualized in the discourse of science teaching, 

Lemke (1982) mentions the triad (a 3-part exchange, presumeably like the 

Sinclair and Coulthard IRE pattern), as well as "true dialog" which involves 

information seeking between teacher and student or student and teacher in 

2-part patterns (Lemke, 1990). However, Lemke is describing science 

classroom teaching, not lab work. Thus, there is little previous work with 

which I can compare my data on the patterns of lab discourse. 

Detailed descriptions of each lab follow in section IT, together with 

comparisons of student participation. I will discuss results further in section 

III of this chapter. 



IT. Description of Subject Student Participation in Laboratory Sessions 

Pilar - Systems and Industrial Engineering 170 Laboratory 
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I observed this lab for its full two-hour period. There were 35 students 

present, of whom seven were female. There seemed. to be six ISs, of whom 

Pilar was the only female. Kanit was also present, but worked silently, never 

calling on the teacher for help. 

Students sign up for sessions in the S.I.E. Lab until they have completed 

their assignments, and therefore do not attend regularly at the same time 

each week. Some students arrived. late, or left early, presumeably as they 

completed the work. 

Physical Environment 

This was a specially built and equipped computer lab, with a large printer 

in one corner. Students worked in individual cubicles with personal 

computers, so that casual talk was not easy. 

Teacher 

The teacher was a male NS graduate teaching assistant, with a pleasant, 

firm manner. After his lecture, he walked. around the room from time to 

time, and then returned to his desk. 



Lab Lesson Plan 

The aim of the lab was to get students used to making up a program in 

Fortran, getting it to run, and printing it. Instructions were already on the 

board. 

Part 1: The teacher lectured for 22 minutes. He returned work to the 

students, then gave advice about work to be done during the lab. 
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Part 2: Students began individual work. They moved around only to 

collect print-outs from the large printer or to see the teacher. They also 

raised their hands if they wanted the teacher to come to the individual 

cubicles. Opportunities to chat occurred while students waited at the printer, 

or if they leant over to a neighbor's cubicle. Thus, discourse occurred in 

irregular episodes between students, or between an individual student and 

the teacher. 

Student Participation - Part 1 

During the teacher's lecture, student participation was as follows: 

Student Turns Words 

Ml 1 8 
M2 3 20+ 
M3 1 20 
F4 1 1+ 
M/F? 1 1+ 

TOTAL 7 50+ 

During the lecture, all student moves were questions to the teacher, 

which were called out, except for F4's, which was asked after a hand bid. 

There were also two class chorus responses to the teacher's open questions. 
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The common pattern for seven exchanges was a student question, followed 

by a teacher response. 

Student Participation - Part 2 

Amount of Student Talk 

Pilar's participation occurred in five episodes, of which she initiated three 

to the teacher. Two students initiated short interactions with her. Turns 

and words by Pilar, the teacher and other students when close to her are as 

follows: 

Pilar 

Turns 64 
Words 322 
Back channel 18 

Teacher 

57 
1179 
2 

Other students 

7 
13+ 

The discourse, even within episodes, was characterized by long pauses, as 

Pilar or the teacher used the keyboard, then waited for the display on the 

monitor, and analyzed the progress of work on the program. These pauses 

complicated the numbering of utterances by the same speaker. For example, 

turn 10 T below is labelled as a separate teacher turn because after the pause, 

the teacher introduces another topic about other values which appear on the 

screen. 

e.g. 9 T OK. Go into this file called average DOT 4 {P:uhuh} 
and use the "include" to include these two files 
into this 

(pause - work on keyboard) 

10 T OK. Why is that in there? (TQl7 
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In contrast, in the following exerpt, the same teacher turn continues after 

a pause, because the topic remains the same. The pause occurred while Pilar 

worked at the keyboard on the topic under discussion. 

e.g. 5 T Er, no {P:OK} No. Just leave it like that {P:uhuh}. TR 
Don't don't worry ... don't worry about that 
(pause - keyboard work) 
There. You have to include. OK You've included this file ... 

Note that in all exerpts from the transcripts, the "cartouche" outlines an 

exchange. A cartouche open at top or bottom indicates that only part of an 

exchange has been given in the exerpt. The T in tum numbers refers to the 

teacher, a subject student is indicated by an appropriate initial (for example, P 

for Pilar), and other students are indicated by F plus a number for female 

students, and M for males. F? or M? indicates the sex, but the ? shows that I 

could not be sure if the student is the same as a previously numbered 

student. F 1M? shows that I am not sure of sex, or whether the student has 

spoken before. 

Talk often accompanies work when Pilar asks the teacher about problems 

with her program, and demonstrates her work while he watches. Such 

running commentary on work includes her "whoops" (turn 38 P), and lie 

32" (turn 44 P) below. The teacher makes a similar commentary as he goes 

over Pilar's work (in turns 39 T and 45 T). 

e.g. 38 T OK. Let me see it 

38 P OK I'll go ahead 
(pause - Pilar on keyboard) Whoops 

TR 

SE 28 

39 T Ah. OK I - you might have to do it manually. Just TE 
crank it over. I don't, I don't know how to set that. 
OK. Does that (pause) OK. 



(pause- teacher on keyboard) 

e.g. 45 T ... So, let's OK, let's go to line 32 now. Ah. Let's see. 
OK.Er 

44P C32 
(pause - keyboard) 

Pilar makes back channels as she follows the teacher's on-going 

comments. 

e.g. 43 T ... OK That's a lot less errors than we had before. 
Right {P:yeah}. So, we're making programs 
(pause - keyboard work). 
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Remember, line 6, 17 and 32 and 33 {P:OK}. OK. Remember those 
lines. OK. Let's go to F17. Wait! OK. We want to go to line 17. 
How do you go to line 17 {P:ah}. What did C20 do in Lab 2? 

There is also overlap as Pilar attends closely to the teacher's discourse. 

e.g. 46 T ... That's column, that's actually in column 1, but that's T5 

If" 35 

OK {P:uhum}. OK. And the next one. Yeah. The 
II II 

46 P Then I try the 50 

46 T (continued) only thing about that line is that might be T5 
ah, oh, you see ... 

Student Moves and Initiations 

Table 7.5 shows Pilar's and other students' moves and initiations. The 

table shows a fairly uniform distribution of move types by Pilar, with student 

offers and questions her most frequent moves. 

The ten multiple-move turns are often used in Pilar's running 

:ommentary while working at the keyboard, paying close attention to the 

teacher, and then making a new move, as shown in the exerpt below. 

e.g. 13 T That should be in the A VG DOT IN file I TR 18 
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14 P Ohh:: OK. {T:So}. How will I change it now? ~9 
Pilar uses student offer SO moves to comment on work already done, as if 

to confirm that her work is acceptable. 

e.g. 9 P So I (pause) copy and do this and that 

8 T That. OK. You have to copy this - from «speaks very 

Table 7.5 

Student Moves and Initiations: Pilar and Other Students 

Moves/turns 

SO 
SQ 
SE 
SDR 
S? 
SE.SO 
S?SO 
SDR.SO 
SE.SQ 
SDR.SO.SQ 
SE.SDR 

TOTAL - turns 

Pilar 

16 (8) 
15 (4) 
10 (2) 
12 
1 
2 (2) 
1 (1) 
1 (1) 
4 (4) 
1 (1) 
1 

64 (23) 

Other students 

2 (1) 
3 (1) 

2 

7 (2) 

Adding single- and multiple-move turns 

SO 
SQ 
SE 
SDR 
S? 

TOTAL - moves 

21 (12) 
20 (9) 
17 (2) 
15 
2 

75 (23) 

( ) = exchange initiations 

7 (2) 

(sOls 
~ 



slowly». You have to copy this from the student 
directory 

10 P Yeah. I did that. I this and that and then I created a 
file called average DOT 
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(sOl 6 

Pilar also uses SO moves as more direct statements requiring the teacher's 

confirmation that her work is correct, or even as requests for his help. In 

turn 20 Pilar below, she speaks with a statement intonation, rather than a 

questioning tone. 

e.g. 19 T ... OK. Had you typed these in already? 

19P Yes 

20 T OK. OK. OK 

20 P I don't know if I have a mistake 

Sometimes, Pilar uses an SO move to offer information. 

e.g. 31 M? What's wrong with the (calculator)? 

30 P Uhm? It doesn't run 

32 M? Duh? 

31 P It doesn't run (pause). Maybe it's something ( _ ). 
Does yours run? 

TQ 

SDR 13 

TE 

(SO) 14 

The questioning behavior in this laboratory discourse involves several 

instances of repair when either Pilar or the teacher did not hear or 

understand each other'S utterances. In the exerpt below, the teacher 

misunderstand Pilar in turn 3 T, and then does not hear or understand her 

in turn 4 T. Pilar therefore tries again with a rephrased question in turn 6 P. 

e.g. 4 P (Is it supposed to) erase it? Fl2 



3 T You've just erased it? 

5 P No, no, no (sure don't) 

4 T Pardon me? 

6 P Er, do I have to erase it? 

5 T Er, no {P:OK} No. Just leave it like that {P:Uhuh} 
Don't worry about this thing right now ... 
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TQ 

SDR 2 

TQ 

~3 
In the example below, Pilar does not hear or understand in turn 54 P, and 

so in turn 55 P she confirms the teacher's meaning, which he then confirms 

in his turn 54 T. 

e.g. 52 T ... Did you create your input file yet? 

54P Um? 

53 T Have you created your input file yet? 

55 P Did I put it in? Yes 

54T AVG DOT IN? 

TQ 

SQ 

TQ 

SDR 

41 

56P Uhum 

(TQ) 
ISDR\42 

When the teacher questions what Pilar is doing, he sometimes requires 

information, but at other times seems to ask questions as a means of 

checking the student's knowledge, as in the following exchanges. 

e.g. 46 T ... So, let's go - whoops. And go:: (pause - keyboard). OK 1'5 
So, let's do that. OK. So let's, so we made, so we made 
our changes. OK {P:OK} So, try running this thing again~ 
«blipping sounds». What are you doing? Q 

48 P Going down SD 

47T Why? (iQl 

36 

49P Huh? ISQ 1
37 



48 T We want to run this thing again 

50 P We need to go up to urn - the dollar sign? 

49 T Right. But the dollar sign isn't on the bottom 

TR 

SDR 
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37 

In these exchanges, the teacher questions (turns 46 and 47 T) are probably 

warning or check-up queries aimed at getting Pilar to re-evaluate what she is 

doing, rather than genuine requests for information. Pilar's question in turn 

49 P is a simple indication that she did not hear or understand, while her 

tum 50 has been coded as an SDR response move to the teacher's comment, 

even though the rising tone used with the words the dollar sign indicates 

that the move could be coded as a question, asking for confirmation that she 

is doing the right thing. 

Pilar's manner of replying to teacher questions with huh or urn queries 

may indicate her preoccupation with the keyboard work, or be a place-saver 

in the discourse, as well as being genuine instances of non-comprehension 

or of not hearing the question. 

Some of Pilar's questions are requests for help; either direct requests (turns 

4,7,14 P below), or confirmation requests (t'..un 13, 15 P below). 

e.g. 4 P (Is it supposed to) erase it? SQ 

e.g. 7P How do I do that? SQ 

e.g. 12 T . .. That, that should be, that should be in A VG DOT IN 

13P IN? 
8 

13 T That should be a the the A VG DOT IN file 

14 P Oh:: OK. {T:So}. How will I change it now? 

14 T Well, let's just get rid of all this stuff (P - keyboard 



work) OK. So. OK. We go to this. Go to the - OK. 
Type include (pause) space, OK. Er - this file right here 

15 P OK (pause - keyboard) Return? 

Pilar's SE evaluation moves are fairly numerous. Many are short 

acknowledgments of interlocutors' moves. 

e.g. 50 P We need to go up to urn - the dollar sign? 

49 T Right. But the dollar sign isn't on the bottom 

51 P I know. But I need to get out of this 

e.g. 28 M/F? The lines are broken 

29P Urn? 

29 M/F? (_) do that 

28 P Oh. So (that's) my problem? 

30 T Yeh 

29 P It looks good ( _ ) 

Her SDR moves are mostly responses to the teacher's questions. 

Exchange Patterns 
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38 

20 

Pilar was involved in 49 exchanges in five episodes. Table 7.6 gives details 

of exchange patterns in which Pilar speaks with students or the teacher. 

Pilar initiated exchanges to students with one SO and one SQ. With the 

teacher, she initiated exchanges by 11 SO, eight SQ and two SE moves. The 

predominance of 3-part patterns can be seen, which were mostly initiated by 

the teacher. On the other hand, of the fifteen 2-part patterns in which she 

participated, 11 are initiated by Pilar. 



Table 7.6 

Exchange Patterns: Pilar and Others 

Speakers 2-part 3-part 
Pilar with - exchange exchange 

students 2 (2) 

teacher 15 (11) 17(4) 

TOTAL 15 (11) 19 (6) 

( ) = exchange initiations by Pilar 

The most common 2-part patterns are: 

SO 
TR 
x2 

SE 
TE 
x2 

4-part 
exchange 

2 

9 (5) 

11 (5) 

TQ (variation) 
SDR (variation) 
x2 
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5+ -part 
exchange 

4 (1) 

4 (1) 

TS (variation) 
SO (variation) 
x2 

Note that x = number of times a pattern occurred. The number of 

exchanges which contain exactly the same moves can be quite small because 

of the variety of possible move combinations. Variation means that 

combinations of other moves may appear with the move indicated here. For 

example, the TE move may be followed by a TS or TQ, but the important 

point is that there was a TE after an SDR. 

The most common 3-part patterns are: 

TQ 
SDR 
TE.TS 
x2 

TQ (variation) 
SDR 
TE (variation) 
x3 



It is important to r.ote that the 3-part exchanges with the teacher do not 

merely involve teacher questions requiring Pilar to verbally display 

knowledge, which tend to occur in the English 106 classes, but are often 

exchanges which help her to get her work right, as shown below. 

e.g. 15 T Return (pause) OK. Type include and 
then this file 

16 P Header file? SQ 10 
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16 T Yeah. Except didn't you call it. It should be headed 
DOT CAPS 

TE.T.ExR 

In the 4- and 5+ -part exchanges the second move often involves a 

question because either Pilar or the teacher did not hear or understand the 

previous move. 

e.g. 24 P I just type my name and everything else in there? SQ 

25 T What name? 

25P Me 

26 T Yeah. But don't do that right now ... 

Summary of Results 

TQ 17 

SDR 

Considering the isolated nature of this sort of lab work, the amount of talk 

by Pilar was fairly high, although it was distributed over only a few episodes 

and occurred mainly with the teacher. 

Moves were fairly uniformly distributed among SO, SQ, SE and SDR types. 

She participated in all types of exchange patterns, although 3-part exchanges 

were the largest group. Pilar made a number of initiations, with requests for 

help, or confirmations that she was working correctly. 
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Leni - Anthropology 100 Discussion Class. 

This class lasted for 50 minutes. There were 19 students present, of whom 

ten were female, and Leni seemed to be the only IS. 

Physical Environment 

The classroom had rows of fixed seats, and a capacity for about 30 students: 

The board, a projector and slides comprised the equipment used. I sat two 

rows behind Leni, and recorded the general class discourse; a cordless 

microphone was not used. 

Teacher 

The teacher was a female, NS graduate teaching assistant. 

Lesson Plan 

The aim was to amplify material to be presented in that week's lecture on 

the Maya. The organization of the lesson fell into four transactions. 

Transaction Topic 

1 The teacher announced that she would talk about basic 
archaeological steps in gathering physical evidence. 
However, she would not be discussing specific evidence of 
the Maya, but would present slides showing techniques used 
in her own fieldwork in Arizona. 

2 Slide-show with commentary - the main part of the lesson 

3 Class business about fieldtrip, reading list, exams returned 

4 End of class. As students left, some private interactions 
occurred between students and teacher 



Student Participation 

Amount of Student Talk 
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There was little student participation. During the slide show students F1 

and F2 called out questions, which were answered by the teacher. After the 

slides, the teacher asked for questions, but there were none. 

During transaction 4, two other students (M3 and F4) and Leni had private 

interactions with the teacher. It was hard to transcribe these interactions, but 

figures for student turns and words are as follows: 

Turns 
Words 

Leni 

3 
1+ 

Student Moves and Initiations 

Other students 

4 
26+ 

Student moves and initiations were as follows: 

Leni 
SQ SDR 
2(2) 1 

Other students 
SQ 
4(4) 

The two questions asked in the open class period concerned the content 

covered in the slide show, while the questions asked during transaction 4 

were all about class business. Leni spoke only during the private session, and 

it was the teacher who initiated the private discourse with Leni, by 

commenting about her essay, to which Leni responded with her SDR move. 

Later, Leni initiated two questions to the teacher. Because Leni sometimes 

had to travel with the golf team, the teacher was familiar with Leni's special 

difficulties with handing in work. 



Exchange Patterns 

All seven exchanges were 2-part exchange patterns, of which six were 

initiated by student questions (two of them by Leni). The patterns were: 

SQ 
TR 
x6 

Summary of Results 

TS 
SDR 
xl 

In this discussion class there was a very small amount of student 

participation, which was realized by student questions, arranged in 2-part 

exchange patterns. 

185 
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Carlos - Chemistry 104A Laboratory 

I observed this lab for the first hour and 23 minutes of a total three-hour 

session. There were 21 students present, of whom five were female. Apart 

from Carlos, there appeared to be one, or possibly two, other ISs. Carlos's 

partner was a male IS, but not a fellow Spanish-speaker. 

Physical Environment 

The lab was old, with a noisy air-conditioner, so the teacher had to speak 

loudly to be heard. Hoods over the benches obscured vision of the room, 

and made it hard for the teacher to speak to the entire class. Students had 

their own lab manuals, but there was also a handout concerning the next 

week's experiment, which students had to pick up in the supply room. 

Teacher 

The teacher was a male NS graduate teaching assistant. He was pleasant, 

firm, well-organized and self-assured. 

Lab Lesson Plan 

The aim was to find the best procedure to produce the largest quantity of a 

specific substance. Students were to concentrate on observing reactions, and 

would deal with interpretations of their work the following week. This 

focus on observation rather than interpretation presumeably had some effect 

on the type of discourse between students. 
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Part 1: The teacher's lecture lasted 20 minutes, with no student 

participation. Students gathered at the front and were handed back their 

tests, with teacher comments about answers. The teacher then spoke about 

the experiment to be done, and gave advice on specific points. 

Students were told to work in pairs, but with each doing the same 

reactions. Students were told which reactions to do, warned that it was 

important to get the work done, but no report would be required that week. 

Part 2: Students performed the experiments. They moved around at first 

in order to gather equipment and supplies. They had to wash and dry test

tubes carefully, and do very precise weighing. The teacher moved around 

checking on student work. 

Student Participation - Part 2 

Amount of Student Talk 

The amount of talk by Carlos and others when close to him was as 

follows: 

Carlos 

Turns 187 
Words 1398 
Back channel 14 

Teacher 

61 
847 
2 

Partner 

86 
482 
15 

Other students 

60 
256 

Carlos participated in 28 episodes, in which he spoke to various 

combinations of interlocutors. He is highly talkative, and often interacted 

with more than one interlocutor per episode, especially while moving 

around to weigh materials and do other tasks. Carlos spoke mainly with 

students: of the 28 episodes, seven involved the teacher, of which only two 
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were solely with the teacher. Many of the episodes involved more than one 

speaker; only eleven out of 28 were between Carlos and just one other 

speaker. His interactions with interlocutors were as follows: 

Carlos with teacher only 
teacher and partner 
teacher, partner and other students 
teacher and other students 
partner only 
partner and other students 
other students 

2 episodes 
1 
3 
1 
5 
10 
6 

He initiated 17 episodes, the teacher initiated three, his partner five, and 

other students three. 

Carlos was the only subject in this study who engaged during the lab 

session in purely social chat. The following is an exerpt from an extended 

chat in episode 11, initiated by Carlos to a NS student while both were 

waiting in line to weigh materials. 

e.g. 75 C ... (P) So, where do your parents come from? SQ 

104 MIl Albuquerque SDR fi7 

76 C All the way over there «laughs» 

105 MIl Really. 8-hour trip 

77 C When'd they get here - Friday? 

Carlos and student MIl go on with this conversation, discussing parental 

visits to students, and Carlos's turns involve more than minimal 

contI ibutions. 

e.g. 82C I even went to the Planetarium. I hadn't been there ~ 74 
((laugh» (P) It's funny, you're here and we never, 
you know, a lot of pla- We never go see it. And 
your parents come here and you go "yeah, let's go 
see the museum ((laugh» 
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Carlos is highly talkative about whatever he or others are doing. His 

informal interactions with native speakers may seem unimportant in terms 

of content, yet Carlos is unusual in comparison with the other subject ISs in 

this study in his fluency and ability to handle colloquial conversation, as 

shown in the example below. His discourse is often highly contextualized by 

what is happening at that moment in the lab. This exerpt also shows 

Carlos's easy switching between interlocutors. 

e.g. 120P 

97C 

121 F16 

98C 

( ) Let's do the ( ) - -
Let me get some paper then. Excuse me 
((laughs» You take the paper? 

No, just there 

Hey, don't tell me! «joking tone» OK (P) 
I need this paper 

122 M17 (_) guy 

99 C I didn't like it. I know something like this was 
gonna happen here (P). Let me ... 

~83 
~ 
~4 
SO 

85 

Carlos frequently speaks in a joking manner: again, this is not common 

among the subjects of this study. It seems that Carlos has a naturally 

humorous style of speaking, allied to his confidence and ability to speak 

idiomatically, which some of the other subjects do not possess. Below, 

Carlos jokingly comments on his partner's action in weighing too much 

material. 

e.g. 169C 

191 P 

170C 

Yeah, I still think you got too much 

That's heavy 

«laugh» Yeah. You got a hernia on it! (P) Oww. 

(sOl 
~147 

(So) 148 



190 

192 M27 Yeah ( _ ) ~148 

Nearly everything which Carlos does is accompanied by commentary, as 

shown below when he joins a line for the weighing equipment. 

e.g. 74C Where's the line go? Who's the last person? 5Q 

At other times, the running commentary is longer, as below. 

e.g. 4C Yeah (P). Henry's going to kill me right now. I've SO 
got to tell him I haven't read the experiment « P 
laughs». Henry's going to - Henry! «calls to TI) 
Ah. I got a big problem right here ... 

Student Moves and Initiations 

Carlos spoke in 187 turns, including 23 multiple-move turns, spread over 

28 episodes. Included in these turns are unacknowledged student offer and 

question moves (indicated by asterisks as SO"", SQ""), which are not part of 

exchanges, since no-one takes them up. These moves may be partly the 

result of Carlos's tendency to verbalize whatever he is doing or experiencing. 

Such moves may also be a type of working and thinking aloud in response to 

the events of the lab work. Because of these unacknowledged moves, it is 

sometimes difficult to assign boundaries to episodes. I decided to base 

boundary decisions on long pauses between strings of utterances. For 

example, episode 2 ends with three SO"" moves, which are interspersed with 

short pauses, followed by a long pause of 66 units on the tape-recorders 

counter, with no moves by Carlos. Episode 3 then begins after the long pause 

with three SO"" moves and an SQ"" move, all by Carlos, before an exchange 
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begins with an SQ move by the partner, to which Carlos responds, as shown 

below. 

e.g. 15C ( _ ) the water, eh SO" 

(P) 

16C «laughs» (_) you have (paraplegic hand SO" 
humungeous lab) section (P) Aahhg 

17C Can't see bubbles on it SO" 

(P) 

18C You say the test-tubes have to be very dry? SQ" 

(P) 

9P Where did you get this? 

~ 19C Over there. That side SDR 19 

Student moves and initiations are shown in Table 7.7. From this table, it 

is clear that student offer SO moves are numerous for all students, with 

questions and evaluation SE moves also frequent. For Carlos, the number of 

directed response SDR moves is also quite high, because of his responses to 

others' moves. 

Carlos makes a total of 93 offered comments (SO moves). Often he uses SO 

moves as confirmatory statements, which could perhaps be coded as 

confirmation questions (Le. as SQ). However, I have favored an SO coding 

when it seems that Carlos is verbalizing his actions in the lab by initiating an 

explanation, confirmation or commentary on his own work. (However, 

other moves are coded as questions when they appear to be direct 
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Table 7.7 

Student Moves and Initiations: Carlos and Other Students 

MoveslTurns Carlos Partner Other Students 

SO 40 (31) 28 (19) 18 (15) 

SO'" 32 (32) 9 (9) 4 (4) 

SQ 29 (25) 14 (11) 14 (11) 

SQ'" 3 (3) 3 (3) 

SE 35 (1) 11 4 

SR 3 1 2 

SDR 21 12 14 

S? 2 (2) 
S?'" 1(1) 
SDR.SO 7(5) 2 
SE.SO 5 (2) 3 (1) 1 (1) 
SQ.SQ.SO 1 (1) 
SQ. SO 1 (1) 
SE.SO.SO. 1 (1) 
SO.SQ 4 (4) 3 (3) 
SE.SQ 3 (3) 
SDR.SO.SQ 1 (1) 
SDR.SQ 1 

TOTAL - turns 187 (111) 86 (46) 60 (33) 

Adding single- and mu1tii!1e-move turns 
SO 93 (73) 45 23 
SQ 43 (36) 20 15 
SE 44 (1) 14 5 
SR 3 1 2 
SDR 29 14 15 
S? 1 (1) 2 

TOTAL - moves 213 (111) 94 (46) 62 (33) 

( ) = exchange initiations 
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confirmatory questions.) An example of an SO/confirmatory move 

concerning lab assignment procedure is shown below. Carlos asks a question 

in turn 48 C, which he follows up with confirmatory SO moves in turn.s 49 

C, 50 C and 51 C. 

e.g. 82T ... You're doing the same thing {C:uhuh} 5 
The only thing you're changing is the amount of 
( _ ) that you add 46 

47C OK 5E 

83T OK. So the first one T5 

48C So I only do it once then? 

~47 84T You do it once TR 

49C No, but I mean only once into water, all right. 50 
Because it says just 5 minutes. He's got to do 1,2 
3,4 48 

85T You're changing the amount of acid TR 

SOC And every time it's 5 minutes, right 

O~ 86T Yeah 

51C So, it's going to be just l:)~ 
87T The first one you add ... T5 

Carlos makes many SO moves as comments on procedure. 

e.g. 2C But you did it backwards 

2P Yeah. OK. Oh, it's the same thing 

3 C Yeah. The same thing. This is the (weight -.J? 
3 
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Some of these comments seem to be made to himself, as well as to others, 

and go unacknowledged. 

e.g. 13C Again, make a mess SO" 

e.g. 

(P) 

14C Yeah. Ah. I have a ( _ ) too 

In other comments, Carlos offers help to other students. 

SO" 

66 C Here, let, let me do it. You, you turn it on. I have ao 
quite a bit of luck. OK 

98 MID Thanks 5E 
61 

At other times, Carlos expresses problems which are happening while he 

or others are working. In this lab, students frequently experienced 

difficulties in weighing materials precisely. 

I I I I II 11155 
e.g. 182 C Henry, we can't put the stuff in all at once. No way ~O 

201 T Pardon me I I TQ 

Carlos also makes several humorous SO moves while chatting to other 

students. 

e.g. 13M4 

25C 

Do you have the soap? 

This? No I cleaned with soap (P) Make her clean 
them ~

Q D 

5D a 

Carlos makes 43 question moves, many of them simple questions about 

materials. 

14 



e.g. l00C Um? (P) What'd you do with the stuff? Here, 
I'm next ((laughs» 

SQ.SQ. 
SO 
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e.g. l06C Think this is enough there for me too? Oh, ~ 92 
yeah, but you gotta. Do we have to, we don't have 1- ..... ·-"..1 
to weigh the paper do we? 

Other questions are confirmatory. In contrast to the SO confirmatory 

moves, his confirmations questions seem from the context to be obvious 

requests for information, and are therefore coded SQ. 

e.g. 40C 

e.g. 114C 

At a 100 centigrade, right? 

It's point two five. Right? 

Carlos also uses questions to gain agreement about his work. 

SQ 

SQ 

e.g. 138C It's right now. How's that? 

~ 161 P I think so. Yeah. Yeah. It's right D 119 

e.g. 150C You think that'll make it six two? Yeah 
Can, can you just subtract six two from whaltever? 

172P Yeah 

In offering help, Carlos uses question moves sometimes. 

e.g. 63C Damn it ((laughs». I shut it. ( _ ) coming 
to close it. Do you want me to open the gas for 
you? «other student has arms full)) . 

96 MI0 Yes 

Carlos also asks questions when chatting. 

Q 

1.30 

SO.SQ 

59 

SDR 



e.g. 164C ... You said you're waiting to start here. Waiting 
for the crowds to go away, eh? 

188 M25 Um. I have to. There's no way I can get in to 
the machine 

165C Yeah, that's true. Not even if you want to 

196 

SDR 
144 

SE 

Carlos makes 44 SE evaluation moves, many of which are one-word 

acknowledgments of his interlocutors' moves, such as "yes", "yeah", "I 

know". Other SE moves are echoes of what is said to Carlos. 

e.g. 37C 

28P 

38C 

You said four. Six 

Six-inch 

Yeah. OK. Six-inches. OK 

Some of his SE moves are comments on the situation. 

e.g. 74C Where's the line go? Who's the last 
person ?((laughs» 

1 03 M11 I think she is 

75 C OK. I'm after her then (P) ... 

SO 

SR 23 

SE 

Among Carlos's 29 SDR directed responses, some are simple one-word 

moves, such as "yeah", while others are simple answers. 

e.g. 9P 

19C 

Where did you get this? 

Over there, that side 

Longer explanations after an SDR move are not as common. 

(sQ) 
~9 
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e.g. 141 P Does it have to be point two five exactly? ~lOO 
115C Yeah. But it's point eight six, and that's a lot 5D SO 

((laughs» 

e.g. 162P Point 6168. One is er 

140C 3750 (P). Yeah. Yeah. That's it. OK. Lemme get ~ that weight 

Exchange Patterns 

There were 28 episodes with 158 exchanges. Table 7.8 shows the exchange 

patterns in which Carlos participated. 

Table 7.8 

Exchange Patterns: Carlos and Others 

Speakers 2-part 3-part 4-part S+-part 
Carlos with exchange exchange exchange exchange 

partner 51 (27) 10 (10) 1 (1) 

students 37 (14) 10 (7) 1 (1) 

teacher 24 (10) 4 (4) 2 (2) 

TOTAL 112 (51) 24 (21) 2 (2) 2 (2) 

( ) = exchange initiations by Carlos 

There were also some exchanges to which Carlos listened, but did not 

participate. These included eight 2-part exchanges between his partner and 

the teacher, of which the partner initiated six; and ten exchanges between 

other students and the teacher (seven 2-part exchanges, of which students 

initiated six, one 3-part and two 4-part exchanges). 
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Carlos initated exchanges to his partner with 23 SO, 15 5Q and 1 SE moves. 

To other students he initiated exchanges with 10 SO and 12 SQ. To the 

teacher he initiated exchanges with 9 SO and 6 SQ. 

Two-part moves dominated the lab discourse in which Carlos was 

involved. Carlos is a participant in 112 2-part exchanges, of which he 

initiated 51. Although there are far fewer 3-part exchanges (only 24) in 

which Carlos participated, he initiated 20 so that his student question and 

student evaluation moves are almost equal in frequency. In contrast, there 

are very few 4- or S+-part exchanges. 

Carlos initiated 26 2-part exchanges with his partner, while his partner 

initiated 25 to Carlos. Also, he initiated 15 2-part exchanges with other 

students, while they initiated 22 to Carlos. The most common patterns 

between Carlos and his partner or other students are as follows: 

(Carlos) -

(Partner -
or other 
students) 

so 
SO 
x9 

SO 
SE 
xl0 

SO 
SE 
x4 

so 
SO 
x6 

SQ 
SDR 
x11 

SO 
5E.SO 
x3 

SQ 
SDR 
x11 

so 
SDR 
x3 

With the teacher, Carlos initiated ten 2-part exchanges, while the teacher 

initiated 14 to Carlos. Common patterns are as follows: 

(Carlos) SO SO SQ 
TS TR TR 
x3 x2 x2 

(Teacher) TS "TS TQ TQ 
SE SDR SR SDR 
x4 x2 x4 x2 
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Carlos initiated eight 3-part exchanges to his partner, while his partner 

initiated two to Carlos. The most common patterns are as follows: 

(Carlos) SO 
SO 
5E 
x3 

SO 
5E 
5E 
xl 

(Partner) SO 
SO 
5E 
xl 

SO 
5E 
5E 
xl 

The 3-part exchanges between Carlos and other students, and with the 

teacher have mixed patterns. 

When Carlos initiates 3-part exchanges he may be offering comments (SO 

moves) or asking a question, and after his interlocutor's response, Carlos 

follows up with a simple acknowledgment move. 

e.g. 

e.g. 

107 C OK. Go ahead, yeah. We have to weigh the paper 

132 P 23 grams 

lOBC OK 

29C 

18P 

30C 

You read 

(_) so I thought experiment 6 (_). I couldn't 
explain ( _) it didn't 

Yeah 

Summary of Results 

so 
SO 93 

5E 

5DR 

18 

5E 

Carlos is extremely talkative, and his discourse in this lab is dominated by 

SO offered comments, largely occurring in 2-part exchanges. He is the only 

student to joke and chat socially, and most of his talk is with his partner or 

other students. The low number of longer exchange patterns seems to 

indicate that in the 2- and 3-part exchanges he and his interlocutors were able 

to express themselves clearly, but did not need to discuss topics at length. 
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Chen - Chemistry l04A Laboratory 

I observed this lab for the first two hours of its three-hour length. There 

were 18 students present, of whom seven were female. Chen appeared to be 

the only IS present, and worked with a male NS. 

Physical Environment 

The lab was in an old building, where the air-conditioner was noisy, and 

visibility inside the lab was obscured by extractor hoods over the benches. 

The teacher therefore had to gather students around him and speak loudly 

during the lecture. Benches were arranged in the middle of the lab, with 

weighing machines along one wall. 

Teacher 

The teacher was a male NS. 

Lab Lesson Plan 

Part 1: The teacher's lecture lasted six minutes, and dealt with the work to 

be done. Students were told to work in pairs, with each person using a 

different gas, as assigned by the teacher. They were warned about difficulties, 

and given details of procedures. Students were to get the lab work done first, 

and then if time permitted, the teacher would discuss calculations. Three 

NS students asked short questions about procedures and equipment. 
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Part 2: Students prepared to do the experiments. They had to collect 

materials and equipment from the supply room. Meanwhile, the teacher 

wrote specifications on the board, which students later came forward to copy. 

Students moved about the lab a great deal, collecting materials, consulting 

with the teacher. They also checked up with each other about what they 

were doing, and this behavior was particularly noticeable among the female 

students. 

After 20 minutes, Chen and his partner were both back at their bench with 

their equipment and materials, and set to work, mostly silently. 

Student Participation - Part 2 

Amount of Student Talk 

Chen took part in 18 episodes with his partner, other students and the 

teacher, of which he initiated ten. Turns and words were as follows: 

Turns 
Words 

Chen 

44 
285+ 

Teacher 

7 
28 

Partner 

25 
96 

Other students 

19 
85 

Some of the episodes were quite short, and longer ones often involved 

difficulties in the discourse as Chen tried to make his meaning clear to his 

partner. Chen also spoke a few isolated words and phrases in a very low 

voice. Even though he was wearing a microphone, it was hard to transcribe 

or code these utterances, and they are not part of the 18 episodes. Probably, 

these were comments made to himself as he worked. Chen's partner was 

not particularly talkative with Chen; at times both of them would stand 



202 

watching and waiting for substances to mix or heat, without talking. Other 

pairs chatted during similar pauses, and Chen's partner did approach other 

students occasionally to chat. 

Neither Chen nor his partner solicited the teacher's help very much; in 

fact, Chen initiated no exchanges with the teacher, and his two episodes with 

the teacher always involved other student(s) as well. Chen participated in 

ten episodes with his partner, five with other students, one with the teacher 

and partner, and one with the teacher and other students. 

Student Moves and Initiations 

Chen's most frequent moves were the student directed response (SDR), 

followed by shldent offers, as shown in Table 7.9. 

In his interactions with others, Chen relied on SO moves to initiate 

exchanges. Sometimes he gives advice to his fellow students. 

e.g. 29C No, no, no. You have to do - there's 
a step that you have to follow for that 

30 M4 Yeah, I know, but I just thought maybe 

His questioning behavior is interesting, because it often does not initiate 

exchanges, but occurs within exchanges. Both Chen and his interlocutors ask 

questions, but not very many initiate exchanges. In addition, the number of 

directed responses (SDR moves) is fairly high as he responds to questions. 

In this discourse, we can see distressed interactions in which students 

have to make repair moves. Chen sometimes offers an SO comment giving 

information or correcting what his partner is doing. However, his partner 
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often either does not hear or understand Chen's SO offered comment, and so 

he asks questions requiring direct response SDR moves from Chen. It is 

sometimes difficult to code such responding moves by Chen: some may 

Table 7.9 

Student Moves and Initiations: Chen and Other Students 

Moves/turns Chen 

so 
SO'" 

SQ 

5E 

5R 

SDR 

SDRSO 
SDRSQ 
SE.SQ 
SDRSE 

12 (8) 

1 (1) 

7(2) 

6 

15 

1 
1 (1) 
1 

TOTAL-turns 44 (12) 

Partner 

2 (1) 

10 (1) 

3 

9 

1 

25 (2) 

Adding single- and multiple-move turns 
SO 
SQ 
SE 
SR 
SDR 

14 (9) 2 
9 (3) 11 
7 3 

17 10 

TOTAL-moves 47 (12) 26 (2) 

( ) = exchange initiations 
'" = unacknowledged turn 

Other students 

1 (1) 

9 (4) 

3 

1 

4 

1 

19 (5) 

1 
9 
4 
1 
5 

20 (5) 
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contain new information given to elucidate Chen's first SO move, and so are 

coded as SO moves. Others seem to be rewordings of the SO move, and so 

are coded as SDR direct responses to his partner's question for clarification/ 

repetition. Still others are clearly direct SDR repetitions of the original SO 

move. An example of a reworded SO which has become an SDR move is 

given below. 

e.g. 23C 1 think they put it in like a sponge SO 

34P What's that? SQ 

24C 1 think they put in like a cork SDR 12 

35P like this SE 

25C Yeah. 1 think so SE 

Here, the partner apparently did not hear or understand Chen's comment, 

and so asks for a repetition. When he repeats his comment, Chen changes 

the wording, but his intention seems to be merely to repeat the information, 

and so his move is coded as an SDR repetition of his SO, in direct response to 

the partner's question. 

Other SO moves by Chen are about procedure; that is, working 

commentary. 

e.g. 12C So, I'll take three or take four SO 

16P Yeah. I'll take four SDR 

13C Vh? SQ 6 

17P I'll take four SDR 

14C OK (I haven't got it written) SE 
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In this discourse, there was only one instance when Chen seemed to be 

offering comments on the interpretation of the lab work being done. 

e.g. 37C (-) SO? 

48P What's that? SQ 

38C (_) a bit of (_) once there is a way. One thing SO 
is that once the liquid re-reach about here, the 
.. area take a longer time (P) So you add ( _ ) 19 
be faster 

49P (How) faster SQ 

39C Oh ( _ ) what I've done here ( _ ) falling. OK 

In the above example, Chen's moves are coded SO, rather than SDR, since 

he seems to be adding material after his partner's questions, rather than 

merely repeating his previous utterance. 

Just as Chen semed to have difficulty in expressing his SO comments to 

his partner, so his questions are not always clear to his partner. 

e.g. 21C 

32P 

22C 

33P 

Aren't you putting the wrong way? 

What's that? 

This, this not supposed to be inside (P). The 
other way round 

(-) 

SQ 

SQ 

SO 11 

SE? 

In the above example, it would be possible to code Chen's move 22 as an 

SDR repeat move after his partner's question. However, I coded the move as 

an SO move because Chen has extended and completely reworded the 

original question into a statement which explains the procedure. 
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At times, Chen's questions seeking information are not clear to his 

partner, and involve various repair moves to establish meaning. 

e.g. 2P D'you know what we're doing? 

2C No (I don't) (P). Have you to ask the - the 
chemical we need to use it? 

3P What's that? 

3C The chemical we need to use? 

4P ( )? 

4C Have you asked - about that? 

SP What? 

SC Have you to ask about the chemical we need 
to use. Which one 

Chen's SDR moves are sometimes direct answers to questions for 

information. 

e.g. 42 M4 Is there anything in there? 

34 C Er ( _ ) (P) (_) 96. Still a few drops. 

e.g. 47T That's good. You had two? 

SQ 1 

SDR 

SQ? 2 

SQ 

SQ 

SQ 

~
Q 

16 
SDR 

ITE.TQI
18 

36 C No, just one ~ 
At other times, SDR moves are repetitions of Chen's SO or SQ moves 

which are not heard or understood by his interlocutors. 

e.g. 9C Do we need to get ice pack? Get the ice? 

12 T What? 

SQ 

TQ 5 
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10C Ice ISDR/ S 

e.g. 26C You have to put it (_) 

36P (- ) 

27C You have to place it so you can see SDR 

Exchange Patterns 

There were 22 exchanges involving Chen; however, in two exchanges 

Chen's moves can be transcribed, but not those of his inter!ocutors, who 

were standing too far away from his microphone. These exchanges are 

therefore incomplete and so Table 7.10 gives details of only 20 exchanges. 

Table 7.10 

Exchange Patterns: Chen and Others 

Speakers 2-part 3-part 4-part 5+-part 
Chen with- exchange exchange exchange exchange 

partner 1 (1) 3 (1) 6 (6) 

students 2 2 (1) 1 2 (1) 

teacher 1# 2 

TOTAL 3 3 (2) 4 (1) 10 (7) 

( ) = exchange initiations by Chen 

# = teacher and other student talking nearby, but Chen silent 

Chen initiated exchanges to his partner with six SO and two SQ moves. 

To other students he initiated exchanges with one SO and one SQ move. 

13 
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Most of the episodes in which Chen spoke are only one exchange long 

(two episodes contain two exchanges, and one episode has three exchanges.) 

On the other hand, while the number of exchanges per episode may be 

small, the length of the exchanges may be long. As shown in Table 7.10, 

Chen did not participate in many 2- or 3-part exchanges, but the majority of 

his exchanges have four or more parts and eight out of 14 of these are 

initiated by Chen. There were six 5-part exchanges, and one each of 6-,8-,9-, 

and 10-part exchanges. These longer exchanges often consist of chains of 

repeated questions and responses as distressed interactions undergo repair. 

e.g. 41C Oh, there are SO 

52P What? You got it? SQ 

42C Yeah, I got it SDR 

53P You got it? SQ 

43C Yeah SDR 

Summary of Results 

This lab discourse is characterised for Chen by a relatively small amount 

of talk, mostly addressed to his partner, or to other students. Initiations by 

SO moves often lead to distressed 4- or 5+ -part exchanges, as interlocutors 

try to sort out what is said. The number of SDR directed response moves is 

also high, as speakers re-state previous moves, or answer questions. 

21 
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Li - Physics 110 Laboratory 

I observed the lab for one and a half hours. There were 10 students 

present, of whom six were female. There appeared to be three male ISs, and 

one or two female ISs. 

Physical Environment 

The lab was new, small and pleasant. It was easy to see everyone else, and 

there were no distracting noises. 

Teacher 

The teacher was a male graduate teaching assistant from Korea. His 

English was fairly fluent, although at times his syntax was non-native-like, 

and his pronunciation was sometimes hard to follow. 

Lab Lesson Plan 

The aim of the lab was to perform a force and mass experiment, using 

several pieces of equipment, including a glider, which had to slide along a 

rail. 

Part 1: The teacher's lecture lasted about half an hour, and consisted of 

comments on the test, which was handed back to students. The teacher then 

commented on the steps required to do the experiment. He used the 

blackboard, and often referred to his notes. 
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Part 2: Students did the experiment. No directions were given about pair 

work, but all students worked in pairs, except Ii and another Asian student 

who both worked alone. 

Student Participation - Part 1 

There was a small amount of student participation in Part 1, but Ii said 

nothing. During the teacher's lecture, two NSs called out SR responses to 

the teacher's open questions about lab procedures. Student participation in 

Part 1 involved 22 turns, as follows: 

Move/turn Student 
M1 M2 F3 

SO 1 1 
SQ 1 10 2 
SR 5 2 

TOTAL 1 16 5 

Student questions were often confirmatory, particularly by student M2 . 

e.g. T . .. and so you can calculte the Y value if you TS 
know the mass which is the weight of the cart 

5M2 Cart? Weight of the cart? SQ 

T Yes, the weight of the glider TR 

6M2 Oh, the glider is the cart? SQ 

Student SR responses tended to be very short; often only one word as they 

responded to open teacher questions . 

e.g. T . . . How about that final velocity? 

8 F3 Increase 

TQ 

SR 



9 M2 Smaller 

T Final velocity is smaller? 

10 M2 Mass is increased 

Student Participation - Part 2 

Amount of Talk 

SR 

TQ 

SR 

211 

It was notable that all the pairs chatted while working, appeared to be 

relaxed and enjoying themselves, spoke to the teacher as he went around the 

room, or freely approached him. This active oral participation seemed in 

marked constrast to the silence in which Li worked. Later, in an interview, 

Li said that he found the teacher a little hard to understand. 

Li participated in five episodes, of which he initiated four, and the teacher 

initiated one. His words and turns were as follows: 

Turns 
Words 

Li 

20 
126 

Teacher 

13 
144 

Other students 

5 
57 

Li's oral interaction was mostly with the teacher. The first episode, which 

was the longest in terms of words by Li, was a discussion with the teacher 

about an answer in the test. The amount of talk with which Li accompanied 

the actual lab work is only 57 words. 

Student Moves and Initiations 

Li's student offer, question and evaluation moves are equally frequent, as 

shown in Table 7.11. This table shows that Li's offered comments and 

questions nearly always initiate an exchange. All except two of his SO moves 



212 

occur in the first episode, where he queries the marks he was awarded in the 

test. 

e.g. lL 

IT 

2L 

Table 7.11 

There's an error 

Yes 

So it's zero (P) It's now, it obvious, 
so it's zero nine. 

Student Moves and Initiations: Li and Other Students 

Moves/turns Li Other students 

SO 5 (4) 

SQ 6 (4) 1 

SE 6 

SDR 1 4 

SO.SO 1 (1) 

SE.SQ 1 (1) 

TOTAL -turns 20 (10) 5 

Adding single- and multiple-move turns 

SO 7(5) 
SQ 7(5) 1 
SE 7 
SDR 1 4 

TOTAL -moves 22 (10) 5 

( ) = exchange initiations 
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Among his questions, Li asks about facts, for help, and as confirmation of 

information, as shown in the following exerpts. 

e.g. 

e.g. 

e.g. 

6L 

6T 

7L 

9L 

(P) 

Which one is er the reference? 

OK. In position, the line, line is a vertical 
line {L: OK} And so you take the rising line 

Yeah. The rising line 

Excuse me. Could you please tell me how 
to weigh this 

9 T OK. Right here (P) You take a five. OK. 

10L OK 

10 T 25 (miles) high and 2 inch. The height of 
airplane 2 inch 

11 L You mean 25 miles high in a glider? 

11 T Yes 

12 L OK. Thank you 

(SQl 
ITR\S 

SE 

SQ 

TR 

SE 

TS 

SQ 

TR 

SE 

Also notable are Li's SE moves, acknowledging the teacher's responses. 

However, in the example below, Li seems to have a problem in 

understanding the meaning of the word thrust as he seeks help from a 

fellow student. She speaks very clearly, so his "what?" does not seem to be a 

case of not being able to hear. This questioning involves him in several 

exchanges. 

e.g. 16 L Can you tell me what's T for? 

15 F3 T is for thrust 

SQ 

SDR 



17L What? SQ 

16 F3 T is for thrust. T is urn what causes it to go down SDR 
the track 

18 L The total time? SQ 

17 F3 T is the force of the motor (P) He said T is the SDR 
thrust. The force of the motor (P) and::: How 
do you find T? Oh. T is the Y, you know ( _ ) 

19L i i Yes. IsY,is the I I 

18 F3 You have to calculate it 

Since U is often the initiator, he makes only one SDR response move. 

Exchange Patterns 
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There were 13 exchanges, whose patterns are shown in Table 7.12. U 

initiated exchanges to students with one SO and three SQ moves, and to the 

teacher with four SO and two SQ moves. 

Table 7.12 

Exchange Patterns: Li and Others 

Speakers- 2-part 3-part 4-part 5+ -part 
Li with exchange exchange exchange exchange 

students 1 (1) 2 (2) 1 (1) 

teacher 2 (2) 5 (3) 2 (1) 

TOTAL 3 (3) 7 (5) 3 (2) 

( ) = exchange initiations by U 



Li's discourse takes place mostly in 2- and 3-part exchanges. The most 

common patterns are : 

so 
TR 
x3 

Summary of Results 

SQ 
TR 
SE 
x2 

SQ (Li) 
SDR (F3) 
SE (U) 
x2 
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Li's participation in this lab is not extensive. What little there is, is 

mainly initiated by him, and only the teacher initiates an exchange with U. 

This lab therefore gives an example of a student who works mostly alone, 

and whose oral interactions aim only at gaining information and help. 



216 

Obe - Soils and Water Science Laboratory 

I observed this lab for two and a half hours, which was almost the full 

duration of the session. There were 15 students present, one of whom left 

during the lab. Five of the students were female, and Obe appeared to be the 

only IS present. 

Physical Environment 

The lab was modern, specially built for soils work. It was small, but well 

laid out, with pleasant working conditions. Students worked at benches, and 

there was a large supply table at the back of the room, as well as counter space 

along the sides of the room, where weighing machines were kept. 

Teacher 

The teacher was a female, native speaker. She was relaxed, informal and 

friendly, but authoritative. 

Lab Lesson Plan 

The aim of the lab was to do a soils experiment on colloids. Directions 

had already been written on the board. 

Part 1: Teacher lectured for 30 minutes, commenting on a recent quizz 

and soil texture assignment, which were both returned to students; and 

giving directions for that day's lab. 

Part 2: The teacher moved around, or stayed at her desk. Occasionally she 

addressed the whole class when general announcements about procedure 
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were necessary. Students worked in groups on the experiments, each 

student doing his/her own tasks, and then pooling work with others in the 

group. No one student could do all the work alone within the time limit. 

Students moved around to get supplies, and to check on each other's work. 

One or two did very little work at all, and chatted to those who were 

working. 

Student Participation - Part 1 

During the lecture the teacher asked some display questions, but did not 

wait for student responses. When some students responded, the teacher did 

not always directly acknowledge such participation. 

The amount of student participation in Part 1 was as follows: 

Student Turns Words 

Obe 4 11 
M1 3 16 
F2 2 2 
M3 1 2 

TOTAL 10 31 

Student moves were as follows (parentheses indicate exchange 
initiations): 

Move 

SO 
SQ 
SE 
SR 
SDR 

TOTAL 

{)be 

1 

3 

4 

Other students 

1 (1) 
2 (1) 
1 (1) 
1 
1 

6 (3) 



Obe responded to three of the open teacher questions; twice with SR 

moves, and once with a confirming student question followed by an SR 

move. 

There were seven exchanges, as follows (parentheses indicate student 

initiation of exchanges): 

2-part 

2 (2) 

3-part 

2 

4-part 

1 (1) 

5+ -part exchanges 

2 
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Obe participated in two 3-part and one 5-part exchange. He was the only 

subject student to participate in the lecture part of a lab session. 

Student Participation - Part 2 

Amount of Student Talk 

Students worked ~n pairs, or small groups, and there was co-operation 

both in sharing out work and results, and in interpreting results. At first, 

students moved about individually gathering materials and equipment, but 

when they settled down to the experimental work at their benches, grouping 

became apparent. Obe worked closely with two partners, who I have 

designated partners A and B (P A and PB). At one point, Obe and one of his 

partners approached the teacher at her desk, to clarify an issue, and Obe also 

consulted another group at another bench, to check up on results. Also part 

of Obe's group was a female student who appeared to do no work at all, and 

often chatted to one of the students in another group. Many students chatted 
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while waiting to weigh materials, or while waiting for reactions to take place 

in iheir racks of test-tubes. 

The amount of talk by Obe, together with talk by the teacher, his partners 

P A and PB, and by other students whenever they were speaking with, or 

near him is given in the following figures. 

Obe Teacher PA PB Other students 

Turns 135 17 24 62 25 
Words 1071 194 107 253 94 
Back channel 14 5 6 3 

Obe's participation occurred in 20 episodes, of which Obe initiated 13, 

Partner A and Partner B each initiated two, other students initiated two, and 

the teacher initiated one episode. His interaction with interlocutors was as 

follows: Obe with the teacher 
Obe with teacher, PB and other students 
ObewithPA 
Obe withPB 
Obe with other students 

in 1 episode 
1 
4 episodes 
6 
8 

Features of Obe's participation include close-latching and overlaps as he 

and his fellow students worked on understanding or interpreting their work. 

e.g. SFI 

40 

e.g. 23PA 

270 

24PA 

280 

Yeah, this is the same thing over here 
I guess in case we run out or something 

II II 
I I Yeah. OK. OK. 

Yeah - ahh::, 
I 

Almost, but_ 
I I 

Minimum 

Minimum? 

l§) 17 

SO 

SO lB 

5Q 
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Back channels are also used, as students encourage, respond and keep the 

discussion or interpretation going. Notice also the pauses (P), as Obe 

considers what is going on (or how to describe what is going on). 

e.g. 290 Minimum precipitation {PA: Minimum prepic.} High. 
OK The (P) Medium (P) {PA: ( _ )} OK. 

Student Moves and Initiations 

Obe's and other students' moves and exchange initiations are shown in 

Table 7.13. Counted among Obe's moves, but not included in exchanges, 

were eight unacknowledged SO moves, and one unacknowledged S? move 

(indicated by SO"" and 5?"'). Two of these SO'" moves initiated episodes, but 

are not coded as initiating exchanges (Obe was talking to someone, but the 

tape-recorder could not pick up responses from the interlocutor). 

Obe's most frequent moves were SO offered comments, in single- and 

multiple-move turns, and in unacknowledged SO'" moves. Some of these 

moves accompany work. For example, the test-tube racks which each 

student used were a source of confusion, as contents were identified. 

e.g. 310 (Let me try). Number :: 

28PB Two 

320 Two. Aluminum? 

29PB N::o. Number three. Right here 

330 OK. Medium? Low 

21 

30PB Medium and low 5DR 22 

340 Ah. This is medium, and this is low. OK 

31 PB And high medium Q~ 
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Table 7.13 

Student Moves and Initiations: Obe and Other Students 

Moves/turns Obe PA PB Otber Students 

SO 31 (26) 15 (9) 20 (7) 7 (2) 

SO'" 8 (8) 

SQ 18 (12) 2 (1) 10 (5) 7(3) 

SE 27 1 13 1 

SR 3 

SDR 17 4 8 8 

S? 1 2 (1) 8 (1) 2 

S?'" 1 (1) 

SE.SO 12 (7) 2 (1) 
SDRSO 3 (2) 
SQ.SO 2 (2) 
SE.SQ.SO 1 
SE.SQ 10 (8) 
SO.SQ 2 (2) 
SDR.SQ 1 (1) 1 (1) 
SDR.SE 1 

TOTAL - turns 138(69) 24 (11) 62 (15) 25 (5) 

Adding single- and multiple-move turns: 

SO 59 (45) 15 22 7 
SQ 34 (23) 2 11 7 
SE 51 1 15 1 
SR 3 
SDR 22 4 9 8 
S? 2 (1) 2 8 2 

TOTAL - moves 168 (69) 24 (11) 65 (15) 25 (5) 

() = exchange initiations 
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Sometimes, SO moves were used during co-operative interpretation of 

work. 

e.g. 430 And you can see that. No, no. This is sand, sand SO 
{PB: sand}. Yeah. You can compare dis one to dis one. 
You see. Here is very small: almost 30 

39PB No precipitation SO 

440 No pre-precipitation, and, but if you compare this Un one 

40PB To this SO 

450 To this. You see. This seems to have more 
precipitation than the standard 32 

41 PB Is this the clay soil? 33 

At other times, SO moves are used for adding information, or for a type of 

instruction, as in the SO moves which initiate exchanges 13, 14,9 and 50 

below. 

e.g. 210 

18PB 
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e.g. 410 

37PB 

420 

Yeah. No. This one. Yeah. For this one. Because 
that is, is impossible to say. You know. 

SDfOJ 
(- ) 

There's no ca-cations exchange. This ~ but very 
small. No, no. This one 

I got this one. This is the result, you know. 

The medium precip? 

Yeah. Which is this one. This is it, only you know 
barium acetate (_) er calcium (hormate). 50-
there's no signs of - no sample on it. So you expected 
to have, you know, medium. According to this, if you 

Un 
(SO) 14 
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compare. This is clay 

e.g. 63 PB The extra stuff left over when the cations change back 

69 0 OK. The precip. tells you how much cations are, are, 
er. No, the barium preciptate-er - how do you say. 
The precipitation here 

64 PB It only changes half the stuff 

700 Yeah. Tells you how much ca- um er cations are in 
the soil 

't-'''-i .... n .. JI 52 

so moves are also used as confirmation, as shown in Obe's move 107 

below, which comes after an exchange with the teacher in which she is 

explaining a point about which Obe had asked for help. 

e.g. 100 T OK. Now the issue is - the more of this you have TS 

1050 The more cations SO 

101 T The more precipitation you have, the «continues» TS 
more barium is coming off the soil 

1060 Oh SE 

102 T All right TE 

T7 

1070 So, it's, so it's, you mean. OK. So when it's barium, (SO) 78 
when a little barium was replaced 

Among Obe's 34 questions, some were simple requests for materials, or 

class business. 

e.g. 130 Have you - the sand there? SQ 

e.g. 390 Who's doing number three? SQ 

e.g. 1320 So, we don't have to worry about this one? OK. How SQ 
about the first questions? 



e.g. 

Other questions seek clarification. 

180 Here. How would you classify this one. Look (P) 
You see. Can you see any precipitation here? No. 
{PA: No} None You can. tell the difference 

II {PA: none} II 
with this one 
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SQ.SO 

e.g. 200 Write "almost no precipitation". It's OK to write that? 

17 PA For this one? 

210 Yeah. No. This one. Yeah. For this one. Because 
that is, is impossible to say. You know 

Questions are also used in directly identifying something, or indirectly 

asking for information or help. 

e.g. 870 

e.g. 510 

e.g. %0 

90PB 

Yeah. It's (P). So this is the - the (back)? 

Hey. This, there's not - how (long) would you 
say this (side) here? Clay -loam 

Yes! But how come the sand can have more 
precipitation Then - I will ask her 

II II 
I don't know 

SDRSQ 

SQ 

SE.SQ 
SO 

~ ~ 
SDR 

13 

70 

970 Dr (_) I have a question here. OK. Number. 
This is number one, which is - uh - clay. No, no, 
no - sand ... 

(sQI71 

abe's move 97 is the only time he approaches the teacher during the lab or 

asks her a direct question. Otherwise he talks only with students. 

abe makes a high number of SE moves, as simple acknowledgment of 

what his interlocutor said, or to make an evaluation of a previous speaker's 



utterance. Frequently, the SE move is very short (often one word), but he 

also often adds a comment, thus continuing the discourse. 
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e.g. 56 PA There's so much water added to it 

62 0 Oh. OK. ( _ ) it's a ( _ ) 

(SO) 
~45 

(P) 

57 P A (_ ) or something 

630 Urn 

e.g. 22 PA There's a minimum 

e.g. 

e.g. 

26 0 Yeah. But I'm looking right ( _ ). You know, its 
hard to say. I put at first "no precipitation", but 
that's not correct 

23PA Yeah - ahh::: 

70 Yeah. I. Uh. No. I said: where did you get the paper? 

9 FI (-) (P) 

80 Oh. Here «sound surprised» This (P). OK 

54PA She said write it on that piece of paper (_) 

600 Yeah. Yes. Ah. I just copied it 

SE.SQ 

? 6 

SE 

~ SE.SO 43 

Strings of SE moves also occur as students work out a procedure, or an 

interpretation. 

e.g. 780 Because with medium size acid soil you have excess SO 
of hydrogen {PB:hydrogen}. Yes. So you expect to have 
a little of (those) cations in it 58 

73PB Uhum SE 



e.g. 

790 Yeah 

74 PB That's right 

Obe also makes SDR responses to his fellow students. 

120 F6 Do we have tape anywhere? 

125 0 Tape. Uh. I don't see any 
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ISE 158 

~ 

l;;J SDR 

Five of Obe's SDR moves occur in multiple-move turns. Quite often, his 

response is more than a bare minimum, as he offers comments. 

e.g. 4Fl 

30 

Is it supposed to be on zero? 

Yeah. We did. Yeah. This one is 5 grams. OK 
{Fl: OK} Did you calibrate first the paper? You put 
first the paper - and the - OK. Yeah. You put the 
paper. (P) OK. Now (P). You have. OK. Number one. 
Same thing 

Exchange Patterns 

!SOt 
~~ 

Obe was involved in 20 episodes, with 98 exchanges. Table 7.14 gives 

details of the exchange patterns. 

Obe initiated exchanges to partners and other students with 35 student 

offer moves and 21 student questions. To the teacher he initiated only one 

exchange with a student offer and one with a student question. 

The predominance of 2-part patterns is evident in Table 7.14. The most 

common 2-part patterns are: 

SO 
SO 
x9 

SO 
SE 
x8 

SQ 
SDR 
x5 

91 
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Table 7.14 

Exchange Patterns: abe and Others 

Speakers 2-part 3-part 4-part 5+-part 
Obewith- exchange exchange exchange exchange 

partner A 14 (5) 4 (4) 2 (1) 

partner B 22 (15) 14 (14) 4(2) 3 (1) 

students 8 (3) 12 (10) 2 1 

teacher 5 (1) 4 (1) 1 2 

TOTAL 49 (25) 34 (28) 9 (3) 6 (2) 

( ) = exchange initiations by abe 

"':he 3-part patterns between abe and other students are interesting 

because this pattern is so often regarded as an exchange initiated by teachers 

and completed by teacher validations or evaluations of student responses. 

The SE moves which commonly complete abe's 3-part exchange patterns are 

mainly polite moves thanking interlocutors in exchanges between students 

to check up on each other's work or to interpret results. 

The most common 3-part exchanges are: 

(abe) SQ 
SDR 
SE 
x3 

so 
SO 
SE 
x4 
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Summary of Results 

abe is unique in being the only subject IS to participate in the teacher's 

lecture section of the lab. In Part 2 of the lab, his oral participation is high, 

often including helpful comments to other students, although with no social 

chat. He speaks very infrequently with the teacher. There are many SO 

offered comments by abe, as well as SE and SQ moves. His initiation of 

exchanges is also high. Also characteristic are his 32 multiple-move turns. 

His most frequently used exchange pattern is the 2-part, but 3-part patterns 

also occur in fairly high numbers, showing a tendency to use SE evaluative 

moves when speaking to others. 
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Kanit - Chemistry 104 A Laboratory 

This lab was observed for its entire duration of three hours. There were 

18 students present, of whom three were female. Some students left early, so 

only 11 finished the entire lab. Kanit seemed to be the only IS present. 

Physical Environment 

The lab was old, with noisy air-conditioning. Students worked at double

sided benches in the middle of the room, and the antacid tablets which were 

needed for their experiments were stored on a side table. 

Teacher 

The teacher was a male NS, with a relaxed, informal manner. 

Lab Lesson Plan 

Students were assigned different commercial antacid tablets, which 

contained different amounts of acid. They were required to do a back 

titration, dissolving the tablet in water, adding HCL and titrating. 

Specifications had already been written on the board, and students had to 

come to the front in order to copy out the categories of information which 

would have to be induded in their lab reports. Students also had to write 

their names on the board in the appropriate antacid brand column, and later 

enter the results gained. H several students worked on the same tablet, 

results were to be averaged. 

There were four parts to this lab: 



Part 1: Teacher's lecture, lasting 25 minutes. Students collected at the 

front of the room near the board. The teacher reviewed procedures to be 

followed. 
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Part 2: Students broke up to collect equipment and write their names on 

the board. Students did not work in pairs or groups, but since more than one 

student worked with each tablet type, they did consult each other and 

compare results. Two female students worked closely together because one 

had recently broken her arm, and could not do her own work, so their 

discourse was much more sustained than that of most of the other students. 

The teacher moved about answering student questions and occasionally 

making general announcements to the class. There was some confusion 

because to work on one of the tablets a 10 ml pipette was needed; also for the 

other tablets, the lab manual specifications had to be altered from 10 to 5 ml 

ofHCL. 

Part 3: About seven minutes before the end of the lab session, the teacher 

called all students to the front, to comment on how students had done their 

work, especially their calculations and mistakes. Students then had to 

transcribe what they had written on the board for inclusion in their reports. 

The teacher gave an overview of what must go into any major lab report. 

Part 4: Students packed up. 

Student Participation - Parts 1! 3 and 4 

During the teacher's lecture two male students each called out one 

question. Student M1's question was nine words; student M2's question 



231 

could not be transcribed. Both questions fell into 2-part exchanges, with the 

pattern of studE7I1t question and teacher response. 

Detailed analysis of Part 2 is given under a separate heading below. 

Part 3 was hard to record because students were massed together and there 

were simultaneous conversations at times. There were five student 

questions to the teacher asked by five different students. The teacher 

responded to each, but as other students began to leave, these exchanges 

became semi-private interactions. 

In Part 4, Kanit initiated two episodes after I had stopped recording. He 

approached the female students to talk about the previous lab's work. Kanit 

then approached me to ask about the research I was doing. 

Student Participation - Part 2 

Amount of Student Talk 

Although students did interact, and all spoke to the teacher at some time, 

they were fairly quiet. The female pair of students actually commented that 

the lab seemed quiet that day. The teacher initiated comments to individual 

students as they worked. Participation for Kanit and others near him is as 

follows: 

Kanit 

Turns 40 
Words 216 
Back channel 4 

Teacher 

22 
313 

Students 

19 
121 
1 



232 

Kanit spoke almost equally to the teacher and to other students, which is 

unusual among the subject students I observed in labs. He spoke in 25 turns 

to the teacher, with a total of more than 106 words, and in 15 turns to 

students, with 110 words. Kanit participated in 17 short episodes of which he 

initiated ten, other students initiated five and the teacher initiated two. He 

spoke with only one interlocutor at a time: eight episodes were with the 

teacher, and nine with other students. As he worked alone, he did not 

comment on work as it progressed. In contrast, the female pair made 

interesting comments on the processes and discourse of their lab tasks: "So, 

what we're doing now is unbasing it - so we can figure out how much base 

there is in the tablet"; and ''I have to learn how to use words so that I can say 

it properly, without just saying anything." 

Student Moves and Initiations 

Although Kanit's moves are relatively few, with a total of 41, he is 

unusual in his low use of student offer moves and his frequent questions, 

nearly all of which begin an exchange. Table 7.15 shows moves and 

exchange initiations by Kanit and student interlocutors. 

Kanit's SO moves occur towards the end of the lab session. For example, 

in episode 16, he is correcting F5's work, somewhat in an attempt at 

"working through" the situation. 

e.g. 35 K Are you using 10 ml here? 

35F5 Dh 

36K Not 5 

5Q 

SDR 

50 
24 



Table 7.15 

Student Moves and Initiations: Kanit and Other Students 

Moves/turns Kanit Other students 

SO 4 (1) 2 (1) 

SQ 13 (12) 5 (4) 

SE 12 2 

SDR 10 5 

S? 1 

SE.5Q 1 (1) 
SE.SO 1 
SDR.SO 1 
SQ.SE.SO'" (unack.) 1 (1) 
SE.SO.SQ 1 (1) 

TOTAL-turns 40 (14) 19 (7) 

Adding single- and multiple-move turns 

SO 
SQ 
SE 
SDR 
S? 

4 (1) 
14 (13) 
13 
10 

6 
7 
5 
6 
1 

TOTAL-moves 41 (14) 25 (7) 

( ) = exchange initiations 
... = unacknowledged turn 

36 F5 Oh. Yeah. Right. For the first one we did 5 and 
then for the second one 10 {D: yeah} Did you 
use 10? 

37K Yeah 
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24 

25 
SDR 



37FS Yeah 

38 K First one is point 01, point 001 

38 FS Point 048 
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~24 

(50)25 
~ 

Most of Kanit's questions were simple queries about equipment and 

procedure, and 13 of his 14 questions initiated exchanges. 

e.g. 

e.g. 

e.g. 

4 K Can we use, use this one? (P) Five for ( _ ) 

4 T No. Use, use the pipette 

10 K Ah Mark, do we have to made three times for 
the standardized test? 

10 T You only do it three times 

11K And the second one three times also 

(sQ) 
\TRI3 

07 

SQ 

11 T What you should do probably, is just do one at TR 
a time. Add the HCL in the one. Do the titration. 
Don't forget your indicator 8 

12K OK 

29K What did you get for ( _ ) 

27 F2 For, er, for ours. Urn (P) For the NS tablet 

30 K No. No, the NAOH. How many milliliters do 
you get 

28 F2 We got. Let's see. We get 5. Er, about ... 

SE 

Thus, Kanit's main initiatory move is the question, addressed to the 

teacher, or to other students, nearly always on the topics of procedure or 

results. 
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Allied to Kanit's use of questions, are his SE moves, as he acknowledges 

responses to his questions. 

e.g. 21 K Er. How can we find the lower rated for the 
HCL for the ( _ ) 

20 T OK. You have that equation that I gave you 

22 K Yeah (P) ( _ ) 

21 T How many, how many milliters dissolved do 
you have. You put that number in there ... 

23K OK 

SQ 

14 

(115 
~ 

At other times, Kanit's evaluative move is a confirmatory repetition of 

what his interlocutor says to him. 

e.g. 14K 

14T 

15K 

How much phenolphthalein? 

How much? Two drops. 

Two drops 

SQ 

TR 9 

SE 

Given Kanit's use of questions and evaluation moves, and the fact that he 

worked alone, it is notable that he makes ten directed SDR responses to other 

speakers' utterances. Usually these are short responses, giving the 

information requested about materials or results. 

e.g. 1 Ml Are there any paper towels down there? 

~ 1K Ah. There might be SD 1 

e.g. 31 F5 Did you figure out the base for the tablet yet? ~~ 32K Yeah. But I got 

32F5 Is that what you. Did you get this? 

~ 33K But I got point 001 SDR 23 
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Exchange Patterns 

Kanit was involved in 17 mostly short episodes, with 27 exchanges. Table 

7.16 shows details of the exchange patterns. Kanit initiated exchanges to 

students with one student offer moves and six questions, and to the teacher 

with seven questions. Of Kanit's 14 exchange initiations, ten also initiated 

episodes, almost exclusively by questions. 

Table 7.16 

Exchange Patterns: Kanit and Others 

Speakers 2-part 3-part 4-part 5+-part 
Kanit with- exchange exchange exchange exchange 

students 8 (5) 4 (1) 1 (1) 1 

teacher 3 (2) 3 (2) 5 (2) 2 (1) 

TOTAL 11(7) 7 (3) 6 (3) 3 (1) 

( ) = exchanges initiated by Kanit 

The distribution of exchange patterns shows that when speaking with 

fellow students, the patterns are mainly 2-part and 3-part, with 2-part the 

most used. However, with the teacher, some patterns are longer, as the 

teacher assists Kanit with the work by checking up on procedure or 

equipment. 

e.g. 4K 

4T 

5K 

Can we use this one? (P) 

No, use, use the pipette 

That's, that's for 10 milliliters 

SQ 

TR 3 

SE 



5 T OK. Go down to the store-room and tell them 
that you need a 5 milliliter {D: milliliter}. What 
tablet are you doing? 

6 K Philips 

6T 

7K 

Use a 10 milliliters pipette for the the doing the 
tablet. OK But when you're doing the 
standardization, use five milliliter pipette 

OK 

The most frequent 2-part patters are: 

(Kanit) SQ 
SDR 
x6 

TS 
SE 
x2 

The most frequent 3-part patters are: 

SQ 
TR 
SE 
x2 

Summary of Results 

SQ 
SDR (variation) 
SE 
x4 

237 

TS 4 

SE 

Kanit's lab discourse is directed almost equally to the teacher and to other 

students. He works alone, and favors questioning moves, which nearly all 

initiate exchanges. When speaking to fellow students, his moves fall into 2-

or 3-part patterns, while with the teacher, they are distributed across all 

patterns, with 4-part patterns in a majority. 
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Ahmed - Electrical and Computer Engineering 101 Laboratory 

The lab was observed for one and a quarter hours. There were 19 students 

present, only one of whom was female. Ahmed was one of four male IS 

present. His partner, also a male IS, arrived after 28 minutes. They spoke to 

each other in English, but in low voices, so it washard to transcribe from the 

tape-recording. 

Physical Environment 

The lab was small, built specially for its purposes in a new electrical 

engineering building. Work stations, arranged along two walls and in the 

center of the room, contained electronic equipment shared between pairs of 

students. 

On the board, a circuit layout plan had already been drawn, together with 

three problems to be worked out, and trial values. In addition, an actual 

circuit board and other equipment were laid out on the teacher's desk for 

students to look at and use. Work-sheets were also given out. 

Teacher 

The teacher was a male NS. He moved around the lab, giving help when 

asked, and checking on student work over their shoulders. 

Lab Lesson Plan 

Students signed-up a week in advance for a lab time. They could drop in 

and out of their lab time, as long as they completed the problems for that lab. 
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If a partner did not show up, students could work alone: it was not necessary 

for work to be shared out in order to complete it. This was the only lab with 

no teacher lecture. 

Student Participation 

Amount of Student Talk 

Students mostly stayed at their work stations and called the teacher over if 

they needed help, since it was necessary for the teacher to see their work on 

the oscilloscope and other equipment. Some informal conversation with 

neighbors and partners was possible. However, a student whose work was 

problem-free could work in complete silence if she/he wished. 

Ahmed occasionally got up to observe what other students were doing, 

though he did not always talk to them. He seemed to wait mostly for the 

teacher to pass by and then ask questions. His only non-work discourse 

occurred at the beginning of the lab as he got settled and mentioned to his 

neighbor that he had been for a long talk with his course adviser, and was 

going to change his major. After his partner arrived, Ahmed spoke to him as 

they worked. Apart from his partner, no other student addressed Ahmed 

during the lab, except for one student who came in half-way through and 

collected his textbook from where he had left it on Ahmed's work-station. 

Later, at his interview with me after all recordings of academic situations 

had been made, Ahmed admitted that he had found this course very hard, 

and had dropped it. 

Ahmed's oral participation in the lab took part in three stages: 
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Stage 1 - Before his partner arrived, Ahmed spoke in four episodes to the 

teacher, and then in episode 5 to his partner as he arrived and got settled. 

Stage 2 - Ahmed engaged in a "running commentary" with his partner 

about their work as it progressed. The partner also spoke, but less than 

Ahmed did. Turns were often not acknowledged verbally, so that although a 

few exchanges occurred, it was difficult to group turns or exchanges into 

episodes by topic, or interlocutor, as has been done with other lab analyses in 

this study. 

Stage 3 - The teacher, Ahmed and his partner interacted in episode 6. 

Ahmed interacted in four episodes with the teacher, in two episodes and 

running commentary with his partner, and in one episode with another 

student. Talk by Ahmed and others is shown below: 

Ahmed 

Stage 1- Turns 20 
Words 104+ 

Stage 2- Turns 52 
Words 610+ 

Stage 3- Turns 16 
Words 74 

TOTAL Turns 88 
Words 788+ 

Back channels 4 

Teacher Partner 

14 2 
227+ 11 

17 
49 

17 1 
330 1 

31 
557 

1 

20 
61 

Other student 

2 
13 

2 
13 

A feature of this lab discourse is the distribution of silence. During Stage 

1, when Ahmed works alone, and only speaks when the teacher is near him 

there are, naturally, silences between episodes. But also within episodes, 
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silence is necessary while the teacher looks at Ahmed's screen and assesses 

the problem (this featUlre is similar to the situation in Pilar's computer lab). 

e.g. i6A You knower R (_) is less than (_) SO 

« Pause. Teacher looks at screen» 

12T RQ «confirmation» TQ 9 

17 A Yeah SDR 

13 T Oh (pause) 
I take it you don't know if the (_), 
right? ... TS 

Silence is also a feature of the running commentary. While Ahmed and 

his partner are working on their problems, they comment in short bUJrsts, 

interspersed with silences of varying lengths. Sometimes Ahmed's and his 

partner's turns combine to form exchanges (most of which are initiated by 

Ahmed). At other times, their SO moves are not orally acknowledged by the 

other, and are coded as SO" moves. 

e.g. 44A This is 10,4. Correct AC's (pause) Uhuh (pause) SO" 
From AC (pause) This is AC (pause) 

(long pause) 

45A This is for working on the (Q) terminal (pause) SO" 

(long pause) 

46 A Why you ( _ ) through the? 

2BP Nothing 
20 

47 A Yeah, I know, but it's about the. Wait a 



minute. I think it should be grounded (pause) 
No, that's correct (pause) No, I mean this one 

(long pause) 

Student Moves and Initiations 

Table 7.17 shows Ahmed's moves and exchange initiations. From this 

table, we can see that of Ahmed's 99 moves, 19 initiated exchanges, and 32 

Table 7.17 

Student Moves and Initiations: Ahmed and Other Students 

Moves/turns Ahmed Partner Other students 

SO 16 (12) 9 (4) 1 (1) 
SO'" 28 (28) 
SQ 11 (5) 3 (1) 
SQ'" 2 (2) 
SE 10 4 1 
SDR 6 3 
S? 2 (1) 1 
S?'" 2 (2) 
SE.SO 11 (1) 

TOTAL- turns 88 (51) 20 (5) 2 (1) 

Adding single- and multiple-move turns 

SO 
SQ 
SE 
SDR 
S? 

55 (41) 
13 (7) 
21 
6 
4 (3) 

TOTAL-moves 99 (51) 

( ) = exchange initiations 

9 
3 
4 
3 
1 

20 (5) 

1 

1 

2 (1) 

( *) = unacknowledged moves 
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were unacknowledged initiation moves. While directed response (SDR) 

moves are rare, SE evaluation moves are used fairly frequently. 
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The moves and initiations of the running commentary stage are included 

in Table 7.17. It is a major stage in the discourse, and includes the following 

moves: Ahmed 52 moves with 10 exchange initiations; Partner (17 moves 

with 3 exchange initiations); and two moves with one initiation by another 

student. There were 14 exchanges in the commentary, and also 27 SO"', 2 SQ'" 

and 2 S?"" unacknowledged moves which do not form exchanges. 

The majority of Ahmed's moves are SO or SO'" exchange initiations, of 

which the bulk occur in the running commentary as he comments on work 

done with a not very vocal partner. 

SO moves were used for several purposes, such as negotiating work 

procedure with the teacher. Because of the visual information shown by the 

electronic equipment in front of them, Ahmed and the teacher can 

communicate meaningfully with very few words. 

e.g. 12A Yeah. It can be 

9T Yeah and you need to get RT. 

13A RT, and then you ( _ ) 

lOT Yeah 

14A Because then you 

lIT Yeah. So ( _) and then you solve that 

15A Thanks 
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Ahmed uses an SO move to bring his partner up to date on what is to be 

done in the lab. 

e.g. 21 A Now the first thing we account for, you see, was 
the voltage of the DC ( _ ) separately ... 

Ahmed then goes on after this exchange with SO* moves in running 

commentary on the work. 

e.g. 22 A IP is the height of the, which is the point that SO" 
(_) IP to the (_). So we get IP. When we get IP 
(_) we get the voltage of (_). After (_), 
after ( _ ). So ( _ ) 

(long P) 

23 A Yeah. I pick up the (_) SO" 

It is possible that the partner sometimes made some very quiet responses 

to Ahmed's SO" moves, but his voice was too soft to be picked up by the 

microphone. Also, it was not a1 ways necesary for the partner to respond 

orally, since his manipulation of the electronic equipment could serve as a 

non-verbal response. 

Ahmed's eleven 5E.SO multiple-move turns are also notable. Often the 

5E move is a brief acknowledgment of his interlocutor's utterance, which he 

then follows up with his own comment. 

e.g. 19P Yeah, but (_) 

28 A Yeah. This one will be connected by this one. 
And this one by this one 

20P This one 

SO 

5E.50 

so 

15 
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29 A Yeah. This one will go to the circuit (P) And 
this one will go up. The positive of this, the 
positive of this can go on this contact and then 
get the contact underneath (P) 

21 P And this one ( _ ) (P) 

SE.SO 

Ahmed does not ask many questions, but he asks the teacher for help by 

using direct questions. 

e.g. 

e.g. 

2A 

1T 

3A 

2T 

Er, the heat, the ( _ ) 

Probably the voltage 

What's that? 

The voltage {A: Uhuh}. You go this here, right. 
This is, this OK, and that's here ... 

He also uses SQ for confirmation of information. 

6T So you get this, right. You know, this (_) EDC 
all right, and here ( _ ) current {A: Uhuh} and 
this is 

SQ 

TR 

SQ 2 

TR 

TS 

11 A This is the m And this is the SQ 
I I II II 6 

7 T II Yes I I TR 

8 T Uhuh. So first you know that IT is equal to TR 
um point 7 

15 

It is not common for Ahmed to ask his partner questions, and when he 

does, the response is often a comment on what shows up on the screen, or in 

some cases, his question is not responded to at all (and is coded SQ*). 

e.g. 46 A Why you (_) through the? 

28P Nothing 
20 

47 A Yeah, I know, but it's about the. Wait a minute ... 
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e.g. 
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57 A Not going to put this one? 

61 A I change that? 

(P) 

62 A Nothing 

As noted in the discussion of SE.SO turns, Ahmed's evaluation SE moves 

are usually simple acknowledgments of what his interlocutor says. 

e.g. 15A Thanks «after teacher has helped him» SE 

e.g. 30Ml Excuse me, this is my book SO 

56A Oh SE 22 

31 Ml Oh god, I was looking for this SE 

Exchange Patterns 

Ahmed was involved in six episodes, plus the running commentary, with 

36 exchanges. Table 7.18 gives details of the exchange patterns. Ahmed 

Table 7.18 

Exchange Patterns: Ahmed and Others 

Speakers- Unack" 2-part 3-part 4-part 5+ -part 
Ahmed with exchange exchange exchange exchange 

partner 31 (31") 7 (5) 6 (5) 1 1 

student 1 

teacher 1 (1") 2 (1) 11 (3) 4 (3) 3 (2) 

TOTAL 32 (32") 9 (6) 18 (8) 5 (3) 4 (2) 

( ) = exchange initiations; ( .. ) = unacknowledged initiations by Ahmed 
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iI"itiated exchanges to his partner with eight SO, one SQ, and one 5?'" moves, 

and to the teacher with five SO, four SQ moves. Ahmed's discourse is 

mainly distributed in the I-part unacknowledged moves, and in 3-part 

exchange patterns, some of which occur in chains as the teacher helps 

Ahmed with his work, as shown below: 

Among the 2-part patterns, the most common are with other students: 

(Ahmed) SO SO 
II 5E 
5Q 
x2 x2 

There are seven 3-part patterns with other students, with varied patterns: 

(Partner) SO (Ahmed) SO SQ 
SDR 
SE.SO 

SE.SO 
SE 

SE 
SO 

Three-part patterns between Ahmed and the teacher include the 

following common patterns: 

TE/TS (variat:.ons) 
SE/SE.SO (variations) 
TE/TS (variations) 
x3 

TS 
SQ 
TE/TR (variations) 
x2 

TS/TQ (variations) 
SDR 
TE/TS (variations) 
x2 
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Summary of Results 

These results show that Ahmed's participation in this lab is fairly 

extensive. He uses many SO moves, especially during the running 

commentary while he works, although not all moves are acknowledged by 

his interlocutor. There are also several SE.SO turns. In exchanges with the 

teacher, chains of 3-part exchanges occur when Ahmed is being helped in his 

work by the teacher. The quietness of his partner, as well as the visual 

nature of their tasks, which makes it possible for non-verbal communication 

to accomplish work, probably partly account for the large number of 

unacknowledged SO moves by Ahmed. 
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Comparison of Subject IS Participation in Lab /Discussion Sessions 

Participation varies considerably between the eight students, which is not 

surprising since they attended very different labs. Here the main differences 

will be described and in L'1e following section of this chapter factors which 

may possibly account for such differences will be discussed. 

Amount of Student Talk 

As was shown in Table 7.2 the amount of talk by subject ISs ranges from 

just a few words to nearly 1400 words. Because the labs themselves are so 

Table 7.19 

Amount of Talk by Subject ISs and by Others 

Student Teacher Partner Other students 
Turns Words Turns Words Turns Words Turns Words 

Carlos 187 1389 61 847 86 482 60 256 

Obe 135 1071 17 194 24 107 25 94 
62 253'" 

Ahmed 88 788+ 31 557 20 61 2 13 

Pilar 64 322 57 1179 7 13+ 

Chen 44 285+ 7 28 25 96 19 85 

Kanit 40 216 22 313 19 121 

Li 20 126 13 144 5 57 

Leni 3 1+ lecture mono log 4 26+*11-

'" = Obe had two partners; "''''= other students spoke to teacher, not to Leni 

• 
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different, rather than only comparing subject students' talk with each other, 

it is revealing to also compare subject student talk with the amount of talk by 

interlocutors. This information is given in Table 7.19 which shows that 

Carlos, abe, Ahmed and Chen (who all worked with partners) spoke more 

words than any individual interlocutor, while Pilar, Kanit, Li and Leni spoke 

less than the teacher, but more than other students in their exchanges. 

Student Moves and Initiations 

The most common moves for all subject students are student offer and 

student evaluation moves; however, there is variation in this order of 

frequency between students. Table 7.3 showed moves and exchange 

initiations, and below I give student moves expressed as percentages of their 

total moves, for ease of comparison. This table shows that student offers are 

the most frequent moves for Carlos, abe, Ahmed, Pilar and Li (equal to SQ 

and SE). However, student questions are the most frequent move for Kanit 

Table. 7.20 

Student Moves and Initiations as Percentages of Total Moves 

Student Total Moves expressed as % of total moves for student 
moves SO SQ SE SDR Other (SR, S?) 

Carlos 213 43.66 20.19 20.6 13.62 1.88 
abe 168 34.52 20.83 29.76 13.69 1.19 
Ahmed 99 55.56 13.13 21.21 6.06 4.04 
Pilar 75 28.00 26.67 22.67 20.00 2.67 
Chen 47 29.79 19.15 14.89 36.17 
Kanit 41 9.76 34.15 31.71 24.39 
Li 22 31.82 31.82 31.82 4.55 
Leni 3 66.67 33.33 



and Leni, while student directed response (SDR) is L'le most frequent for 

Chen. The student evaluation move is the second most frequent for Obe, 

Ahmed, Kanit, equal second for Carlos and equal first for Li. 
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There is also variation between students for exchange initiations, as 

shown when such moves are converted into percentages of a student's total 

moves. It is interesting to note that some students spoke relatively little, but 

might still have fairly high exchange initiation percentages (for example, 

66.7% of Leni's moves and 45.4% of Lits moves are exchange initiations). 

Among the most talkative students (Carlos, Obe, Ahmed and Pilar) exchange 

initiations range from 52% to 31 % of their total moves, since they made 

many other non-initiatory moves. Student offer moves are more likely to 

initiate exchanges for all students except Kanit, Leni and Li, as shown in the 

following figures (these figures also include unacknowledged 50*, SQ* 

moves): 

Student No. of % of student's moves Initiating move 
ex. inits. which initiate exchanges SO SQ 

Carlos 111 52.11 65.77 32.43 
Obe 60 35.71 61.67 38.33 
Ahmed 51 51.52 80.39 13.73 
Pilar 23 30.67 52.17 39.13 
Chen 12 25.53 75.00 25.00 
Kanit 14 34.15 7.14 92.86 
Li 10 45.45 50.00 50.00 
Leni 2 66.67 100.00 

It is also interesting to compare subject student initiation of exchanges 

with partners, other students or teachers. Table 7.21 shows that for subject 

students who worked with partners, exchanges are more likely to 

be initiated by the subject students than by the partners. For Carlos, Obe, 
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Table 7.21 

Subject IS Initiations of Exchanges with Interlocutors 

Student Exchanges and IS initiations as % of exchanges with 
Partner Other students Teacher 
No. % No. % No. % 

Carlos 62 (38) 61.3 48 (22) 45.8 30 (16) 53.3 
abe 20 (11)} 61.8 18 (14) 77.8 12 (2) 16.7 

48 (31)} 
Ahmed 15 (10) 66.7 1 20 (9) 45.0 
Pilar 4 (2) 50.0 45 (21) 46.7 
Chen 10 (8) 80.0 7 (2) 28.6 2 
Kanit 14 (7) 50.0 13 (7) 53.8 
Li 4 (4) 100 9 (6) 66.7 
Leni 3 (2) 66.7 

TOTAL 155 (98) 96 (31) 134 (44) 

( ) = subject IS exchange initiations 

Ahmed and Chen the range of exchange initiations with partners was from 

61.3% to 80% of exchange initiations. Subject student exchange initiations 

with other students (non-partners) are varied. Ahmed and Leni did not 

initiate any such exchanges. Li initiated 100%, while Kanit and Pilar 

initiated 50% of their exchanges with other students. For students who did 

have partners, but also spoke to other students, abe initiated 77.8%, Carlos 

45.8% and Chen only 28.6% of such exchanges. Turning to subject student 

initiations with teachers, Chen initiated none, and abe only 16.7% of his 

exchanges with the teacher. Carlos initiated 53.3% and Ahmed 45% of such 

exchanges. Among students who relied on teachers for help, since they 

worked without partners, Leni and Li initiated 66.7% of exchanges with 
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teachers (although the number of exchanges involved was small), Kanit 

initiated 53.8% and Pilar 46.7%. The implications of such percentages are 

that the subject students seem to initiate a reasonable percentage of 

exchanges with teachers, a large percentage of exchanges with partners, and 

an even larger number with other students, but partners and other students 

do not seem to initiate much to these subject students. While this may not 

matter for naturally talkative students, it might be a cause for concern for the 

less talkative, who may be somewhat isolated verbally from others when 

doing lab work. 

Exchange Patterns 

The majority of student participation was in 2-part exchanges (see Table 

7.4), followed by 3-part exchanges. However, there was variation between 

students in their participation in exchange patterns, as shown in Table 7.22, 

which gives percentages for exchange pattern participation. 

Table 7.22 

ParticiRation in Exchange Patterns 

Student No. of 2-part 3-part 4-part S+-part 
exchanges exchanges as % of total exchanges 

Carlos 140 80.00 17.14 1.43 1.43 
Obe 98 50.00 34.69 9.18 6.12 
Ahmed 36 25.00 50.00 13.89 11.11 
Pilar 49 30.6 38.78 22.45 8.16 
Chen 10 10.53 15.79 21.05 52.63 
Kanit 27 40.74 25.93 22.22 11.11 
Li 13 23.08 53.85 23.08 
Leni 3 100.00 
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From this table we can see that Carlos, Obe, Kanit and Leni participate 

mainly in 2-part patterns, while Ahmed, Pilar and Li mainly participate in 3-

part patterns, usually with the teachE"I. However, Carlos and Obe have fairly 

high numbers of 3-part exchanges with other students, of which they initiate 

the majority (Carlos initiates 17 out of 20 3-part exchanges with his partner or 

other students, and Obe initiates 26 out of 28 with partner or students). Chen 

is unusual in his high percentage of 4- and 5+ -part exchange patterns. 

Thus, the variations in amount of talk, moves made, and participation in 

exchange patterns between the eight students are quite marked. Possible 

factors accounting for such differences are discussed in the next section. 

Summary of the performance of each of the eight students in lab/discussion 

sessions 

Pilar - The 4th most talkative subject in a lab session. SO and SQ moves 
almost equal. Highest back channel and multiple-move turns. 30% of 
her moves were exchange initiations, mostly SO. Took part mainly in 
3-part teacher-initiated and 2-part student-initiated exchanges. No 
partner, spoke to teacher, isolated lab situation, but need for help was 
strong. 

Leni - Minimal talk in discussion class. Spoke to teacher at end of class, two 
SQ initiations in student-initiated 2-part patterns. 

Carlos - The most talkative student and the only one to chat Socially. Spoke 
to partner, other students and teacher. SO dominant move, with SQ 
and SE equal. Back channels and multipl-move turns high. 52% of 
moves were exchange initiations, of which 66% were SO. Took part in 
2-part exchanges (50% initiated by him) and 3-part (nearly all initiated 
by him), mainly with partner or other students. 

Chen - Medium/low amount of talk. Spoke with partner, often trying to 
offer advice, or help, but interactions were not very successful. SDR 



and SO most frequent moves. 25.5% of moves were exchange 
initiations, mostly by SQ. High 4- and 5+ -part exchanges because of 
need for discourse repair. 

Li - Low amount of talk, no partner, spoke to teacher, isolated from other 
students, who seemed to be enjoying lab. Equal SO,SQ,SE moves. 
45.5% of moves were exchange initiations, of which half were SO. 
Mainly 3-part exchanges. 
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Obe - Second in amount of talk and the only student to speak during the 
teacher's lecture. Two partners, with whom he discussed 
interpretations, offered comments. Low talk to teacher. SO and 5E 
dominant moves. Back channels and multiple-move turns high. 2-
part exchanges (half initiated by Obe) and 3-part (many initated by him). 
Only 36% of moves were exchange initiations; mainly SO. 

Kanit - Medium/low talker. No partner. Equal talk to students and teacher. 
High SQ and SO very low. 34% of moves were exchange initiations, of 
which 93% were SQ. 2-part with high initiation by Kanit, 3-part and 4-
part nearly equal. 

Ahmed - Third most talkative. Talk to teacher and with partner (who 
arrived late). Partner very quiet and Ahmed's running commentary 
occurred in partner's hearing. SO most frequent move, followed by SE. 
3-part exchanges (half initiated by Ahmed). 51.5% of moves were 
exchange initiations, of which 80% were SO. 
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m. Possible Factors Accounting for Variation in Student Participation 

As noted in section I of this chapter, lab sessions are different from the 

other three academic situations in this study because students are doing 

manual tasks and moving around, rather than only sitting, listening and 

talking. In addition, they are free to talk to each other without teacher 

direction or mediation. There is less teacher initiated talk than in the other 

situations, as students work in pairs or groups, or walk around to collect 

materials. Students choose when and what to speak about. They can be 

silent, chat socially, or talk about work, depending on work needs, as well as 

on individual students' natural inclinations for talk or silence. This is in 

contrast to student pair and group work in other classes, when the topic and 

time for talk are dictated by the teacher. 

Talk plays several roles in lab sessions. It accomplishes work as students 

check up on results, techniques, and materials; label; describe; interpret; help 

each other; ask for help. Their talk accompanies learning in the specific field, 

as students "do" science and develop their mastery of the oral discourse of 

that domain. In addition, their talk also serves social and phatic purposes; it 

is often not socially acceptable to remain absolutely quiet while working with 

others, and for some students, the phatic role of speech is necessary for their 

personal needs. 

While researchers on the effectiveness of science teaching are concerned 

with student and teacher oral interactions in science labs, there are few 

general discussions in the literature of the role of talk in doing science lab 

work. Unfortunately, Lemke's work (1982) is based on science classroom 
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data, not on labs. On the other hand, some insight can be gained from 

writers such as Lynch (1985) who are interested in the work of professional 

scientists. In Lynch's description of the "shop talk" of professional scientists 

at work, he contends that such talk is a necessary and integral "part of the 

collaborative achievement of inquiry", distinct from social lab talk, or talk to 

relieve boredom during routine lab procedures. Yet he also claims that lab 

talk is not "scientific" in any way except its content. However, he 

distinguishes professional scientific talk from educational science labs, where 

students know that however difficult the work is, there is a way to do it, and 

therefore discussion or shop talk may not help any more than merely doing 

the work again until it is successful (p.113). He does not discuss this matter 

in further detail, but the point he raises about the role of talk in science labs 

is interesting, since it seems that depending on the nature of the tasks, talk 

mayor may not be necessary or helpful for students in their lab work. 

Nevertheless, the lab situation itself seems to be the main influence on 

the amount of student talk, moves and initiations, and participation in 

exchange patterns, and will be discussed first, followed by brief consideration 

of the roles played by students themselves and teachers in accounting for 

student lab talk. 

The Nature of the Academic Situation 

Observations of these laboratory sessions showed that labs can differ in 

several dimensions, the first of which is the type of work situation. As 

mentioned before, students may need to move freely about the lab to gather 
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materials, or they may need to spend nearly all the time at a computer. 

Another source of difference in labs is the organization of work, which may 

have to be done in pairs or may be done alone. In addition, regardless of 

whether a student is working alone, the student may need help from the 

teacher or other students, or may be able to manage alone. This factor is 

linked with the orientation of talk (to partner, other students or to the 

teacher), which in turn may depend on student personality and cultural 

backgroWld, and affects whether the student talks mainly to fellow students 

or to the teacher. 

There can be combinations of these lab situation variables; for example, a 

student may work alone and be doing the sort of lab work which, if 

successful, does not require oral interaction with anyone else. Or, that 

student may need help from the teacher, or from other students, which will 

obviously lead to interactions. The following information summarizes the 

key factors as they appear in the subject students' labs: 

Carlos - Free movement in lab. Worked with partner on same 
experiments, but discussion clearly was expected by teacher and students. 
Needed to talk for help. Mainly spoke to partner and students. 

Obe - Free movement lab. Worked with two partners. Each student did 
different work, so talk was necessary. He talked very little with the 
teacher. 

Ahmed - Isolated lab work with electronics equipment. Possible to work 
alone, but Ahmed had a partner. Needed help, spoke to partner and 
teacher. 

Pilar - Isolated lab work at computer terminal. No partner. Possible to do 
work alone, but Pilar needed help. Spoke to teacher. 
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Chen - Free lab. Partner. Needed to talk because worked on different gases. 
Spoke mainly to partner. 

Kanit - Free lab. No partner. Possible to do work alone, but needed help. 
Spoke equally to students and teacher. 

Li - Free lab. No partner. Almost worked without help. Spoke mainly to 
teacher. No students spoke to him. 

Leni - Classroom/lecture situation. Help not needed. Spoke only to teacher. 

The interplay of all these lab situation factors seems to be the key to 

understanding the amount of individual student talk, moves and exchange 

pattern participation. 

The four most talkative students - Carlos, Obe, Ahmed and Pilar - all 

needed to talk in order to do their work. Three of them worked in pairs and 

interacted mostly with students, but Pilar had no partner and talked mostly 

with the teacher. Among the less talkative students - Chen, Kanit, Li and 

Leni - all needed to talk to do their work, but only Chen had a partner, and 

so these students mostly talked to teachers. It seemed that Li had little need 

to talk in order to do his tasks, but he does not speak much in any of the 

academic situations. Chen also is not very talkative in other situations, but 

Leni is more talkative in English 106 and in her student/ teacher conference. 

Certainly, the presence of a partner and a need to talk seem to be important 

influences over amount of talk. Also, a talkative and needy student without 

a partner, such as Pilar, will also manage to talk a fair amount, even if 

mainly to the teacher. The lab situation itself is not necessarily a vital 

influence over the amount of talk, since Ahmed and Pilar worked in 

isolated situations, yet were among the most talkative students. 
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Concerning the type of moves made, correlations with the work situation, 

organization of work and/or need for help are not as clear. Among the 

students who used student offer moves most frequently Carlos, Obe, and 

Ahmed had partners, while Li's SO, SQ and SE moves were equally frequent. 

Pilar did not have a partner and her SO and SQ moves are almost equal. On 

the other hand, student questions were dominant moves for Kanit and Leni 

who had no partners. Chen did have a partner, but his SO moves were only 

second in frequency behind his SDR moves, which were numerous partly 

because he had to repeat his utterances for his partner. 

The student evaluation moves were the second most frequent moves for 

Carlos,Obe, Kanit, Li, Ahmed and Pilar. For students who ask a fairly high 

number of questions, we might expect that SE moves might also be high if 

students are participating in 3-part exchange patterns in which they follow

up responses to their questions. 

More insights into frequencies of student moves, particularly for student 

offers and questions, can be gained by considering the uses to which these 

moves are put by students in their lab discourse (see Table 7.23). This table 

shows that among the more talkative students, student offers were used for a 

variety of purposes, especially related to the work in progress, and most often 

with fellow students. In comparison, student questions are asked by all 

students but for more limited or more specific purposes, no matter whether 

the student has a partner or not. In other words, it may be that while student 

offers are extremely important in facilitating lab work, the student question 

is the vital move in order to get the basic work done. In a way, this is 



Table 7.23 

so and SO Moves and Their Uses by Subject ISs 

Student SO 

Carlos SO 61(41), plus SO" 32 
comments on work, 
confirmation of 
information and 
procedures 
comments while 
working 

abe so 51(36), plus SO" 8 
identification of 
samples, interpret
ation of work, co
operative interpret
ation, confirmation 
of information, 
working aloud, giving 
informa tion 

Ahmed SO 27(13), plus SO" 28 
work procedure, 
confirmation, 
running commentary 

Pilar SO 21 (12) 
talk while on 
keyboard, 
confirmations 

Chen SO 14(9) 
comments on lab 
procedure, 
correction, inform 
partner 

SQ 

SQ 40(33) plus SQ" 3 
simple information 
confirmation 
questions 

SQ 34(21), plus SQ" 1 
requests for 
information, materials, 
identification questions, 
requests for help 

SQ 11(5), plus SQ" 2 
requests for help, 
confirmation 
questions 

SQ20(9) 
requests for help, 
confirmation, 
repair questions 
when didn't hear, 
understand 

SQ9(3) 
work questions, 
questions to 
correct partner's 
work 

Notes 

only IS to chat 
and joke, 
multiple inter
locutors, 
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spoke with 
partner, students 

spoke in lecture, 
approached 
teacher only once 

running 
commentary, 
spoke to partner 
and teacher 

work at keyboard 
with teacher 
watching 
no partner 

repair moves 



262 

Kanit SO 4(1) SQ 14(13) no partner 
offered comments questions about 
on student's work equipment and results 

Li SO 7(5) SQ7(5) had the only 
concerning test requests for help Fr A; no partner 
answers 

Leni SQ2(2) 
( ) = student exchange questions about private with 

initiations class business teacher after class 

paralleled by the use of student questions in English 106 classes, when 

students asked questions in order to clarify tasks, but made student offer 

moves when discussing work. 

Exchange initiations by student offer and question moves are also shown 

in Table 7.23. In the comparison of individual students we have seen that 

the more talkative students do not necessarily have higher percentages of 

exchange initiations than less talkative students in labs. It seems reasonable 

to suppose that exchange initiations are mainly driven by the need to do 

work (or in Carlos's case for social chat as well). The following figures on 

student initiation of episodes in lab discourse seem to support this proposal 

that work needs drive students to initiate interactions. Even the less 

talkative students initiate the majority of episodes in which they trike part. 

Student No. of Initiated by 0/0 of 
episodes Teacher Other students Subject episodes 

Carlos 28 3 8 17 60.7 
Obe 20 1 6 13 65.0 
Ahmed 6 1 1 4 66.7 
Pilar 5 2 3 60.0 
Chen 18 1 7 10 55.6 
Kanit 17 2 5 10 58.8 
Li 5 1 4 80.0 
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(There were no episodes in Leni's discussion class.) 

The interplay of the lab situation variables in determining exchange 

patterns is complex. The figures in Tables 7.4 and 7.22 show that the 

proportion of 2-part patterns is highest for Carlos, Obe, Kanit and Leni (at 

80%, 50%, 40% and 100% respectively). Carlos and Obe are talkative, worked 

with partners, and spoke most with students. They used SO and SQ moves 

to get work done, and were spoken to by other students. Thus, a high 

number of 2-part patterns can be expected in their discourse. Also, Leni's 

100% 2-part exchanges with the teacher can be accounted for by the fact that 

her three exchanges were simple exchanges of information about class 

business. 

For other students, the percentages of 2-part exchange patterns reflect 

different lab talk situations. Kanit's 2-part exchanges were mainly with 

students, but Pilar's were with the teacher. Chen's discourse was full of 

much longer exchange patterns, so his low 2-part percentage (10.5%) is not 

difficult to explain. 

It seems that talkative students who work with a partner and speak to 

students tend to have a high proportion of 2-part patterns in their discourse. 

If students are less talkative, work alone, and speak to the teacher, there will 

tend to be fewer 2-part exchange patterns in their discourse. However,3-part 

student-initiated exchanges are a feature of lab discourse when students talk 

through their work together, as Obe does with his partners. 
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The Students . 

Comparisons between individual student participation showed variations 

between students, not all of which can be attributed to the nature of the 

situations themsevles. The extent to which personality and cultural 

background influence student participation is hard to determine from my 

data, although obvious in some instances. For example, Carlos talks almost 

continuously, and even chats socially while waiting in line. Obe helps his 

fellow students by his comments on work underway; Pilar obviously needed 

the teacher's help to do her work and was not too shy to ask for it. On the 

other hand, it seemed that Li chose not to work with another student. 

Personal competence with the work to be done is another factor which 

presumeably influences student oral behavior. A st"..ldent who needs no 

help does not need a partner, and does not need to talk. 

Students who spoke mostly either to the teacher or to students did so 

partly because of the organization of their work (for example, if they had a 

partner they would tend to speak more to the partner than to the teacher), 

yet personal and cultural considerations may also be in play here, as when 

students prefer to talk with a teacher who is considered to be the expert. 

The intrusive microphone clipped to subject students may have inhibited 

talk. Also, real or perceived lack of proficiency in English could have 

isolated some students from interaction with NSs. Chen certainly had a 

difficult time communicating with his NS partner, and some NSs may have 

avoided talk with ISs whose English was slow or hard to understand. 
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The Teachers 

The effect of teachers on student lab discourse seems much less than in 

the other academic situations I observed. Teachers walked around, 

occasionally offering help and comments, but tended to wait to be asked by 

students. Teacher talk with students who worked alone might be higher 

than that student's total talk (as with Pilar), but that seems to be a function of 

the student's need for help in working, rather than teacher control of the 

individual student's total talk. 

Summary of Results for Laboratory Sessions 

In this academic situation we can observe students talking to each other 

without constant teacher moderation. The amoimt of talk can be high, but 

this depends on the constraints of the laboratory situation, as well as on 

student and teacher variables. 

The most frequent student moves are student offer CL"1d evaluation 

moves, although individual student frequencies vary. Student questions are 

usually less frequent, but back channels and multiple-move turns are also 

used. Students make high percentages of exchange initiation moves to 

partners, other students or teachers. 

Exchange patterns are mainly 2-part, mostly student-initiated, with 3-part 

patterns also fairly frequent. For some students, 4- and 5+ -part exchanges 

are quite frequent, especially if discourse repair is required. 

Most students are not socially active in these labs, in contrast to NSs, and 

are not usually addressed very much by other students. 



CHAPTERS 

ACADEMIC SITUATIONS: ENGLISH 106 

In this chapter I will present the results of observations and tape

recordings made of the eight subject students in their English 106 classes. 
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The nature of the oral discourse of students in English 106 classes will be 

described in terms of amount of student talk, types of discourse moves made, 

and the exchange patterns in which students participated. 

Major findings are that amount of talk by individuals is low, while both 

teachers have high proportions of total talk. However, there were 

differences in the proportions of student talk between the classes taught by 

the two teachers. The most frequent student moves are responsive (SR and 

SDR), while student offer and student question moves are less frequent. 

However, there are differences in the most frequent moves in the seven 

classes recorded. Students initiate about a third of all exchanges. Three-part 

exchanges, nearly all teacher-initiated, account for 43.6% of exchanges, while 

2-part exchanges are 30.4% of all exchanges, and are mainly student-initiated. 

The chapter is divided into three sections: the first gives a description of 

English 106 classes as an academic situation, according to the results of my 

analysis of data; the second section gives a description of the discourse of 

each of the eight subject students, and compares their participation in the 

classes; and the third section discusses factors which may account for 

differences in student participation, such as student and teacher 



characteristics; and the effects of topics discussed and tasks set within 

different types of transactions. 

I. General Description of English 106 Classes 
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All participants attended English 106 classes, which were taught by two 

Graduate Teaching Assistants (GTAs). Pilar, Leni and Carlos were in Section 

1; and Chen and U were in Section 4. Both these sections were taught by 

Teacher R, a male, native speaker of English. Obe and Kanit were in Section 

3; and Ahmed in Section 5. These two sections were taught by Teacher A, a 

female GTA from the People's Republic of China. 

A recording of an English 106 class was made for each subject student. 

This means that there are two recordings of Sections 1, 3 and 4, since each 

section contaL'1ed two subject students. There is only one recording of 

Section 5, as it contained only one subject student. A third student from 

Section 1 was added, but a third recording of the class was not made because 

of scheduling problems. 

Some of the students who participated were graduate students, but I did 

not always know the status of each student who spoke in each class. 

There was a problem in identifying individual participants in these 

classes. It was sometimes difficult, either while observing a class, or 

afterwards when transcribing, to assign all turns correctly to individual 

students (except to subject students). Vv'hen in doubt about a speaker's 

identity, I assign a tum to a "new" speaker. This means that there is often a 

discrepancy between the number of students who actually spoke in a class, 
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and the number of students assigned turns in a transcript. For example, 

although I noted that only nine students spoke in English 106, Section 1, 14 

September, I assigned turns to 14 different speakers because if I was not sure 

which of the nine spoke, I assigned the turn to a "new" student. 

Lecture Content 

The GTAs who teach English 106 classes do not usually think of 

themselves as lecturers. The teaching in writing classes consists of giving 

students information about writing, guiding open class discussion, and 

encouraging students to read, discuss and write in groups, pairs, or 

individually. Important teaching is also done out of the classroom, by 

commenting on students' written work, and in office consultations with 

individual students. Homework consists of reading assigned texts, keeping 

journals, and writing assignments which may go through various stages 

before a final draft is submitted. The aim is to enable students to improve 

their academic writing, so that they can go on to the next two semesters of 

writing courses. In fact, these writing classes are similar to the discussion 

classes also taught by GTAs, observed by Mann (1970), whose findings will be 

mentioned in section ill of this chapter. 

Apart from teacher talk, class discourse includes student participation in 

oral discussion and writing in class. Teachers follow a basic syllabus, but 

variations are possible. Class periods differ in content and organisation and 

are often unpredictable, since teachers take advantage of student initiations 

and interests, and respond to problems and needs as they arise. 
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Class discourse falls loosely into transactions according to topics and tasks. 

Verbal cues to transaction changes mayor may not be noticeable. For 

example, in a Section 1 class, attended by Pilar, Leni and Carlos (14 

September), taught by Teacher R, transaction 4 is concerned with student 

reactions to the looping homework assignment. After some teacher/student 

exchanges, a long teacher monolog of 1134 words on the writing process is 

followed by a transition to the next topic: 

e.g. 171' So this is, this is this, this process that I'll be referring 
to all the time. This whole, this whole way of working 
( _ together) OK. OK. Let me see. OK. Any problem, 
any other problems with the with the writing? 
Everyone, everyone happy with the looping? [end of 
transaction 4] OK. Well. [transition to transaction 5] 
Well. What about the reading. Let's go to over, the 
third story "From Vietnam 1979." When was it written? 

The treatment of topics in transactions is important in determining who 

speaks and what s:'>rt of moves are made. In some transactions only the 

teacher speaks. For example, we saw above that Teacher R gave a monolog 

on the writing process. He did not open up the topic to discussion at that 

point, but essentially gave a mini-lecture. In other transactions there is 

student participation; for example, if the teacher is giving instructions about 

homework, or in-class writing assignments, students often need to ask class 

business questions to check that they fully understand. In other transactions, 

such as discussion of readings done for homework, teachers often check up 

on student understanding of such texts, and this can lead to the 3-part 

teaching exchanges characteristic of school classroom interactions. Usually, 
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students are given the choice to answer teacher questions if they wish, by 

student response (SR) moves, rather than being called upon directly in SDR 

moves. In addition, student initiations of exchanges by student offers (SO) 

and student questions are found in such discourse. 

Physical Environment 

English 106 classes are held in classrooms capable of seating 25 to 40 

students, with class sizes of about 20 students. Some classrooms have 

moveable tablet-arm seats, which makes group work easier to organize. 

Other classrooms have fixed seating. When classrooms are full, it is hard for 

teachers to move arOlmd to check on student discussions or writing. 

Usually the board is the only item of audio-visual equipment, although 

occasionally an overhead projector is used. 

Teacher Personality and Lecture/Teaching Style 

The two teachers in this research had different personalities and teaching 

styles. Teacher R was relaxed and friendly and tended to do open classroom 

work during which students listened or spoke in front of the entire class. He 

was extremely talkative, spoke very fast and surrounded his students in a 

flood of talk. On the other hand, Teacher A was a much quieter person, who 

sometimes could not hear or understand (although her English was 

excellent) what her students said. She also allowed more wait time and 

longer silent pauses between turns than Teacher R, and tended to do more 

in-class writing, group and pair work. These differences are reflected in 
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Table 8.1, where figures are given for turns and words by teachers and 

students in English 106 classes. Teacher R's percentage of total talk ranges 

from 84.0% to 90.3%, while that of Teacher A is between 42.8% and 65.3%. 

Thus, teacher talk is both more (for Teacher R) and less (Teacher A) than the 

'norm' established by research on classroom interaction of teacher talk in 

classrooms as two-thirds of all talk (Cazden, 1986). 

However, no matter how much teacher talk there was, both teachers 

controlled class discourse. Student initiatives were almost always addressed 

to the teacher, even when students were commenting on something said by 

another student. Only when pair or group work was set up by the teacher 

did students consistently address each other. 

Student Oral Participation 

Amount of Student Talk 

The total amount of student talk varies in the English 106 classes from 

9.7% to 57.2% of all talk, with the percentage of student talk in Teacher A's 

classes higher than in Teacher R's (see Table 8.1). The total for words by all 

students in all classes was 7073, and by the eight stubject students alone, the 

total for words was 1557. The amount of talk by individual students, 

whether subject students or other ISs, varies considerably. Some do not 

speak at all (Kanit and Chen in one class each), while others speak in a few 

turns, often direct response SDR moves when called upon by the teacher (Li, 

Chen and Pilar spoke only a few turns each). At the other extreme there are 
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students who speak much morel some of whom become "representatives" of 

other students (Doylel 1983). 

Alsol an individual studenrs participation is affected not only by his own 

and the teachers characteristics and by the requirements of class transactionsl 

but also by other students' discourse behavior. For example, Mohammed 

dominates one transaction during discussion of his essay. Therefore in my 

Table 8.1 

Comparison of Talk by Teachers R and A, and All Students 

English 106 Teacher R All students Total 
Class Turns Words % of Turns Words % of words 

total total 
words words 

Section (1) 
50 mins,14 Sept. 67 4563 90.3 76 490 9.7 5053 

Section (1) 
50 mins,16 Sept. 78 4319 84.4 78 796 15.6 5115 

Section (4) 
50 m\ns, 5 Oct. 140 2884 84.0 162 551 16.0 3435 

Section (4) 
50 mins, 9 Nov. 77 4858+ 89.9 79 544 10.1 5402+ 

Teacher A 
Section (3) 
75 mins, 10 Sept. 80 1293+ 42.8 147 1730+ 57.2 3023 

Section (3) 
75 mins,17 Sept. 137 3476 61.1 144 2208 38.8 5684 

Section (5) 
75 mins, 9 Nov. 102 1419+ 65.3 108 754+ 34.7 2173 
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descriptions of each subject student's participation I have included numbers 

for the turns and words by the two most talkative non-subject students in 

each lesson as a comparison with the subject students' discourse. (In some 

cases, these non-subject students may be graduate students.) 

Table 8.2 gives the amount of talk by each subject student in each class 

recorded. The table lists subject students according to number of words 

spoken and notes if an individual subject was the most talkative, or second 

or third most talkative student in class (in the 'rank in class' column). Total 

number of words by all students (including subject students) and subject 

student words as a percentage of all student words are given. Note that 

sections (1) and (4) were 50 minutes long, while sections (3) and (5) lasted for 

75 minutes. The table shows that Ahmed, Leni and Carlos were each the 

most talkative students in one of their classes; Obe was the second most 

talkative in both of his classes, and Leni was second in one of hers; and 

Carlos was the third most talkative in one of his classes. Such ranks in class 

talk occur in a wide range of percentages of total student talk. For example, 

Obe is the second most talkative student in his class on 17 September, yet his 

135 words are only 6.11 % of all student talk in that class period. On the other 

hand, Leni's 108 words as second most talkative student in her 14 September 

class represent 22.04% of all student talk in that class. 

Student Moves and Initiations 

Table 8.3 shows numbers of moves and exchange initiations made by all 

student (including subject students), together with figures for each type of 
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move expressed as a percentage of total student moves in each English 106 

class. The table shows that the most frequent move is the student response 

(31.5% of student moves were SR), followed by the student direct response 

Table 8.2 

Amount of Subject Student Talk in English 106 Classes 

Date All students .. Subject students % of all Rank in 
Turns Words Name Turns Words stu. words class 

9 Nov 108 754+ Ahmed 37 380+ 40.19 1 

10 Sept 147 1730+ Obe 14 280+ 16.18 2 

16 Sept 78 796 Leni 13 262 32.91 1 

16 Sept 78 7% Carlos 11 163 20.48 3 

14 Sept 76 490 Carlos 9 137 27.96 1 

17 Sept 144 2208 Obe 9 135 6.11 2 

14 Sept 76 490 Leni 14 108 22.04 2 

16 Sept 78 796 Pilar 4 33+ 4.15 

9 Nov 79 544 Li 4 33 6.07 

5 Oct 162 551 Li 3 12 2.78 

9 Nov 79 544 Chen 3 8 1.47 

14 Sept 76 490 Pilar 2 6 1.22 

II- = all students includes subject students 
Note: there was no participation for Kanit, or for Chen in one class 



Table 8.3 

All Student Moves and Exchange Initiations: English 106 

Section/ Student Moves 
Date SO % of (otal SQ % SE % SR % SDR % S? % 

stu. moves 
Teacher R 

(1) 14 Sept 6(5) 7.89 17(16) 22.37 4 5.26 43 56.58 6 7.89 

(1) 16 Sept 23(14) 27.70 24(17) 28.90 2 2.41 10 12.05 10 12.05 15(6) 18.07 

(4) 5 Oct 18(7) 11.11 11(5) 6.79 5 3.09 84 51.85 32 19.75 12(2) 7.41 

(4) 9 Nov 15(9) 18.99 5(2) 6.33 4 5.06 2 2.53 51 64.56 2 2.53 

Teacher A 

(3) 10 Sept 24(15) 16.33 49(33) 33.33 3 2.04 27 18.37 44 29.93 0.68 

(3) 17 Sept 26(17) 17.57 25(13) 16.89 5 3.38 59 39.86 31 20.95 2 1.35 

(5) 9 Nov 25(17) 22.12 7(3) 6.19 11 9.73 30 26.55 32 28.32 8(2) 7.08 

TOTAL 137(84) 138(89) 34 255 206 40(10) 

( ) = exchange initiations by students 
Note: included in the above figures are 10 multiple-move turns 

N 

~ 
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(SDR) move at 25.4%, with student offer (SO) and student questions (SQ) 

equal at 17% each, and student evaluation (SE) moves the least used. The 

student response move is a major characteristic of the discourse of these 

writing classes; a few are found in lectures and laboratory sessions, but in 

these classes it is dominant because of the nature of this teaching situation. 

However, there are variations in the most frequent moves by all students 

in individual classes, as shown below: 

Teacher/Class 

Teacher R, 14 Sept. 
16 Sept. 
SOct. 
9 Nov. 

Teacher A, 10 Sept. 
17 Sept. 
9 Nov. 

Most frequent move 

SR 
SQ 
SR 
SDR 
SQ 
SR 
SDR 

Second most frequent move 

SQ 
SO 
SDR 
SO 
SDR 
SDR 
SR 

This information shows that although SR and SDR are the most frequent 

student moves for the total number of English 106 classes recorded, there 

were only three individual classes which had both SR and SDR response 

moves as the most frequent moves, since student offer and student question 

moves had high frequencies in some classes. 

In Table 8.4 moves made by individual students are given, and each move 

is also expressed as a percentage of the individual's total moves. A fuller 

discussion of differences between the subject students is given at the end of 

the second section of this chapter. However, total moves by all subject 

students show similar patterns of frequency to those for all students, with SR 

and SDR moves predominant, and student offer and student question 

moves lower than these respose moves. One difference is that the student 



Table 8.4 
SUQject IS Moves and Exchange Initiations: English 106 
Student Section/ Total SO % of SQ % 5E % 5n % son % 57 

Date student's student's 
moves moves 

Ahmed (5) 9 Nov 40 13 (8) 32.5 2.50 4 10.00 7 17.50 13 32.50 2 

Obe (3) 10 Sept 14 5 (3) 35.71 3 (3) 21.43 5 35.71 7.14 

Leni (1) 16 Sept 13 7.69 6 (5) 46.15 7.69 2 15.38 3(3) 

Carlos (1) 16 Sept 13 3 23.08 4 (3) 30.77 2 15.38 2 15.38 2(1) 

Carlos (1) 14 Sept 9 4 (4) 44.44 11.11 2 22.22 2 22.22 · 

Obe (3) 17 Sept 9 1(1) 11.11 2 (2) 22.22 4 44.44 2 22.22 · 

Leni (1) 14 Sept 14 7.14 7.14 12 85.71 

Pilar (1) 16 Sept 4 2 (2) 50.00 2 50.00 · 

Li (4) 9 Nov 4 4 100.00 . 

Li (4) 5 Oct 3 2 66.67 33.33 · 

Chen (4) 9 Nov 3 3 100.00 . 

Pilar (1) 14 Sept 2 1(1) 50.00 1 50.00 · 
TOTAL 128 27(15) 20(17) 6 35 33 7(4) 

N 
:::) 



offer (SO) moves are more frequent than student questions for the subject 

students. 
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The literature on classroom interaction has concentrated on the response 

as the student's predominant move within the IRE teaching exchange 

(Sinclair and Coulthard, 1975; Mehan, 1979). Mehan distinguishes between 

responses made to teacher nominations (my SDR moves) and "less 

controlled responses" (my SR moves), and among third grade u.S. school 

children found that the occurrences of each were roughly similar in his 

corpus ('l2.7 and 210 respectively). Thus, my findings that SR moves are 

somewhat more frequent (at 255) than SDR moves (206) differ a little from 

Mehan's findings for the two types of response moves. 

Other researchers note some student statements (Barnes et al., 1969; Stubbs 

et al., 1979), but do not really recognize their importance in classroom 

discourse. Student questions have also been discussed in the literature; in 

particular the link between questioning and content or task has shown that 

questions are likely to occur in certain lesson environments (Doyle and 

Carter, 1986; see also Chapter 11 of this project for further discussion). 

Table 8.5 shows student exchange initiations by all students and by the 

eight subject students in each English 106 class. In the totals for the English 

106 classes, 34.2% of all exchanges were initiated by students. 

The figures show also that for all students and for the subject students, 

student question moves initiated exchanges more often than SO moves 

(61.31 % of all student offer moves are exchange initiations, while 64.49% of 

student questions are exchange initiations). For the subject students, the 



Table 8.5 
Initiatory Moves and Exchange Initiations by Students: English 106 

Sectionl All-~tudents Subject students Subject exchange 
date SO SQ S7 Total Student SO SQ 57 Total inits. as % of all 

ex inits student ex.inits. 
TeacMLB 

(1) 14 Sept 6(5) 17(16) - 23(21) Pilar 1(1) (I) 4.76 
Leni 1 
Carlos 4 (4) (4) 19.05 

(1) 16 Sept 23(14) 24(17) 15(6) 62(37) Pilar 2 (2) (2) 6.45 
Leni 1 6 (5) 3 (3) (8) 25.81 
Carlos 3 4 (3) 2(1) (4) 12.90 

(4) 5 Oct 18(7) 11(5) 12(2) 41(14) Chen 
Li 

(4) 9 Nov 15(9) 5(2) 2 22(11) Chen 
Li 

(3) 10 Sept 24(15) 49(33) 74(48) Obe 5 (3) 3 (3) (6) 12.50 
Kanit 

(3) 17 Sept 26(17) 25(13) 2 53(30) Obe 1(1) 2 (2) (3) 10.00 
Kanit 

(5) 9 Nov 25(17) 7(3) 8(2) 40(22) Ahmed 13 (8) 2 (8) 36.36 

N 
"-l 
\0 
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student questions are even more likely to be exchange initiations (55.56% of 

subject student offer moves are exchange initiations, and 85.00% of student 

questions are exchange initiations). 

Thus, although the majority of student moves in the English 106 classes 

are response moves, a high proportion of SO and SQ moves initiate 

exchanges. 

Exchange Patterns 

Participation by all students (including subject students), and by subject 

students in exchange patterns for each English 106 class is shown in Table 8.6. 

From this table we can derive figures for the most common and second most 

common exchange patterns, expressed as percentages of the total number of 

patterns for each class period. These figures show that the 3-part pattern was 

the most frequent in five classes, and the 2-part in three classes. Although 

the 2- or 3-part patterns are usually the most frequent patterns, in two classes 

5+ -part patterns were frequent. Frequency of patterns is as follows: 

Participation by all students in exchange patterns as % of total exchanges 

Teacherl class 

Teacher R, 14 Sept. 
16 Sept. 
5 Oct. 
9 Nov. 

Teacher A 10 Sept. 
17 Sept. 
9 Nov. 

Most frequent pattern 

3-part 
2-part 
3-part 
3-part 
2-part 
3-part 
2-part 
3-part 

47.46% 
49.12% 
57.58% 
60.71 
55.29% 
46.60% 
33.80% 
33.80% 

Second most frequent pattern 

2-part 28.81 % 
3-part 35.09% 
5+ -part 24.24% 
5+ -part 21.43% 
3-part 23.53% 
2-part 27.18% 



Table 8.6 
Participation in Exchange Patterns: English 106 

Sectionl All Students Subject Students 
Date 2-part 3-part 4-part S+-part Total 2-part 3-part 4-part S+-part Total 

exchanges exchanges 

(1)14 Sept. 17(17) 28(1) 10(3) 4 59(21) Pilar 1(1) 1(1) 
Leni 8 3 1 12 
Carlos 3(3) 3(1) 1 7(4) 

(1)16 Sept. 28(26) 20(3) 8(6) 1 57(35) Pilar 2(2) 2(2) 
Leni 7(7) 2 1(1) 1 

11(8) 
Carlos 2(2) 4(2) 7(4) 

(4) 5 Oct. 11(7) 57(2) 7(1} 24(4) 99(14) Li 1 1 2 

(4) 9 Nov. 6(6) 34(2) 4(3) 12(1) 56(12) Chen 1 1 2 
Li 3- 3 

(3) 10 Sept. 47(34) 20(3) 9(8) 9(3) 85(48) Obe 6(5) 5(1) 
12(6) 

(3) 17 SEpt. 28(20) 48(3) 9(4) 18(2) 103(29) Obe 2(2) 3 3(1) 8(3) 

(5) 9 Nov. 24(16) 24(2) 9(3) 14(1) 71(22) Ahmed 8(4) 5(2) 6(2) 4 23(8) 

TOTAL 161(126) 231(16) 56(28) 82(11) 530(181) 28(23) 35(6) 15(6) 12(1) 90(36) 

N 
00 .... 
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An important aspect of exchange patterns is who initiates them, since 

student exchange initiation indicates that students are not merely responsive 

in their discourse behavior. From Table 8.6 the following range of student 

exchange initiations for each exchange pattern is gained: 

Pattern 

2-part 
3-part 
4-part 
5+ -part 

Range of student exchange initiations 

100.00% - 63.64% 
15.00% - 3.51 % 
88.89% - 14.29% 
33.33% - 0.00% 

Thus the 3-part exchange pattern is rarely student-initiated. On the other 

hand, 2-part patterns are mainly student-initiated, while 4- and 5+ - part 

patterns may be teacher or student-initiated. 

When figures for all classes are totalled for all students and for the eight 

subject students, the following figures are derived for student initiation of 

exchange patterns: 

All students 
Subject students 

% of exchanges initiated by students 
2-part 3-part 4-part 
69.61 8.84 15.5 
63.89 16.67 16.67 

5+-part 
6.08 
2.78 

Thus, subject student and all student participation and initiation of 

exchange patterns are similar, and these findings add considerably to the 

previous literature on classroom exchange patterns, which has concentrated 

on the 3-part mE teaching exchange, and stressed the vital role of the teacher 

evaluation move in such exchanges (Sinclair and Coulthard, 1975; Mehan, 

1979). Such researchers are also interested in extended exchanges (that is, my 

4- and 5+ -part patterns), but usually do not discuss the 2-part very much (see 

further discussion in Chapter 11 of this project). 
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My findings show that it is only in this academic situation that the 3-part 

exchange dominates (43.6% of all exchanges, with 93.1 % teacher-initiated>. 

Yet the 2-part pattern is 30.4% of all English 106 exchanges, of which 78.3% 

are student-initiated. 

Further discussion of these matters occurs in Chapter 11. In the following 

section of this present chapter individual student participation in English 

106 classes is described, and comparisons made between students. 



II. Description of Subject Student Participation in English 106 Classes 

The detailed analyses of subject participation in English 106 classes are 

presented in the following order: 

Pilar. Leni. Carlos 
English 106, Section 1; Teacher R; 14 September and 16 September 

Chen. Li 
English 106, Section 4; Teacher R; 5 October and 9 November 

Obe. Kanit 
English 106, Section 3; Teacher A; 10 September and 17 September 

Ahmed 
English 106, Section 5; Teacher A; 9 November 
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A comparison of subject student participation in English 106 classes then 
follows. 



Pilar, Leni, Carlos 
English 106, Section 1; Teacher R; 14 September 

The class lasted 50 minutes. There were six females and six males 

present, some of whom were graduates. Pilar sat at the back of the room, 

Leni at the front, and Carlos in the middle. 

Lesson Plan 

There were eight transactions in this lesson, on the following topics: 

Transactiun Topic 

Class business; assignments (only teacher spoke) 

Class business; students' work returned (only teacher) 

Comments on student absences 

Discussion of looping homework assignment 

285 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 Discussion of reading assignment "From Vietnam 1979." 
Main part of lesson. Interrupted by transaction 6 

6 

7 

8 

Teacher monolog on doing reading homework 

Logs handed in 

In-class writing - completion of a paragraph beginning 
"As Gregor Samsa awoke one morning ... " (actual 
writing time 5 minutes) 

Student Participation 

Amount of Student Talk 

A total of nine students spoke (four males and five females), including 

the three subject students. The following figures give the amount of teacher 

and student talk for the three subjects, plus the two most talkative non-
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subject students as a comparison. Carlos, Leni and Fl were the three students 

who spoke the most words in class. 

Teacher All students 

Turns 67 
Words 4563 

76 
490 

Student Moves and Initiations 

Pilar 

2 
6 

Leni Carlos 

14 
108 

9 
137 

Fl 

14 
96 

F3 

5 
29 

Moves and initiations of exchanges per tra.TtSaction are given in Table 8.7 

for all students including subject students. In addition, moves and 

initiations are listed separately for the eight subject students. Student offered 

50 comments were few, while student questions were more frequent, with 

16 exchange initiations. All student questions were about class business and 

are concentrated in transaction 3 (three student questions), and transaction 8 

(12 student questions). Both of these transactions were concerned with class 

business: the policy on student absences, and an in-class writing task which 

seemed unclear to students. An interesting point is that in transaction 8, 

five of the student questions were asked by Atsuko about the task and the 

origin of the sentence which students were to complete. (It came from The 

MetamorphosiS by Franz Kafka.) Atsuko asked her questions in a private 

interchange with the teacher as he stood near her, so that the rest of the class 

did not hear. This is possibly a preferred way of questioning a teacher for this 

student. 

The most common move is the student response (5R), when students 

chose to respond to the teacher's open question to the class. Out of 43 5R 

moves, 38 are concentrated in transaction 5. This formed the major part of 
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Table 8.7 

Student Moves and Initiations by Transactions: 04 Sept.) 

Trans- Student moves" 
action SO 50 SE SR SDR 

3 3(3) 2 
[ Carlos - 1(1) 1 1 1] 

4 2(2) 1(1) 4 4 
[Carlos 2 1] 

5 2(1) 1 38 1 
[Leni 1 1 11] 
[Carlos 1] 

7 1(1) 

8 2(2) 12(11) 1 1 1 
[Pilar 1(1) 1] 
[Leni 1] 
[Carlos 3(3)] 

TOTAL 6(5) 17(16) 4 43 6 

.. = moves and initiations by Pilar, Leni and Carlos are included in figures for 
all students, as well as being listed separately 
( ) = exchange initiations by students 

the lesson, when students could respond to teacher statements and mainly 

factual questions about the homework reading assignment "From Vietnam 

1979." There was little reflection or discussion of the implications of the 

reading text. A teacher-directed string of exchanges occurs, in which the 

teacher elicits information, and students respond with called-out SR moves. 

The teacher validates the student's move in a teacher evaluation, expands 
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the information, and then continues the string by asking another teacher 

question. Few of these exchanges involve directed student response (SDR) 

moves in which students are called on by name to respond. 

e.g. 32T Urn. And then? 

39MB They had a lot of problems with pirates 

33T 

40 Class 

Note that in exerpts from the transcripts, the "cartouche" outlines an 

exchange. A cartouche open at top or bottom indicates that only part of an 

exchange has been given in the exerpt. The T in turn numbers refers to the 

teacher, a subject student is indicated by an appropriate initial (for example, P 

for Pilar), and other students are indicated by F plus a number for female 

students, and M for males. F? or M? indicates the sex, but the? shows that I 

could not be sure if the student is the same as a previously numbered 

student. F 1M? shows that I am not sure of sex, or whether the student has 

spoken before. 

The figures below summarize the moves made by the three subjects. 

Parentheses indicate initiation of exchanges. 

SO 
SQ 
SE 
SR 
SDR 

TOTAL 

Pilar 

1 (1) 

1 

2 (1) 

Leni 

1 

1 
12 

14 

Carlos 

4 (4) 
1 
2 
2 

9 (4) 
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Of the subject students, Pilar participated very little (2 turns, 6 words). She 

initiated one exchange with a question about spelling. 

All but one of Leni's 14 turns were in transaction 5, when she made 11 SR 
student response moves, mostly giving factual responses about the reading. 

She did not initiate any exchanges. In one set of exchanges with the teacher 

and two other students, she made six SR moves, one student offer (SO), and 

one student evaluation in a chain of exchanges made up of teacher 

initiations; student SR responses; and teacher evaluations, expansions or 

questions. 

e.g. 29T 

35L 

30T 

36L 

. " Who doesn't make it? 

Er one man and her husband 

OK. A man and the husband of the woman 
who's who's telling the story didn't get on 
the boat. OK. So that's the first part of the 
story. The and then what? 

They got robbed and the first time, and the 
second time they (don't cos) they didn't 

(have anything left). 

25 

(fQ)26 
\SRI 

Carlos spoke 137 words in nine turns, which made him the most 

talkative student in the class. Four of his student question moves initiated 

exchanges about class business or assignments. 

One of Carlos's two SR response moves was a thoughtful comment on his 

writing process and led to the teacher's longest monolog of 1248 words on 

the topic of the writing process. 

e.g. 15 T Who else? 



15 C I, I felt that kind of balance we were talking 5 R 
about last time. I overwrite and I over
described a lot of things. Probably just tryin 
to get, as you said, two pages. That I, I don't 
know, by the end of that I find I write, you 
know too much, you know. The less I write 
would be ( ) 13 

16T You think less would be better? 

16C Yes (at least it would be) for me 

171' OK. Well, actually, as an exercise for free
writing is good. .. «1248 word-monolog» 

TQ 

SDR 
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Carlos had not read the homework and therefore could not participate in 

transaction 5, but his directed SDR response admitting that he had not read 

the homework led the teacher into transaction 6 -- a monolog on doing 

reading homework (48n. 

Carlos's only SE (turn 35 Carlos) occurred in transaction 3, and was a 

humorous comment on being absent from class, which led to class laughter. 

Exchange Patterns 

There were 59 exchanges, of which students initiated 21 (by five student 

SO offers and 16 student question moves). Table 8.8 shows the distribution of 

exchange patterns in transactions. The figures for subject ISs are given 

separately, but also included in the total numbers for all students. 

The contrast between the 2-part and 3-part patterns is notable. All2-part 

patterns are initiated by students, mostly in transactions 4 and 8. In 

transaction 4, the three 2-part patterns are initiated by two student offer 



moves and one student question move about writing the looping 

homework. In transaction 8, students initiate 2-part patterns with one SO 

move and 10 SQ moves concerning the in-class writing task. 

Table 8.8 

Exchange Patterns by Transactions: All Students (14 Sept.) 

Trans- 2-part 3-part 4-part 5+ - part 
action exchange exchange exchange exchange 

3 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1) 
4 3 (3) 6 1 
5 1 (1) 19 7 3 
7 1 (1) 
8 11 (11) 2 2 (2) 

TOTAL 17 (17) 28 (1) 10 (3) 4 
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Pilar, Leni and Carlos participated in exchanges as follows (the type of move 
used to initiate an exchange is given in parentheses): 

Pilar 
Leni 
Carlos 3 (3 SQ) 

8 
3 (1 SQ) 

1 (1 SQ) 
3 1 

1 

() = student exchange initiations. In the case of subject students, the type of 
move used to initiate an exchange is also given. 

The most frequent 2-part patterns are shown below (x = number of times a 

pattern occurs. The number of exchanges which contain exactly the same 

moves is often small because of the variety of possible move combinations). 

SO 
TE 
x2 

SO 
TE.TQ 
x2 

SQ 
TR 
x8 

SQ 
TR.TExp 
x2 
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The three-part exchanges are concentrated in transactions 4 and 5. Of the 

28 3-part patterns, only one is student initiated. In nearly all 3-part exchanges 

in transction 5 the sequence begins with an open teacher question to the 

class, followed by an SR move, and then by a combination of teacher moves, 

such as teacher evaluation, teacher expansion, and a teacher question which 

begins the next link in a chain of 3-part exchanges. 

e.g. 28 T 

34M? 

29T 

35L 

30T 

OK. Where was their first destination? 

&
E 

Malaysia SR 24 

Malaysia. So, so, its about a family that gets xp 
together just to to leave their country in a boat. 
The boat people. It's actually the Americans 
have a short memory, but this was in the front 
page in the newspapers bout 2, 3, or 4 years ago, 
every day. Stories about the boat people. About 
the plight. The plight of the boat people. About 
what happened to them «writes on board» the boat 
people. The difficulties that they went through. OK. 
So, when this happened this was in the middle -
about '79; that's the date that was given. Urn. So 
what happened is they got together to get a boat 
and they successfully leave Vietnam. Who 
doesn't make it? 

Er one man and her husband 

OK. A man and the husband ... 

TQ 

SR 25 

TE ... 

Three-part patterns are a little different in transaction 4, when the teacher 

does not already know the answer to his questions. In such cases, a student 

SR move may be followed by a TQ directly addressed to the same student, 

thus producing an SDR move by the same student in the next exchange. 

e.g. 6T In fact, urn, any questions on the writing, rlQ 
the looping we did? Anyone make a loop and 4 
was it hard? 
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6F3 Yes 
4 

7T It was hard? Why? 

7F3 Because you said we must write 2 pages on it 5 

8T Dh.What's 2 pages. Ah I said ... 

The most common 3-part exchange patterns are: 

TQ TQ TQ TQ TQ 
SR SR SR SR SR 
TE.TExp.TQ TE.TQ TE TE.TExp TR.TExp. 
x14 x7 x2 x2 x2 

(11 in transaction 5) (6 in trans. 5) (trans. 5) 

The 4-part and 5+ -part exchanges occur mostly in transaction 5. Often the 

pattern becomes longer when more than one student responds or when a 

student continues a response after a TE move: 
e.g. TQ e.g. 

SR (student 1) 
SR (student 2) 
TE 

Summary of Results 

TQ 
SR 
TE 
SR (continued) 
TE.TExp.TQ 

There are few student SO offer moves, and all student questions concern 

class business. Student questions usually initiate 2-part exchange patterns (of 

17 student questions, 12 initiated 2-part exchange patterns). SR responses are 

the most frequent moves in chains of 3-part exchanges controlled by the 

teacher. All 2-part patterns are initiated by students, while nearly all 3- and 

4- part exchanges flr2 initiated by the teacher. 
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Carlos and Leni were leaders in class participation in number of words. 

Carlos asked four questions, which initiated exchanges, plus made response 

moves; Leni participated mostly by SR response moves, with no exchange 

initiations; and Pilar participated very little. 

The participation of all students and the three subject students is similar, 

with SR responses to teacher moves and student class business questions. 

The exchange patterns correspond to the nature of the transaction topics; for 

example, 2-part patterns are frequent in transaction 8, because students ask 

questions to clarify the writing task. 
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Pilar c Len;' Carlos 

English 106, Section 1; Teacher R; 16 September 

The class lasted 50 minutes and there were 17 students present. 

Lesson Plan 

Transaction 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Topic 

Class business; homework 

Peer reading of Gregor Samsa paragraph written in 
previous class. Then Pilar, Leni and Carlos read 
their paragraphs aloud. Teacher comments on 
paragraphs. Main part of lesson, but interrupted by 
transaction 3. Transaction 2 then finished. 

Narrative assignment given out 

Oass business; questions about grading, and private 
student questions as others leave room 

Student Participation 

Amount of Student Talk 

The following figures show the number of turns and words spoken: 

Turns 
Words 

Teacher All students Pilar 

78 
4319 

78 
7% 

4 
33+ 

Leni 

13 
262 

Carlos Fl F2 

11 
163 

23 4 
259+ 35 

Pilar, Leni and Carlos each read their paragraphs aloud, which helps to 

account for the number of words they spoke. Leni and student Fl were the 

dominant speakers, followed by Carlos. 

The teacher control of discourse in this lesson is complex. Students had 

some difficulty in understanding the task in transaction 2, when they had to 

read another student's paragraph on Gregor Samsa, and then write down 



296 

impressions of the peer's work. Students therefore asked questions, or made 

comments (SO moves) in order to clarify the task. The teacher had to juggle 

public discourse to the whole class with private interactions with some 

students who were still unsure of the task, while others had already begun 

their work. 

e.g. 8T [To class] Yes. Urn «(laugh» [To individual student who 
had not done the paragraph] What you should do, you 
can do this [To class] Everyone else has got one, right? OK 
[To student] 'What I'll have you do is freewrite on ( _ ) 

The teacher also juggled transactions. In teacher turn 26, while waiting 

for Carlos to get ready to read aloud his Gregor Samsa paragraph, the teacher 

announced the next homework assignment (transaction 3), but then 

returned to transaction 2 to listen to the readings and discuss them. Then he 

returned to transaction 3, in which there was once again some student 

uncertainty about the task. 

Although the teacher controlled the sequencing of transactions, students 

did introduce sub-topics. When students called out student offer moves and 

questions, the teacher mostly accepted such moves. Occasionally the teacher 

acknowledged student bids to speak by T.Ack moves. 

e.g. 32 T 

30 Margarita 

e.g. 33T 

31 Leni 

... However, in narrative - Margarita, a 
question? 

Yes, it's not at all ... «comments on Carlos's 
paragraph. Her tum is coded as a comment, 
rather than as a question» 

. .. Anyone have one that's funny? (P) «Leni 
signals» OK 
«reads aloud her Gregor Samsa paragraph» 

TSA20 

Iso I 

TQ.TAck 
SDR 



Student Moves and Initiations 

The figures in Table 8.9 show moves and initiations of exchanges by 

transaction for all students. 

Table 8.9 

Student Moves and Initiations by Transactions: (16 Sept.) 

Trans- Student moves" 
actions SO SQ SE SR SDR S? 

1 1 1 2 3 

2 14 (10) 11 (5) 2 8 7 6 (1) 
[Pilar 2 (2) 2] 
[Leni 3 (2) 1 2] 
[Carlos 1 3 (2) 2 2 1] 

3 5 (2) 10 (9) 4 (4) 
[Leni 1 1 (1) 3 (3)] 
[Carlos 1 1 (1)] 

4 3 (2) 3 (3) 1 2 (1) 
[Leni 2 (2)] 
[Carlos 1 1 (1)] 

TOTAL 23 (14) 24 (17) 2 9 10 15 (6) 
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.. = moves and initiations by Pilar, Leni and Carlos are included in figures for 
all students, as well as being listed separately 

( ) = exchange initiations by students 

Note: included in the above figures are two SO.SQ multiple-move turns by 
Carlos, which both initiated exchanges 
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These figures show that unlike the previous lesson, student initiatory 

moves were more numerous than responsive moves. Also there are 15 

moves coded S? which could not be coded because the tape was unclear. 

Since six of these S? moves initiate exchanges, they are almost certainly 

student offers or questions. As pointed out above, student uncertainties 

about the task led to some of the student comment and question moves. For 

example, in transaction 2, students took some time to get down to their peer 

reading of the Gregor Samsa paragraphs, and later there were questions 

about homework. 

e.g. 13Fl 

14T 

14Fl 

1ST 

e.g. 69 Fl 

69T 

70Fl 

71 T 

She doesn't have anyone ( _ ) 

( _ ) go ahead ( _ ) (P) 

(sOIn 
~ 

(_) with a special (-) (sOl 
As long as you know who you're switching ~ 12 
with 

And so, that's the last part of the ( _ ), SQ 
and we're supposed to do a loop about what 
we do? 50 

That's, that's ( _ ) 

You mean about the story we do that's 
for Friday? 

TR 

O
Q 

51 

TR 

After the reading of each Gregor Samsa paragraph, the teacher asked 

students for their reactions. (Note that in the exerpts, an arrow indicates a 

student response to a teacher question which does not immediately precede 



the response. These are disjointed exchange patterns. Thus, in turn 42, 

Carlos responds to the question asked in teacher turn 43.) 

e.g. 43 T 

41 M? 

44T 

42 Carlos 

45T 

43C 

... OK. What about the story. What do you TE 
say - funny, sad, scary, ( _ ), whatever. Er -
introspective, perhaps. 

Sad 

Sad. You say it's a sad story? 

Twilight story 

Twilight. Wha - what is twilight? 
Is that sad? 

You can't see everything SDR 
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26 

In this exerpt, the teacher cued a simple student response, so turn 41 M? is 

a one-word response, using a teacher suggested response. Contrast this with 

Carlos's turn 42 in which he proposes his own idea in his SR move, which 

responds to the teacher's question in teacher turn 43. The teacher then asks 

about twilight, and in his following directed student response move (turn 

43), Carlos explains. Thus, volunteered SR moves mayor may not contain 

students' own content or ideas. 

The following figures summarize the moves made by the three subject 

students and student F1, for comparison. Parentheses indicate exchange 

initiations. 
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Pilar Leni Carlos Fl 
SO 2 (2) 1 1 11 (9) 
SQ 6 (5) 2 (1) 6 (6) 
SO.SQ 2 (2) 
SE 1 
SR 1 2 1 
SDR 2 2 2 3 
S? 3 (3) 2 (1) 1 

TOTAL 4 (2) 13 (8) 11 (4) 23 (15) 

Of the subject students, Pilar's participation was minimal: only four turns 

concerning her paragraph on Gregor Samsa. It was another student in the 

class who nominated Pilar to read her paragraph aloud. Pilar was a rather a 

poor reader, and it was difficult to transcribe the tape. At the end, she 

showed the sketch she had made of the "super-Cockroach" to the class, saying 

"Look at this./I Thus, a student who was quite willing to participate, and 

seemed at ease doing so, still only spoke in one set of four moves in the 

entire lesson, and that was seemingly because she was nominated to join in. 

Leni contributed much more, in transactions 2, 3 and 4. In transaction 2 

she asked three questions about the task to be done in class. Also, Leni read 

her paragraph aloud. In transaction 3, Leni took five turns to join in the 

student queries and discussion of the narrative assignment for homework. 

Three of her moves are coded S?, and are probably questions or comments 

about this assignment. Again, in transaction 4, Leni asks two questions 

about grading. Thus, of Leni's 13 turns, questions and comments about class 

business dominate. However, she did volunteer an SR response, followed 
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by a directed student response (SDR) about Carlos's paragraph in response to 

the teacher's question about the kind of story he wrote. 

e.g. 28 Leni Well, it was dramatic and sad SR 
19 

31 T OK Dramatic and sad. OK It wasn't, it TE.TQ 
wasn't really funny, was it? 

29L No SDR 

Leni's turns were therefore fairly simple in content, but she too, like Pilar, 

did not mind reading her own work aloud. She signalled her readiness to do 

so in response to the teacher's request "Anyone have one that's funny?" 

Carlos's participation was confined to transactions 2 and 3, and he made 

more initiation moves (a total of 7) than responding moves (4). In 

transaction 2, Carlos has four turns in a set with the teacher about reading 

his paragraph: three turns were questions confirming the reading of his 

work. A long student directed response (SDR) move is the actual reading. 

Later, Carlos makes a one-word SR comment on Leni's paragraph; and then 

comes a set of three turns with SR, SDR and S? moves about her's being a 

twilight story. 

In transaction 3, Carlos checks up with a multiple-move tum of student 

comment and question (SO.SQ) about the next assignment; and then in 

transaction 4 he makes a comment about reading from the textbook, when 

the class is over and most students are no longer listening. 

Student Fl, who has already been mentioned as the dominant student 

speaker in the class, with 11 student offer moves, and 16 questions, was the 

only student to make thoughtful interpretive comments on content. These 



three comments occurred in transaction 2, and it is interesting that each 

comment came after the teacher had made or elicited comments about the 

current topic. 
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e.g. «The teacher and Leni have already commented on Carlos's paragraph» 

30 F1 Yes. It's not at all what I expected personally, SO 
and it's not at all, it's very. I thought it was very 
interesting the way he developed it. It was more 
informative than er-

e.g. «After teacher, Carlos and others have commented on Leni's paragraph» 

46 F1 I think in the last one what was funny was the SO 
way she described the insect (_), but the way 
more of a fate to wake up as an insect. But the way she 
described was to make him out 

e.g. «After discussion of Pilar's paragraph, and the teacher's comment on 

having fun with writing» 

54 F1 I think it's a great help this - people get the same SO 
idea, but they develop, develop it so differently, so 
differently. It helps to (_) 

Exchange Patterns 

There were 57 exchanges, of which 35 were student-initiated by 14 student 

offer, 15 question, and 6 5? moves. Table 8.10 shows the exchange patterns by 

transaction for all students. This table shows that there are more 2-part 

exchanges than 3-part exchanges, and that there is only one exchange of 

more than 4-parts. In other words, the exchanges are fairly direct in structure 

(e.g. question/answer, or IRE exchanges). 
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Table 8.10 

Exchange Patterns b~ Transactions: All 5tudentG {16 Se~t.} 

Trans- 2-part 3-part 4-part 5+-part 
action exchange exchange exchange exchange 

1 1 1 1 
2 10 (9) 17(2) 5 (4) 1 
3 13 (13) 1 1 (1) 
4 4 (4) 1 (1) 1 (1) 

TOTAL 28 (26) 20 (3) 8 (6) 1 

Pilar, Leni and Carlos participated in exchanges as follows: 
Pilar 2 (2 SO) 
Leni 7 (4 5Q; 3 5?) 2 1 (1 SQ) 1 
Carlos 2 (25Q) 4 (1 5?;1 SQ) 1 
( ) = student initiations 

There are 28 2-part exchanges, of which only two are teacher-initiated. Of 

the student-initiated exchanges, there are 10 initiated by student offer moves 

and 12 by questions. These patterns are found mostly in transactions 2 and 3, 

when students needed to make comments and ask questions about class 

tasks and assignments. The most common 2-part patterns are as follows: 

so 
TR 
x3 

so 
TE (variations) 
x7 

SQ 
TR (variations) 
x12 

(Note: Variations means that combinations of other moves may appear with 
the move indicated here. For example, a teacher move of TE.TS.TQ may 
actually have occurred in an exchange; but the important thing for purposes 
of simplification is that a TE occurred after the 50 move.) 

The 3-part exchanges are concentrated in transaction 2, which was the 

main teaching part of the lesson, during which the teacher solicited student 



ideas about the paragraphs on Gregor Samsa. Only three of fue 3-part 

patterns were initiated by students. 
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Of fue teacher initiated 3-part exchanges, fue most common patterns are: 

TQ 
SR 
TE (TS/TQ variation) 
x7 

TS TS 
SO SQ 
TE/TS (variation) TR.TS 
x3 x3 

It is interesting that there were seven 3-part patterns initiated by TS 

moves, followed by student moves such as SO, SQ or SE. Thus, fue IRE 

teaching chains of TQ/SR/TE do not account for all the 3-part patterns in this 

lesson. 

Of fue eight 4-part patterns, six were initiated by students. These patterns 

often contained an SDR as a student's second move within fue pattern, in 

response to a TQ (for example: SO/TQ/SDR/TE). There were only 10 SDR in 

the entire lesson, six of which occurred in the nine 4- and 5+ -part exchanges. 

Summary of Results 

The three subject ISs were fue only ones to read their paragraphs aloud, 

alfuough their participation was otherwise fairly modest. For all students 

there was a higher proportion of offer and question moves than response 

moves. Class business questions and simple comments mostly occurred in 

2-part student-initiated patterns. Three-part patterns were teacher

controlled, but were not all chains of IRE patterns in which the teacher 

always knew the answers. The unsureness of students about their tasks 

seemed to be a highly motivating factor in student oral participation. 
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Chen. Li 
English 106, Section 4; Teacher R; 5 October 

The class lasted 50 minutes. The room was pleasant, although hard to 

teach in because the five rows of fixed seats took up all the floor space, so the 

teacher was not able to move about. Also, the room was noisy because of 

delivery trucks outside. There were 25 students present, including Chen and 

Li; however, it was not possible to distinguish Chen's participation during 

observation or on the tape. 

Lesson Plan 

Transaction 

1 

2 

3 

Topic 

Teacher had already written on board a summary of 
assignments, which were discussed. Students did 5 
minutes of in-class writing as feedback for teacher on 
work done so far 

Teacher held up, then passed around, a photo of a boy 
in a park, holding a toy gun and looking very frustrated. 
Main part of lesson consisted of student oral responses to 
photo. 

Homework assignment 

Student Participation 

Amount of Student Talk 

The following figures give the amount of teacher and student talk for Li 

and for the two most vocal students in the class. No turns or words for Chen 

could be distinguished. 

Turns 
Words 

Teacher 

140 
2884 

All students 

162 
551 

Li 

3 
12 

Ml 

22 
100 

F3 

26 
83 



306 

There were no long monologs by the teacher. At first he controlled the 

discourse by going around the classroom systematically from the back, calling 

by gaze on each student to speak about the photo. However, the teacher 

accepted called-out student responses (SR moves), and as students became 

more and more enthusiastic, there were more call-outs, and so a progression 

from orderly student directed response (SDR) movesJ to called-out responses 

(SR) moves, and then to offered comments (SO) resulted. Students 

addressed their turns to the teacher, but at times they helped each other to 

express ideas. 

Because of this calling out, it was difficult to identify speakers on the 

recording, or from observation notes, which accounts for the high number of 

unassigned turns (there are 54 M?, 1 F?, and 1 M/F? turns). This difficulty in 

assigning turns to speakers may distort the interpretation of individual 

student participation. For example, student Ml has 13 turns between student 

turns 1 - 24, and nine turns between turns 64 - 119. It is quite possible that he 

had more turns (some of the M? turns), but his voice cannot be definitely 

identified. It is also possible that Chen did participate, and that Li had more 

turns. However, they have both been shown in other recordings to be 

consistently quiet students, whose participation is usually responsive rather 

than initiatory. 

Student Moves and Initiations 

The figures h""l Table 8.11 show moves and initiations for all students, 

from which it is clear that this is a highly responsive class (32 directed SDR 
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responses, and 84 SR responses), with relatively few student offer or question 

initiatives. In addition, only 14 out of 99 exchanges were initiated by 

students. 

Table 8.11 

Student Moves and Initiations by Transactions: (5 Oct.) 

Trans- Student moves" 
action SO SQ SE SR SDR S? 

1 2 6 (3) 1 4 1 
2 16 (7) 5 (2) 4 80 31 12 (2) 
[U 2 1] 

TOTAL 18 (7) 11 (5) 5 84 32 12 (2) 

It = moves by Li are included in figures for all students, as well as being listed 
separately 

( ) = exchange initiations by students 

Student offer moves which initiate exchanges with new information are 

rare. In the exerpt below, students respond to the teacher question about the 

position of trees in the park, in relation to the boy and the tree under which 

he is standing. Li Tuan's turn 103 has been coded as a student offer (SO) 

exchange initiation, because he seems to be making another point about 

these positions, although the interpretation of his point is problematic. 

e.g. 102 Li Tuan Around the boy I SR I 63 

92 T (It's) around the boy ~ 
103 Li Tuan Like one behind, one on the left, on the tSQ') 64 

right I I 



308 

104 Li Tuan Around the tree 

ITE 1 64 

~ 
93T OK 

Student offer moves which do not initiate exchanges are often additional 

comments (as in 104 U Tuan, above), or they enable students to join-in an 

already established exchange. 

e.g. 126 M? (-) (probably 

110T They usually have. Lederhosen are pants 
that are made out of leather 

127F3 Like a jumper 50 T7 

111T So you could T5 

128F3 A jumper 50 

112T Like a jumper ... 

Here turn 127 by F3 is an SO move to join in and add information. It is 

repeated in tum 128, since the teacher did not acknowledge tum 127. 

The total number of student questions is 11. Six questions (with three 

initiations of exchanges) occurred. in the short transaction 1, and dealt with 

class assignments. In the much longer transaction 2, only five student 

questions were asked and two of these initiated exchanges privately to the 

teacher at the beginning of the transaction while other students were passing 

the photo around. 

The most important type of student move in this lesson is the 5R 

response move, with a total of 84 instances. These moves tend to be located 



later in the lesson, when students are no longer being asked teacher 

questions in a systematic order, but are allowed to call out responses. 

e.g. 64T Let's think about these details now ... TE.TS 
Give me some details. Wha- what do 
we have in this photograph? TQ 

69M2 A boy in the park SR 

65T There's a boy TE 43 

70M2 In the foreground (continued) SR 

66T In the park TE 

71 Li Tuan Trees ~ 67T Trees TE 

72 Li Tuan Light 

68T People. OK. We have a boy, we have people 

73 Li Tuan Light (repeat) SR 45 

69T We have light TE 

74 Li (_) shading ~ 
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The above exerpt exemplifies an important aspect of this lesson: its 

speed. Hence, the way in which the teacher appears to interrupt student M2's 

turn 69, which continues on in turn 70. Sometimes the teacher's evaluation 

moves are late in catching up with the discourse, and then a student may 

repeat an SR response move which has not yet been picked up in a teacher 

evaluation move (as in Li Tuan's turn 73, which repeats his SR in tum 72). 
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The speed of the discourse is also manifested in fast joint commentary by 

teacher, individuals, and the whole class, in which the same words or 

phrases are repeated. 

e.g. 73T What, how can we see that he's the TQ 
center of focus «very fast» 

78Ml He's in the center SR 

790ass In the center SR 48 

74T He's in the center of the picture TE 

80M1 He's in the center of the picture SR 

7ST He's in the center of literally. Literally 
in the center «writes on board» of the 
composi tion 

Another feature is disjointed SR response moves separated from the 

teacher question. In the exerpt given previously, student turns 71, 72 and 74 

are responding to the teacher question in turn 64. Students sometimes make 

SR response moves which are removed by several turns from the original 

teacher question, as shown in abbreviated transcript below (intervening non

SR turns have been left out, in order to shorten the exerpt). Note that the 

discourse is complicated by the fact that the teacher actually asks two 

questions in turn 101, which are labelled (A) and (B). The arrow indicates 

the disjointed SR responding to (A) or (B): 

e.g 101 T 

102 T 

Well, it depends what is the boy wearing. TQ (A) 
[TQ (A)] We're still don't know very much 
detail on what the boy is like [TQ (B)] TQ (B) 

We might even go back and look at the 
boy again. What is he wearing? [TQ (A)] 

TQ (A) 
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118 M? I don't know SR../T 

119Ml Shorts SR (A)~ 

121 M? And tee-shirt SR (A)/ 

124M? Straps SR (A)/ 

129M? Got short hair SR (B) / 

? 
131 M? And small eyes SR (B) 

In this example, we can see that students are calling out responses to 

questions asked earlier by the teacher: what is the boy wearing; and what is 

he like? In some instances, the distinction between a disjointed SR response 

::d a :::ent offer ~~V::a:::: :~:::; followmg ex~ows: 

51 M12 He's bored I SDR) 35 
... «other turns intervene» 

S3M13 I think he's full of energy 0: S2T OK. There's energy here. Full of energy TE 

54F3 I think he's an orphan 

SSM? I think he «not ack» 

S3T Why do you think he's an orphan? TQ 

56F3 Because he has different socks SDR 37 

54T He has what? TQ 

S7F3 Different socks SDR 

SST Different socks? Maybe. I didn't notice 
that. OK. What else? 
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Student move 54 F3 is coded as a student offer (SO), rather than an SR 

response because it seems to offer a different type of interpretation and brings 

the teacher up suddenly in his progreseion of TQ/SDR or SR/TE exchanges 

around the class. Several turns are needed until the justification for calling 

the boy an orphan is sorted out. This example also demonstrates another 

common feature of the lesson: the way in which an SR response move, not 

clearly heard (or understood) by the teacher, is followed by a teacher 

question, and then by an SDR directed student response, in which the 

student repeats or clarifies the SR move (as in turns 54 F3; 53 T; 56 F3; 54 T; 

57 F3 above). 

Another aspect of SR response moves in this lesson is the way in which 

students complete other students' utterances at' times: 

e.g. 64M1 If the grenade was really real 

61 T Pardon? 

65M1 The grenade was true 

62T OK TE 

66M1 The boy SO 42 

63T OK. If the grenade was true TE 

67M?A He would SR 

68 M?B Throw it SR 

64T ((laughs» He'd throw it. OK Let's think 
about these details 

Here student M?A begins to complete student M1's idea, and M?B 

completes the entire idea by adding to M?A's tum. (These students could not 
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be clearly identified by number, but as they were two different speakers, they 

have been labelled M?A and M?B.) 

The teacher usually validates a student turn by repeating the student's 

words in a teacher evaluation move. Nearly all student moves are 

acknowledged, although occasionally they are not, perhaps because the 

teacher does not hear, or because of the speed of the discourse. 

e.g. 144 M? 

145M2 

Usually kids his age have an 
innocent look. But this one has a 
II I I 
I I Looks like 5 or 6 years old I I 

124 T Oh, so it's, you don't feel that he has 
a very innocent look. OK. 

86 

Here, student M2's suggestion about the boy's age is not picked up by the 

teacher, or anyone else in the room. In the following example, the teacher 

probably did not hear the student's words: 

e.g. 134 T 

156 M? 

135T 

... What about his left hand? 

It's like a lion 

What is. He's doing this just like this 
«demonstrates». How are you going to 
describe that to someone ... 

TQ 

SR 

TQ.TS. 
TQ 

Table 8.11 shows that there are only 32 SDR directed response moves, 

compared with the 84 SR response moves. During the early part of 

transaction 2, student responses to teacher questions took place in strict seat 

order, so each student move was an SDR. 

e.g. 34T . .. suddenly reminded you of him. OK. 
Then we'll want to find out why. Let's go 

TE 

(fQ) 24 



around « teacher gaze, instead of verbal cue» 

34M7 Why ( - ) to find out why they didn't t;i 
allow him to play with them D 24 

OK. So. How would you put that in words ... TE TQ 3ST 

Later in this part of the transaction, students still replied in order of 

seating, but without a direct teacher question each time. These disjointed 

responses are still coded as SDR, but once students begin to call out, not 

waiting for their seating order turn, the moves are coded as SR. 

e.g. 41 T In the park. Think about - think about, 
number one? 

42M? (-) «not ack» ? 

43F9 Er, he's er (_) er and and and angry SDR 
30 

42T He's angry 

44M? Frustration 

43T Frustration ... 

Subject student Li made only three moves (2 SR responses, and 1 SDR). 
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The SDR was his turn when the teacher moved systematically around the 

class asking for responses to the photo. Li's's other contributions occur after 

his neighbor, U Tuan, spoke about light in the photo in SR moves. 

e.g. 74li 

70T 

7Sli 

(_) shading 

OK. Somebody said something specific 
under light. Was 

Shade «teacher writes shade on board» 

TE 46 

SR 
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Here, Li's's move 74 adds to the idea presented by Li Tuan. He repeats the 

word in move 75, because the teacher does not appear to have heard. Li 

seems to be a quiet student, with no great inclination to speak. 

Exchange Patterns 

There were 99 exchanges, of which only 14 were initiated by students with 

7 student offer moves, 5 student questions, and 2 5? moves. Table 8.12 shows 

the distribution of exchange patterns. 

Table 8.12 

Exchange Patterns by Transactions: All Students (5 Oct.) 

Trans- 2-part 3-part 4-part S+-part 
action exchange exchange exchange exchange 

1 1 (1) 5 (1) 1(1) 2 
2 10 (6) 52 (1) 6 22 (4) 

TOTAL 11(7) 57 (2) 7 (1) 24 (4) 

( ) = student initiations 

(U participated in one 3-part and one 4-part exchange, with no initiations) 

This table shows a large number of 3-part exchanges, only two of which 

were initiated by students. The numbers for 4- and 5+ -part exchanges are 

also quite high. Thus, this is a tear.:her-controlled lesson, as indicated by the 

3-part exchanges, initiated by the teacher, but with some complexities as 

students negotiate meaning with the teacher, or join in exchanges already 

established between a student and the teacher. 
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The low number of 2-part exchanges is also notable. The most common 

patterns are: 

so SQ TQ 
TE/TQ/TS/TR (variations) TR (var.) SR 
x4 x2 x4 

The 3-part exchanges can be divided into those with all three parts actually 

present in the discourse, of which there are 35; and those in which the TQ 

first move is not present for each exchange, but is present earlier in the 

discourse, and is responded to by disjointed SR or SDR moves. There are 16 

of these. 

The most common 3-part patterns are: 

TQ 
SDR 
TE/TExp/TQ/TS (var.) 
x7 

TQ 
SR 
TE/TS/TQ/TExp (var.) 
x4 

TQ 
SR 
TE.TS 
x5 

TS 
SDR 
TE.TQ 
x2 

TQ 
SR 
TE.TQ 
x5 

TS 
SO 
TR.TS 
x2 

TQ 
SR 
TE.TS.TQ 
x3 

The 3-part exchanges with disjointed SR or SDR moves include: 

~ ..... ,.....'\. 
\ 1 \,lJ 

SR 
TE 
x10 

<TQ) 
SR 
TE.TQ 
x2 

(TQ) 
SDR 
TE.TExp.TQ 
xl 

The 4-part and 5+ -part exchange patterns are varied. Nearly all begin 

with teacher question moves but are often extended in discussion and 

additional comments by other students. 
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Summary of Results 

This was a fast-paced discourse, with simple, but occasionally original 

responses by students to teacher queries about an interesting photograph. 

Special features are the large number of freely-made SR responses by 

students, and the number of 3-part teacher directed patterns. The class was 

enthusiastic, as shown by the calling out of SR response moves. However, 

subject student Ii participated very little, and only in SR and SDR response 

moves, while Chen's participation could not be detected. 
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Chen, Li 
English 106, Section 4; Teacher R; 9 November 

The class lasted 50 minutes in the same noisy classroom as the 5 October 

lesson. There were 23 students present and Chen and Li sat near the back. 

Lesson Plan 

Transaction 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Topic 

Teacher elicited students' ideas about topics for their 
next essay on language. He began at the back of the 
room and systematically went around the classroom 
(main part of lesson) 

Teacher went over the formal assignment sheet for 
this language essay 

Homework for next class' asssigned 

Comments on students' previous essays 

Student Participation 

Amount of Student Talk 

The following figures give turns and talk. The end of the tape was not 

clear, and could not be included in the count, but it was all teacher talk. 

Turns 
Words 

TeadleI All students 

77 
4858 + 

79 
544 

Chen 

3 
8+ 

Li 

4 
33 

M9 

8 
96 

F7 

12 
81 

As can be seen, Chen and Li did not speak much, and students M9 and F7 

were the dominant student speakers. All students participated in this lesson, 

but it was hard to identify them, so that the assignment of turns is not 

accurate. 
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Student Moves and Initiations 

Student moves and initiations are shown in Table 8.13. 

Table 8.13 

Student Moves and Initiations b~ Transactions: {9 Nov.} 

Trans- Student moves" 
action SO SQ SE SR SDR S? 

1 13 (7) 3 1 49 2 
[Chen 3] 
[Li 4] 

2 2 (2) 4 (2) 1 1 2 
3 1 

TOTAL 15 (9) 5 (2) 4 2 51 2 

If- = moves by Chen and Li are included in figures for all students, as well as 
being listed separately 

( ) = exchange initiations by students 

The heavy use of directed responses (SDR moves) and the low incidence 

of offered responses (SR moves) is at once obvious and a contrast to the 

previous lesson. During transaction 1, students one by one responded to the 

teacher's initial question. 

e.g. IT OK I want some ideas. Ideas. Ideas. I don't TQ 
have any ideas about language. Oh, there's a lot 
of people here. OK. What, what ideas about 
language. What do you think about writing, about, 
what's interesting? 
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The teacher began at the back of the room, in the left-hand corner, and 

made every student respond. Therefore, all these responses are coded SDR. 

Since he was going systematically around the room, the teacher did not need 

to nominate a student each turn, and so there are two disjointed SDR 

moves. 

e.g. 3T 

3M2 

4T 

4M3 

5T 

OK. OK. We've got why. OK. How about. 
You want to talk about which words. 

When 

When. OK «writes on board» 

3 

And how ~ 
Oh. Good. All the, all the different questions ~ 4 

Sometimes a student speaks out of turn by breaking into the sequence of 

turns. Such moves are coded SR responses if they seem to be responses to 

the teacher's question in turn 1, concerning what students would write about 

in their essays, or SO if they deal with a new topic. For example, in turn 36 

M9, it is problematic if this is the student's essay topic (in which case the turn 

would be coded SR), or if it is a new topic, related in a general way to the 

discussion of language, and therefore coded as a student offer (which is what 

1 decided on). 

e.g. 35 T 

36M9 

«talking about Chinese writing» ... There's TExp 
no reason why you can't write about that 

(I think that) language is a special 
relationship - er 

SO 



There are 15 student offer (SO) moves, of which 10 initiate exchanges. 

These moves often offer extra information. 

e.g. 23 T 

23Mll 

24T 

24Mll 

OK. Well. OK. What, what did your wife TE 
want you to write the paper about? ((laughs» 

I asked her yesterday. I had to write a 
paper about language 

Right 

SDR 

TE 

But now she just give me one line, and she SO 
said "That's enough" ((laughs» 
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Students may also use a student offer move to develop a topic. In the 

following example, student F7 introduces love as a possible essay topic 

during her SDR response turn. She goes on with student offer moves to 

introduce more information on the topic, and is later joined by other 

students, as well as the teacher, discussing the topic more fully. 

e.g. 50 T . .. What else? What else do you have for 
ideas? 

51 F7 Love 

51 T Love! «class laughs» She's back to love 
again. OK. Well. That goes with being born, 
right «class laughs». OK. We've had to cut 
off our discussion on Friday 

52 F7 Love is universal SO 

52 T And it's a many-splendored thing, is it not TE 

53F7 A many-(splendored) SE 

53T It's love «class laughs» TE 

38 



54F7 

55M9 

Everything. Without love, it's not happy 
«class laugh» 

Without love, there's no language, huh? 

54 T (_) Now where are you going to define 
love from? 

56F7 I think it's a a religion subject, that Jesus 
Christ is (_) command that men love 

50 

50 39 

40 

5R 

This discussion goes on longer, with the teacher and student F7 as 
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dominant speakers, but other students occasionally break in, and the whole 

class listens with interest, as shown by their laughter. Note that student turn 

55 M9 is coded as a student offer (SO), rather than a question, as the 

intonation seems to indicate a comment/rhetorical question, rather than a 

genuine question. 

Although student participation in this lesson is highly responsive to 

teacher moves, development of topics within sets of exchanges was still 

possible, so that the lesson is not simply an automatic series of teacher 

initiation/student response/teacher evaluation exchanges. Sets of exchanges 

within the overall teacher question/student directed response discourse 

structure occur as students and teacher develop a topic introduced in the 

student's 5DR turn, and continued with student offer (SO) moves. 

e.g. 21 MIl 

22T 

22F7 

23T 

My wife says that language is (_) 15DRI 

How about it? \:!:g) 16 

We know that! «class laughs» ~17 
OK. Well. OK. What, what did your wife T 
want you to write the paper about? «class laugh) 18 



23M11 

24T 

24M11 

I asked her yesterday. I had to write a 
paper about language 

Right 

But now she just give me one line 
and she said ''That's enough. That's 
enough" «laughs» 

SDR 

TE 

so 

In the above exerpt, we can see how student MIl makes SDR and SO 

moves to develop his point about the search for an essay topic. 
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In this lesson there are only 5 student questions, mostly about 

assignments, of which only two initiate exchanges. Thus, the fact that Chen 

and Li participated only by SDR directed response moves is not unusual in 

this lesson, since this was not a class in which student initiation was 

common. 

Exchange Patterns 

There were 56 exchanges, of which 12 were student initiated. Table 8.14 

shows the distribution of exchange patterns in transactions. As could be 

expected, given the large number of directed response SDR moves, the 3-part 

exchange is the dominant pattern in this lesson. Nearly all 3-part exchanges 

are initiated by the teacher, while all 2-part exchanges are initiated by 

students. 

Of the 3-part exchanges, two contain disjointed SDR moves, and two 

exchanges were initiated by students. There are 24 exchanges which fall into 

patterns containing variations of teacher i;.utiation/ student directed 
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Table 8.14 

Exchange Patterns by Transactions: All Students {9 Nov.} 

Trans- 2-part 3-part 4-part 5+ -part 
action exchange exchange exchange exchange 

1 3 (3) 30 (2) 3 (2) 11 (1) 
2 3 (3) 3 1 (1) 1 
3 1 

TOTAL 6 (6) 34(2) 4 (3) 12 (1) 

Chen and Li participated in exchanges as follows: 
Chen 1 1 
Li 4 

( ) = student initiations 

response/teacher evaluation (that is, IRE exchanges). A few patterns contain 

exactly the same moves, as shown below: 

TE.TQ 
SDR 
TE.TQ 
x2 

TE.TS.TQ 
SDR 
TE.TExp.TQ 
x2 

TE.TS.TQ 
SDR 
TE.TS.TQ 
x2 

The number of 4- and 5+ -part patterns is quite high, and occurs mostly as 

students develop, add to, or finish their ideas in conjunction with the 

teacher, and sometimes with other students. For example, in exchange 36, 

the student goes on to finish his idea after the teacher evaluation move 

during a pause in the student's slow enunciation of his point. 

e.g. 48 T OK. And what, what, and how would you 
reword that. Something that's formal. 
Something that's rude. That might be 



49M17 

49T 

SOM17 

SOT 

different ways of being 

Polite SDR 

Polite. OK TE 

Um the way the ( _ ) is polite, (continues) SDR 
but in some other country the ( _ ) is kind 
of rude 

OK. And if you talk about politeness ... TE .. 

Summary of Results 
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This lesson seems to be a highly controlled discourse, in which the teacher 

dictates that most student moves will be SDR However, some flexibility is 

possible, as students develop ideas within sets of 3-part exchanges, or in 

longer exchange patterns. Both Chen and Ii are quiet and confine their 

moves to the SDR moves favored by the majority of the class. This class 

shows that high teacher control need not discourage student development of 

topics, although discussion in this class does not involve extended 

development of ideas. 



Obe, Kanit 
English 106, Section 3; Teacher A; 10 September 

The class lasted 75 minutes and took place in a classroom which had 

moveable seats. There were 25 students present. Kanit sat at the back and 

Obe at one side. Recording conditions were good, but it was not always 

possible to hear speakers clearly on the tape because the teacher had a very 

soft voice, and in part of the lesson students asked one student many 

questions, which were not all audible. 

Lesson Plan 

Transaction 

1 

2 

Topic 

Class business about revision and journal work 

Students freewrote on the topic 'Writing is Like .. , II 

Some read out their work, which was then discussed 
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3 Sharing of journal work which had already been written 

4 

5 

6 

Narrative assignment sheet given out 

Students asked Vietnamese student questions. She had 
previously agreed to this. Background was reading 
homework "From Vietnam 1979." Main part of lesson. 

Teacher discussed assignment 

Student Participation 

Amount of Student Talk 

A total of 13 students spoke, including Obe. Kanit did not speak at all. 

Much of the talk was dominated by student M1 (21 turns, 79 + words) and 

student M7 (13 turns, 274+ words), both of whom were graduate students. 
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The other student who spoke a great deal was Anna, the Vietnamese 

student, who spoke only in transaction 5 when being questioned by fellow 

students. The figures below summarize the turns and words for this lesson 

(student figures include four turns by the observer): 

Turns 
Words 

Teacher 

BO 
1293 + 

All students 

147 
1730 + 

Obe 

14 
280+ 

Anna 

46 
639 

M7 

13 
274+ 

This is an interesting lesson because of the high participation by students, 

which is partly accounted for by the student questioning in transaction 5. 

Student Moves and Initiations 

Table B.15 gives student moves and initiations per transaction. From 

these figures it is clear that student offer and question moves (totalling 71) 

were frequent in tPis lesson. Furthermore, 48 of these moves initiated 

exchanges, and some of the student offer moves are part of student/ student 

discussion. For example, in transaction 2, student FB suggests that writing is 

like cooking (turn 31 FB: SDR), but student M7 disagrees (turn 32 M7: SO). 

The discussion continues. 

e.g. 37FB I think cooking is art. I use of metaphor, yes. SO 

3BM7 It's a ( _ ) maybe the the brother of the art SR 
29 

39F8 I understand SE 

37T OK TE 

Student M7 is prominent in the discussion of the nature of writing, and 

after an SR response turn, in which he refers to the narcissistic nature of 

writing, he introduces another aspect of writing in a student offer move. 
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Table 8.15 

Student Moves and Initiations by Transaction: {10 Sent.} 

Trans- Student moves" 
actions SO SQ SE SR SDR S1 

1 3 (3) 
[Obe 1 (1)] 

2 15(11) 2 25 3 
[Obe 2 (1) 5 1] 

3 2 (1) 
[Obe 1 (1)] 

4 6 (5) 1 

5 7(2) 38 (24) 41 1 
[Obe 3 (2) 1 (1)] 

TOTAL 22 (13) 49 (33) 3 25 44 1 

.. = moves and initiations by Obe are included in figures for all students, as 
well as being listed separately 

e.g. 26 M7 But I think its - it's like a Andre Gide or -
but er always they think in (_) 

the expression ... 

SO 

Another way in which students use offer moves is to add to a topic 

already introduced. For example, student F5 refines her first idea about 

writing (turn 17 F5: SR) by making two SO moves later (turns 18, 19). 

e.g. 18T . .. Anyone start with "writing is like"? Yes? TQ.TAck 

17F5 (- ) SR 14 

19 T OK TE 

l8FS Because I can't explain- it's like (sO) 15 



20T 

19 F5 

21 T 

Another way of expressing yourself 

You're free to write. Is that what you want 
to say. OK You have the freedom to. OK. 
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16 

Student questions are numerous (total 49), mostly because transaction 5 

was set up as a question/answer session between students. Thirty-eight 

student questions occur in transaction 5, of which 24 initiate exchanges. 

Twenty-six of the student questions in transaction 5 are addressed to Anna 

concerning her escape from Vietnam. Unfortunately, it is difficult to 

transcribe some of these questions since the microphone could not pick up 

all student utterances. Anna herself found it difficult to hear or understand 

some of the questions: she had to ask eight questions to clarify fellow 

students' queries. Thus, there are instances of repair in some exchanges 

when the original question has to be repeated, as in turn 78 M1 below. 

e.g. 76M1 Did the (_) 

77 Anna I don't understand SQ 

78M1 Did the United States accept to give you SQ 
a visa? 

79 Anna Well first, each month . . . SDR 

53 

Sometimes a negotiation of meaning involves the teacher, Anna and the 

questioning student. 

e.g. 106M1 What is the social income for the country? 

107 Anna <n don't understand? 

70T What, what do you ( _ ) the money? 

SQ 

TQ 

68 
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108 Anna (-) SQ? 

109Ml Yeah, yeah (agrees with 70 n SDR 

110 Anna You mean the industry (rephrases 106 Ml) SQ 68 

111 Ml Yeah, the industry (agrees with rephasedSQ) SDR 

112 Anna I don't really know about that SDR 

Here, teacher turn 70 paraphrases the student question in turn 106 MI. 

Anna apparently asks a question, then Ml agrees with teacher tum 70, Anna 

responds to 106 Ml, Ml agrees with Anna's rephrased question in tum 110, 

and Anna finally answers the question! 

Other questions concern class business. 

e.g. 1 Ml OK? Do we have to rewrite? Rewrite? 

~ 1 
IT No. And also I think some people ... 

e.g. 53M? How many assignments do we have to do? 

~ 40 
SOT OK. If you look in your syllabus, you ... 

54Ml It can be a family story ~~ 51 T It can be anything that you feel is important 

The SR and directed SDR response moves are also frequent in this lesson, 

totalling 71. The 27 SR offered response moves all occur in transaction 2, 

when the teacher asks for students to volunteer to read their in-class writing 

on 'Writing is like ... ", and students call out their ideas. 

e.g. 16 T 

15M4 

17T 

OK. Interesting. Anything different? Yes? 

I think writing is culture 

Writing is culture 

TQ.TAck 

SR 

TE 13 



16M4 Yeah, because, er, so that er if (_) what to SR 
have er for example, our customs, or how, er, 
the way (_) 

18 T You mean writing itself serves to preserve the TE 
culture. OK Good 
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Note how student M4 continues with another SR move (16 M4), after the 

teacher evaluation move. 

The directed SDR responses, while numerous, are nearly all by Anna as 

she replies to her fellow students' questions (38 out of 44 SDR moves were by 

Anna in transaction 5). 

Kanit did not speak at all, while Obe's moves are as follows: 

so 5 (3) 
SQ 3 (3) 
SR 5 
SDR 1 
TOTAL 14 (6) 

Obe asked two class business questions and one question for information 

from Anna. His student offer moves concern writing a diary and his life in 

Czechoslovakia. His SR moves deal with writing topics. His participation 

ranged over most transactions, with a variety of moves and exchange 

initiations, and thoughtful comments, questions and responses. 

Exchange Patterns 

There were 85 exchanges, of which 48 were student initiated. Table 8.16 

shows the distribution of exchange patterns in transactions. 
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Table 8.16 

Exchange Patterns b~ Transactions: All Students nO SeI2t.} 

Trans- 2-part 3-part 4-part S+-part 
action exchange exchange exchange exchange 

1 3 (3) 
2 10 (9) 16 4(3) 5 
3 1 (1) 
4 3 (3) 2 (2) 
5 30 (18) 4 (3) 3 (3) 4 (3) 

TOTAL 47 (34) 20 (3) 9 (8) 9 (3) 

Obe participated in exchanges as follows: 
6 (3 SQ;2 SO) 5 (1 SO) 1 

( ) = student initiations. In the case of Obe, the type of move used to initiate 
an exchange is given 

The table shows that 2-part exchanges are the most numerous, with 13 of 

them initiated by the teacher. The most common patterns are: 

SO SQ 
TE TR (variations) 
x9 x7 

In addition, the most common exchanges addressed to Anna in 

transaction 5 are 2-part information-seeking questions from students and the 

teacher: 

SQ TQ 
SDR SDR 
x 16 x 11 

The 3-part exchanges are found mostly in transaction 2, where the teacher 

elicits samples of student written work on ''Writing is like .... " There are 



some disjointed 3-part exchanges in which students respond without a 

specific teacher elicitation. Common patterns are: 

TQ 
SDR 
TE/TQ (variation) 
x7 

(TQ) disjointed 
SR 
TE/TQ (variation) 
x7 

It is notable that the 4-part patterns are mostly started by students (of 9 

exchanges, 8 were student initiated). The most common patterns are: 

SO 
TR 
SE/SO (variation) 
TE 
x3 

SQ 
SQ 
SQ (repeat) 
SDR 
x3 

Negotiations of student responses or questions are also seen in the 5+ -

part exchanges, whether initiated by students or the teacher: 

e.g. SQ 
SQ 
SQ 
TQ 
SDR 
x 2 (in transaction 5) 

Summary of Results 

T move 
SR 
T move (TE/TQ/TR) 
SR or SDR 
TE 
x 5 (in transaction 2) 
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TIlls lesson has a high proportion of student talk in comparison with 

teacher talk. The high number of student questions and SO moves, and 

equal number of response moves (both directed SDR and SR moves) show a 

highly interactive lesson. The high number of student/student questions is 

unusual, but it was a natural result of the teacher's arrangement of 
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transaction 5. Finally, the high number of 2-part exchanges during 

questioning indicates information questioning, in which there is no 

evaluative move. However, there are also 3-part exchanges, in which even 

if the teacher does not know lithe answers", a student's SR or SDR response 

is often validated by a teacher evaluation move. Such exchanges are often 

concerned with students' offerings of written work, hence the teachers 

apparent need to validate, in contrast to lack of validation when the 

information volunteered is about student life experiences or other personal 

matters. 
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Obe, Kanit 
English 106, Section 3; Teacher A; 17 September 

The class lasted 75 minutes and took place in the same classroom as the 

lesson on 10 September. There were 22 students present. Obe sat against the 

wall, but Kanit was not present. 

Lesson Plan 

Transaction 

1 

2 

Topic 

Teacher asked. if students had had any problems with 
their recent assignment. This led to one student reading 
his narrative essay aloud, to serve as a model in 
discussion of writing problems. 

Discussion of descriptive writing. In-class writing for 
five minutes, to describe the classroom. Two students 
read descriptions aloud, followed. by discussion. 
Description in textbook read and discussed. 

Student Participation 

Amount of Student Talk 

Fourteen students participated orally. The following figures give the 

amount of student talk for Obe, and for the two most talkative, non-subject 

students in the class: 

Turns 
Words 

Teacher 

137 
3476 

All students 

144 
2208 

abe 

9 
135 

Mohammed M7 

26 
1064 

5 
109 

As can be seen, Obe was the second-most talkative in class, but was far 

surpassed. by Mohammed, a graduate student, who was asked by the teacher 

to read aloud his narrative essay of 616 words on "An important experience 

from your life." Fellow-students were then asked to identify and comment 
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on problems shown in the essay. Mohammed was called on several times to 

explain his work, which helps to account for his high number of turns and 

words. 

Student Moves and Initiations 

Table 8.17 shows student moves and exchange initiations of exchanges. 

Table 8.17 

Student Moves and Initiations by Transactions: (17 Sept.) 

Trans- Sudent moves" 
action SO SQ SE SR SDR S? 

1 21 (13) 17(7) 3 22 14 
[Obe 1 (1) 1(1) 3 1] 

2 5 (4) 8 (6) 2 37 17 2 
[Obe 1(1) 1 1] 

TOTAL 26 (17) 25 (13) 5 59 31 2 

.. = moves and initiations by Obe are included in figures for all students, as 
well as being listed separately 

( ) = exchange initiations by students 

Note: Included in the above figures are three multiple-move turns (none by 
Obe) - one SE.SO; one SO.SQ (initiated an exchange); one SDR.SQ 

From Table 8.17 we can see that response moves were frequent in both 

transactions, with SR responses predominating over the teacher-directed 

SDR response. On the other hand, student offers and questions were more 

numerous in transaction 1. 
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In transaction 1, after Mohammed reads his essay aloud, the teacher asks 

questions to check the other students' understanding of the events and the 

narrative techniques used. These questions lead to called-out SR responses . 

e.g. 12 T 

13Ml 

. . . OK. You've all heard the story. 
What were the two adventures? 

The fox and the, the gunmen 

Sometimes, the teacher acknowledges student eye, hand or vocal bids to 

make an SR response. 

e.g. 89T OK. What do you want to say .. . TQ. T 
What is it about this room tells you 
that this is a classroom? 

66 

92 Mohammed It's the chairs, board 

90 T Tina? 

93 Tina The uses SR 67 

91 T Yes. Who uses this room. OK ... TE 

Here, Mohammed responds with an SR move, but the teacher does not 

acknowledge his move, and instead calls on Tina, who has indicated her 

wish to make an SR response. 

In this lesson, the teacher sometimes mediates SR or SDR student 

responses, when it seems that a student move is not fully understood by 

other students in the classroom. 

e.g. 35T 

38M6 

OK ( _) (P) Any other questions? 
(P) Yes? 

When I think, when, when, he stay SR 



when he started er. After the, he talk 
about the being in the desert for I think 
five days or 15 days, and he only explained 
one night when the fox was near him. 
But he needs to explain more about er how 
was his trip ( _ ) during the 15 days. I think 
maybe er he saw a lot of things. Because 
the experience that he had there, adventure 
with the bedouin, but he said only one 
adventure 

39 Mohammed And I talked SR 
II II 

36 T I I er, so (student M6's name) I I is TE 
asking you, that for you to tell him about the 
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whole trip instead of only two incidents Z7 

40 Mohammed Because I said in the introduction SDR 
that three days of the trip was the most 
exciting in my life 

37T OK TE 

In the above exerpt the teacher interprets M6's comment to Mohammed, 

even though Mohammed has already started to respond to M6's move. 

The directed response (SDR) moves perform a variety of functions. Some 

are student responses to direct questions by the teacher or other students. 

For example, Mohammed makes eight SDR moves to answer information 

questions about pis desert adventure: 

e.g. 56T ... the incident had something to do TQ 
with drugs? 

65 Mohammed Yes {T: OK} It was in Arabia SDR 
48 
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Sometimes the teacher has not heard or understood a student SR move, 

and therefore asks a question, which then results in a directed response SDR 

move when the student repeats a response. 

e.g. 76Ml Describe a house ( _ ) SR 

74T Describe a? TQ 56 

77Ml House SDR 

75T Describe a house. Yes 

e.g. 720be Is it the same for ''because''? 

68T The same for "because"? TQ 54 

730be Because SDR 

At other times, student and teacher are involved in a string of moves, so 

that after the first exchange with an SR response, subsequent exchanges with 

the same student will contain SDR directed responses to teacher questions. 

e.g. 100MB Atmosphere 

97T Sorry? TQ 
71 

1010be Atmosphere. I think temperature SR 

9BT Do you mean the temperature or 
atmosphere? Both. Uh. OK. When you 
say "temperature", is it due to cold 
or warm or hot in the room? 72 

1020be Yeah SDR 

99T OK TE 

There are high numbers of SR a..l1d SDR responses in transaction 2 because 

the teacher directs the discourse, elicitating students' ideas about descriptive 

writing. In contrast, in transaction 1, although SR and SDR moves are made 



in fairly large numbers, there is more scope for student offers (SO) and 

questions, as they speak to Mohammed about his work. In addition, 

Mohammed himself initiates comments on his work. 

e.g. 32T OK. Do you all realize that he has two TE. TQ 
stories, that the two of them are, are 
on the same point? 

35 Mohammed And I continue with my er 

33T 

first story. But I'm watching when th 
mouse was saving my life, because 
{T: All right} yes, the fox was going to 
attack me, but the motion of, the 24 
motion ... That will change fox from 
a (_) 

OK TE 
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Mohammed provides similar glosses of his narrative six times altogether, 

which the teacher accepts. In fact, in this transaction, there are numerous 

student offer/teacher evaluation (SO/TE) exchanges. Sometimes these 

teacher evaluation moves interpret the previous student move . 

e.g. 40T 

460be 

41 T 

47M7 

. . . OK. How, how else could he have TQ 
told the story (P) H you were the 
writer and you knew the stories, how 
else could you have told it? (P) 

... It's more sophisticated for us as we 5 R 
can ( _ ) flashback 

Oh. So, er Obe was saying that ( _ ) TE 

then ( ). Yes? Ac 

32 

the night when he's with the fox, and fI 
I think that he should have er, more, SO 33 
er the idea of er ( _), er ( _) the point 
for er ( _ ) understand 15 days in the 



desert {T: Yes}. But it is not always the 
case ( _ ) to be in the desert. But we 
are used to the situation. He should er 
I think develop, or make a comparation 
between the two, er situations (_) 

42 T You're saying he could have made a TE 
point in stressing the difficulties 
{M7: Yes} he had with the field trip 
{M7: And he could} and he -
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Note that here after the teacher's interpretation of Obe's SR move, 

student M7 then makes an SO move which initiates an exchange, followed 

by another teacher evaluation move. Student M7 goes on to make three 

more SO moves, also followed by teacher evaluations. 

Another feature of Teacher A's control of discourse is her acceptance of 

pools of silence. This wait-time pays off in student initiations which occur 

after pauses. 

e.g. 39T Adventure in the desert? Any more 
ideas? ( _ ) (P) Anything you can think of? 
So, er. To make this point, he has two stories 
to tell, right «writes on board». How well, 
how well did he put these stories together. 
Or, would you rather have, would you rather 30 
have him tell only one story? What was the 
problem there that you didn't follow him? 
(P) Yes? TAck 

43 Anna When he told the story (_) I have SQ 
a question (_). What is the purpose (_) 

44 Mohammed I said ( ) 

(Pause) 

450be I, I thought because he, his introduction so 



says his adventures, three days was the 
most important for him. But {T:Yes} So 

he puts in the ( _ ) and what happened 
in two days. So I think maybe he did not 
write, focus the way his introduction 
{T: ( _ ) yes} interpreted. Yes 
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In the above extract, Anna's and Obe's moves are open to different 

interpretations in coding. Anna's turn 43 seems to be a question addressed 

to Mohammed, rather than an SR to the teacher, and Mohammed replies to 

Anna. Obe's initiation in turn 45 seems to be a new idea, rather than a 

response to the teacher question in teacher tum 39. 

The student questions are unusual in that only 13 out of 25 initiated 

exchanges. This is partly because the teacher asks students to ask her 

questions about writing. In fact, it could be contended that some of these 

student questions could be coded as SR responses, since they are questions in 

response to open teacher questions. However, such moves have been coded 

as student questions, since they are not actually answers to teacher questions. 

e.g. 8T 

8Ml 

OK. Somebody else? Anyone who has TQ 
some more questions? 

Excuse me. I think that how to, er, 
yes,er, how to support a sentence 
and how to get - develop the idea 

SQ 6 

Another aspect of teacher control is teacher mediation of student 

questions (just as occurred with some SO moves). Sometimes when students 

ask another student a question, the teacher makes an evaluation move . 

e.g. 21 T . . . OK. You ask him (Mohammed) 
questions. Anything you don't understand 
in his story. What are the other questions 
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that we asked Obe ( _ )? 

24MS Er, what ( _ ) adventure in your SQ 
country 

22T Oh TE 

25M5 Yes. There's a reason for asking SE.SO 17 
this question 

23T OK TE 

26M5 Because in the introduction ( _ ) SO 
because of the question 

24T Yes. OK ... 

Mohammed does not get a chance to answer ,MS's question in turn 24 

until turn 29 Mohammed, after more discussion between MS and the teacher 

about the introduction of Mohammed's essay. These exchanges are almost 

student/student discussion of Mohammed's introduction, except for the 

short teacher evaluation moves. It is hard for other students to hear and 

understand such discussions; hence, perhaps, the teacher's readiness to guide 

the speakers. Occasionally, a more natural discussion occurs between 

students, as shown below between M? and Mohammed. Student M? first 

makes an SDR response to the teacher's question, and then asks Mohamnled 

a question. 

e.g. 54T You have the same sort of problem? 
OK. Uhuh. Do you have some comments? 

61 M? Yes, er, I have the same problem. SDR.SQ 40 
But also, er you need to explain how, 
why the gunmen are. Did you explain that? 



62 Mohammed Yeah. I said that they were 
there in the last sentence, because, er 
I tried to, you know, they found the drug 
dealers and ( _ ) 

abe's moves are as follows: 
~ 1 (1) SDR 2 
SQ 2(2) 
SR 4 TOTAL 9 (3) 
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We can see that Obe's move types are in a similar ratio to those of all 

student moves in this lesson, with more SR and SDR response moves than 

student offer or question moves. In transaction 1, abe initiates an exchange 

with an SO move commenting on the contents of Mohammed's essay. Two 

of his SDR moves are the result of confirmatory teacher questions about 

abe's previous utterances. abe also asks two questions. 

Exchange Patterns 

There were 103 exchanges, of which 29 were student-initiated. The 

distribution of exchange patterns in transactions is shown in Table 8.18. 

Given the number of SR and SDR responses, the large number of 3-part 

patterns is to be expected. Another feature of the discourse is the number of 

5+ -part exchange patterns, which include topic development and exchanges 

in which meaning had to be clarified. 

In transaction I, the 2-part exchanges are initiated by students and mostly 

involve student offered information. The most common patterns are: 

so 
TE.TQ 
x4 

SQ 
TE 
x4 

so 
TR 
x2 
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Table 8.18 

Exchange Patterns by Transactions: All Students (17 Sept.> 

Trans- 2-part 3-part 4-part S+-part 
action exchange exchange exchange exchange 

1 15 (13) 26 (2) 5 (1) 8 (2) 
2 13 (7) 22 (1) 4 (3) 10 

TOTAL 28 (20) 48 (3) 9 (4) 18 (2) 

Obe participated in exchanges as follows: 
2 (1 SO;lSQ) 3 3 (1 SQ) 

( ) = student exchange initiations. In the case of stubject students, the type of 
move used to initiate an exchange is given 

In transaction 2, however, only 7 of the 13 2-part exchanges are student 

initiated. There were some exchanges beginning with teacher questions, 

followed by a student response, to which the teacher did not make a final 

teacher evaluation move. Some were "genuine" information exchanges, 

while others were the result of miscellaneous factors. The most common 2-

part patterns in transaction 2 are: 

SQ TQ 
TR SR 
x4 x2 

In the 3-part exchanges, SR or SDR responses to teacher questions occur. 

The most common patterns are: 

TQ 
SDR 
TE (variation) 
x7 

TQ (variation) 
SR 
TE (variation) 
x20 

(TQ) (diSjointed) 
SR 
TE (variation) 
x6 
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e.g. 78T ... How could you describe it?(P) (_) T "-
\ 

81 M? The sign '60 
\ 

79T OK. And I 
82M? Size 

I 
/61 

80T Side? Dh size, OK (P) «writes» Size / 
/ 

83M10 The position of things in the room (SR( 62 

The 4-part exchanges tend to involve negotiation of meaning or content. 

In the example below, the student negotiates with the teacher over being able 

to see a textbook. 

e.g. 127T «told students to turn to page in textbook» 

133 M? It's OK. You can read that 

128T I, I really need one, because 

134 M? We have one 

129 T OK ( _ ) OK. Here's a sample 
description from a student ... 

The 5+ -part exchanges are nearly all initiated by teacher questions, and 

involve negotiated meaning, often when the teacher does not hear or 

understand a student move. 

e.g. 91 T Yes. Who uses this room. OK 
Anything else? 

94 Ruriko What's going on SR 

92T Sorry? TQ 

95 Ruriko What's going on SDR 

95 

68 
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93T What's going on here. OK ~ 68 

The 5+ -part exchange given below shows joint work by students when 

the teacher seems not to understand a student's point. 

e.g. 93T . .. What's usually happening 
in this room. Yes «falling intonation; not TAck» 

96M(A) Equipment 

94T Yes? TQ 

69 
97 M(A) Equipment SDR 

98 M(B) Equipment SR 

95T Oh. Like the chalkboard, or the TE 
{M?: Chairs} chairs, OK 

Here M(A) in turn 96 is responding to the earlier TQ in turn 91 T. Then 

student M(B) in turn 98 helps student M(A) by repeating his suggestion of 

"equipment./I 

Summary of Results 

This lesson shows student participation as active and plentiful. The 

highly responsive nature of student moves (59 SR and 31 SDR moves), and 

more modest level of student initiation moves (26 SO and 25 SQ), show the 

teacher's control of the discourse, and the use of elicitation in gaining 

student participation. Yet students' use of SR responses is put to good effect 

in developing information and ideas. The distribution of patterns shows a 



balance of student and teacher initiation in 2- and 3-part patterns together 

with longer patterns. 

Obe is responsive in his moves, with four SR moves, but he asks three 

qUP.Stions and makes one SO comment, so that his pattern of moves is 

similar to that of the entire class distribution of moves. 

348 
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Ahmed 
English 106, Section 5; Teacher A; 9 November 

The class lasted 75 minutes, and took place in a large classroom with 

moveable seats. I attended this class three times, but it always seemed to be a 

"difficult" class with poor group dynamics and students sitting far apart from 

each other. It was also noisy because of building renovations. On the day of 

this recording, there were 15 students present, including undergraduates and 

graduates. Ahmed sat at the front. This was the only class in which I 

recorded a subject doing pair work. 

Lesson Plan 

Transaction 

1 

1a 

1 (continued) 

2 

3 

4 

Topic 

Students wrote down ideas associated 
with words written on board by teacher 
(divorce, India, democracy, English 106) 

Pair work: Students worked with neighbor, 
discussing what they had written 

In open classwork, students called out to 
teacher what they had written. Teacher then 
summed up and defined denotation and 
connotation 

Students silently read a student essay in 
textbooks. Teacher then elicited comments 

Homework set. Teacher then returned to 
transaction 2 topic 

Class business and conclusion of lesson 



Student Participation 

Amount of Student Talk 

A total of 13 students spoke, of whom Ahmed and M4 were the most 

talkative, as is shown by the figures below. 

Teacher A All students Ahmed M4 

Turns 102 108 27 25 
Words 1419 + 754+ 303 + 215 

Pair Discussion Partner Ahmed 

Turns 9 10 
Words 39 + 77 

350 

F3 

9 
78 

Ahmed's numbers of words in transactions 1 and 2 are roughly similar; 

Le., 27% and 24% of total student participation. In contrast, student M4, the 

next most talkative student, participates less in transaction 1, and much 

more in transaction 2 (15% and 48% respectively). 

The teacher allows silence in between utterances, and also gives time for 

writing, reading and pair work, thus cutting down on open class oral 

participation and number of student turns and words. On the other hand, 

long teacher monologs are not common. 

Student Moves and Initiations 

Table 8.19 shows student moves and initiations per transaction. The 

table shows that the class was largely reactive, with 30 SR and 32 SDR 

responses, in comparison with 25 student offer moves and seven student 

questions. There was not much class business about assignments, which 

may partly account for the low number of student questions. 
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Table 8.19 

Student Moves and Initiations by Transactions: (9 November) 

Trans- Sudent moves" 
action SO SQ SE SR SDR S? 

1 21 (13) 6 (3) 7 25 22 3 
[Ahmed 9 (6) 1 3 6 4] 

2 4 (4) 1 4 5 10 5 (2) 
[Ahmed 1 (1) 1 1 3 1] 

TOTAL 25 (17) 7 (3) 11 30 32 8 (2) 

.. = moves and initiations by Ahmed are included in figures for all students, 
as well as being listed separately. Pair work is not listed in this table. 

( ) = exchange initiations by students 

Note: Included in the above figures are five multiple-move turns as 
follows: 

three SE.SO turns, one of which initiated an exchange (by Ahmed); and 
one SDRSO turn, and one SDRSQ tum, which initiated an exchange, 
(not by Ahmed) 

The student offer moves mostly added information to topics which had 

already been introduced. For example, in transaction 1, students are already 

talking about India's high population when Ahmed contributes more 

information. 

e.g. 70 Ahmed If we say increasing, they're increasing. It's 
increasing more. China's still the highest 

54 T Yes. OK. Anything else? a038 

TEQ 
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Students also use student offer moves to add to a previous concept or 

definition, as in the following exerpt from a discussion of ideas associated 

with the word democracy. 

e.g. 65T It's a great thing. All right. It's a? 
II II 

84F3 It's a myth SR 

85F3 m-y-t-h «spells» 

66T Oh. It's a myth «writes on board» 
Right (P) 

86F3 It's unknown 

67T Ah. You mean it's unknown to some TQ 
countries? 

87F3 Well, something that we try to reach SDR 
I mean like myth. Something like a 
(_) wish 

In the above exerpt, turn 84 by F3 is an SR response to the teacher'S earlier 

elicitation for ideas on democracy. Turn 85 is then a direct response SDR 

move to respond to the teacher'S question in teacher turn 65, when she did 

not hear or understand the overlapping SR by student F3. Turn 86 by 

student F3 is coded as a student offer SO move, because she is adding to the 

idea of myth, rather than going on with the chain of teacher 

elicitation/student SR response set up by the teacher. 

In another example, a student offers an SO comment when he supports a 

previous point by adding explanation (again, the topic is democracy): 

e.g. 49M4 Um free, like free religion. Anyone can 
and, er (_). And, er, you should go there. 

SDR 

47 

48 



33T 

50M4 

You can see it's really democratic. Because 
it's really democracy. I don't know (_) 

You've been there? 

Yeah, and it's er also, urn, urn, urn. Yeah. 
Because I have a class, one 400, 411 in 
Economics, and what they talked about was 
that er India was urn the most democratic 
in the world 
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It is not always easy to decide whether to code a move as a student SO 

offer or an SR offered response. For example in transaction 2, the teacher is 

eliciting student comments about a sample student essay on rain. The 

discussion is about denotative and connotative meanings, and comparisons 

of words used for rain in different countries. 

e.g. 89T He's comparing and contrasting both TS.TE 
denotation and connotation of meaning of 
rain in Japanese and English. But you say 
he's only comparing (_). What are the TQ 
similarities that he's comparing? 

113 Jesus That's what (_) suggests the rain SR 
( _ ) Japanese 

90T At the denotationallevel TS 

114 M? Yeah ( _) that's the (_) ? 
I I I I 

91 T That's the same TE 

115 M? You can see comparation. Some words (_) FJ 
In the example above, student turn 115 M? is coded as a student SO offer, 

rather than an SR response, because he seems to be expanding on the topic 

68 

69 



of comparing words, rather than going on with the teacher's elicitation/ 

response chain. 
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The highest concentration of SR and SDR response moves is in 

transaction 1, when students are asked to tell the class about the ideas they 

associate with the words written on the blackboard. The number of SDR 

responses is partly accounted for by the teacher's questions after an SR or SO 

move when she has not heard or understood the student's words: 

e.g. 

e.g. 

35T 

52M8 

36T 

. .. Anything else? 

Asia 

What? 

53 M8 Asia 

Exchanges become longer if more than one student is involved. 

SST 

107M? 

OK. So wha- what is the writer doing in 
this essay? 

I'm sorry? 

SR 

TQ 

SQ 

28 

86T 

108 M? 

What is he doing in this essay? 

He's showing 

TQ 65 

SDR 

109 Ahmed He's showing what the rain means in 
English and Japanese. In Japanese and 
in English also . . . 

SR 

Here Ahmed interrupts a student's directed SDR response with his own 

offered SR response to the teacher question. 

At other times, SDR directed responses are made when the teacher 

pursues a topic with the same student speaker. 



e.g. 47M4 

31 T 

And it's the most democratic country. The 
most democratic in the country, in the world 

India is the most democratic country in 
the world? 

48M4 Yes 

32T You want to expand on that? 

49M4 Urn free, like free religion ... 

In the above exerpt, the teacher was genuinely puzzled about the 

student's meaning and asks information questions. 

e.g. 

Some of the SR and SDR responses are very short. 

27T 

44M7 

Do you have something? 

Cows 

355 

28 T OK India. Cows come to mind TE.TExp 

20 

45 M2 Hindus ~21 
Ahmed's moves and initiations (excluding the pair work) were as follows: 

so 7 (6) 
SQ 1 
SE 1 
SR 7 
SDR 7 
S? 1 
SE.SO 3 (1) 

TOTAL 27 (7) 

He asked only one question, but made ten student offer SO moves, three 

of which occurred with a student evaluation move first. His SO moves often 

occur when he joins in a topic already being discussed. 
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e.g. 59M7 Taj Mahal SDR 
II II I ~ 

60 Ahmed Taj Mahal SR 

43T Sorry? TQ 
32 

61 Ahmed Taj Mahal SR 

Gass The place SR 

62 Ahmed The lVtrlte place SO 

In another example, Ahmed again adds information, but very briefly. 

e.g. 87F3 . .. I mean like a myth. Somettrlng like a ~48 
(_) wish 

88 Ahmed Something SO 

89F3 Something SO 

90 Ahmed It's a dream - huh? SQ 

68T OK TE 

Ahmed also makes SR and SDR responses, and his active attention to the 

lesson can be sholVn in his fragmentary responses, as sholVn above, and in 

his manner of taking turns from other speakers (as seen previously in tum 

109). 

In the pair-lVork during transaction 1, Ahmed and his partner (a female 

Chinese student) spoke as follolVs: 

Turns Words SO SQ SDR ? 

Ahmed 10 77 3 (1) 6 1 
Partner 9 39 + 4 (4) 3 (2) 1 1 

() = exchange initiations 

49 
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During this pair-work, students read to each other what they had written 

in response to the words written on the blackboard, and commented on each 

other's work. The partner's voice was very soft, so it was not possible to 

transcribe all her words. Ahmed initiated only one exchange and SDR 

responses were his most common move. His partner often asked him 

questions or made comments seeking clarification of meaning. 

Exchange Patterns 

There were 71 exchanges in this lesson, of which 22 were student 

initiated. Table 8.20 shows the distribution of exchange patterns in 

transactions. The table shows that 2- and 3-part exchanges occur in equal 

numbers, and that students initiated two-thirds of the 2-part exchanges, 

while the teacher initiated nearly all of the 3-part exchang~s and many of the 

longer exchanges. 

Table 8.20 

Exchange Patterns by Transactions: All Students (9 Nov.> 

Trans- 2-part 3-part 4-part 5 + -part 
action exchange exchange exchange exchange 

1 17 (12) 19 (1) 6 (2) ~ (l {l) 

2 7 (4) 5 (1) 3 (1) "ll: 

TOTAL 24 (16) 24 (2) 9 (3) "14 (1) 

Ahmed participated in exchanges as follows: 
8 (4 SO) 5 (2 SO) 2 (2 SO) 4 

( ) = student initiations 
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In transaction I, nine of the 2-part exchanges initiated by students begin 

with student offers and only one with a student question. The most 

common patterns are variations of student offer/teacher evaluation. 

Of the eight 2-part teacher-initiated exchanges, six are variations of a basic 

teacher question/directed student response pattern. These occurrences are 

typically genuine information questions by the teacher: 

e.g. 31 T India is the most democratic country in 
the world? 

48M4 Yes 
24 

32 T You want to expand on that? ~~ 49M4 Urn free, like free religion. Anyone can ... 

33T You've been there? ~~ 
50~A4 Yeah, and it's er also ... SDR.SO 

After class when I talked with the teacher she was still mystified by this 

topic and did not realize that M4 was apparently trying to say that India is 

the most populous country with a democratic form of government. 

Three-part exchanges are nearly all teacher initiated and most occur 

during teacher elicitation of responses to the four words written on the 

board. 

The most common 3-part patterns are: 

TQ 
SR 
TE 
x5 

(TQ) 
SR 
TE/TQ (variations) 
x 8 

TQ 
SDR 
TE (variations) 
x 8 



The 4- and 5+ -part exchanges are mostly teacher initiated, and often 

occur because she has not heard or understood a student move. Longer 

exchanges may also occur when topic or meaning are developed. 

Summary of Results 
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In this lesson, neither teacher nor students are highly talkative, as shown 

in the total number of words. Student moves are mainly responsive, with 

nearly equal numbers of SR and SDR moves as they reply to teacher 

questions about the words written on the board. Of the initiatory moves, 

student offers predominate over student questions; once again, as they add 

comments about the words on the board, or about the reading task. 

Patterns are mostly 2-part and 3-part, with one-third of the 2-part patterns 

initiated by the teacher. Many of the teacher initiations are genuine 

information questions, with no teacher acknowledgment or evaluation after 

the student move. This lack of a teacher follow-up move seems to be 

characteristic of this particular teacher. 

Ahmed is the most talkative student in the class in both transactions. His 

student offer moves and both type of responses are distributed across all four 

exchange patterns. 
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Comparison of Subject IS Participation in English 106 Classes 

Participation varies between subject students in these classes, ranging 

from 380 words for Ahmed, to no participation at all for Kanit and Chen in 

one class each. The main differences will be described here, and in the 

following section of this chapter possible factors accounting for differences in 

participation will be discussed. 

Amount of Talk 

In Table 8.2 I have already given the number of turns and words for each 

subject student in each English 106 class recorded. Below, the number of 

words spoken by each subject is expressed as a percentage of all student talk 

in each class. In addition, I have given ranking if individuals were among 

the most, or second or third most talkative student in class. Note that all 

students except Ahmed were recorded in two classes each. 

% of Oass Talk Rank % of Oass Talk Rank 

Pilar 1.22% 4.15% 
Leni 22.04% 2nd 32.91% 1st 
Carlos 27.96% 1st 20.48% 3rd 
Chen 1.47% 
Li 2.78% 6.08% 
Obe 16.18% 2nd 6.11% 2nd 
Kanit 
Ahmed 40.19% 1st 

The most talkative subject students are Ahmed (380+ words), Carlos 

(163, 137 words), Leni (262, 108 words), and Obe (280+, 135 words). From the 

figures we can see that the number of words and percentage of all student 

words has a complex relationship. For example, Obe spoke fairly high 

numbers of words, yet has a low percentage of total student talk in 
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comparison to Carlos, because the number of other student speakers and the 

amount of their talk affects percentages of total student talk. Also when a 

few students dominate the discourse, opportunities for other students to 

speak are reduced, unless the teacher gives up some talk time. Thus, in 

section (3) 17 September, the domination by Mohammed of a major 

transaction during the lesson probably left little opportunity for others to 

talk. (Compare his 1064 words to Obe's 135 words as the second most 

talkative student in the description of that lesson in this chapter.) 

In another example, Ahmed's amount of talk as a percentage of total 

student words is the highest of all subject students, at 40.19%. During the 75 

minute lesson, activities set by the teacher included silent writing, silent 

reading and pair work, apart from open class discussion, and this teacher 

also tolerates longer wait and silent periods within talk sequences than 

Teacher R does. Thus the total amounts of student talk and teacher talk 

were relatively low (754+ and 1419 words). However, Ahmed and the two 

next most talkative students accounted between them for 596 out of the 754 

student words, and there were some students in the class who did not speak 

at all. Ahmed. was not called upon directly by the teacher, but participated by 

choice, especially by joL'ling into topics already being talked about by the 

teacher and other students. Thus, it is largely by choice that Aluned is the 

most talkative student in his class and of all the subject students observed. 
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Student Moves and Initiations 

When we compare frequencies of moves for all students (including 

stubject students) in all English 106 classes, with those for the subject 

students alone, we find similar percentages. Subject students as a whole 

made fewer SR and SQ moves, and more SO moves, as shown in the 

following figures in which moves are expressed as percentages of all student 

moves: 

All students 
Subject students 

so SQ 
17% 17% 
21.09% 15.6% 

SR SDR 
31.5% 25.4% 
27.34% 25.78% 

Table 8.4 showed the moves for each subject student in each class. From 

that table we can derive the most frequent moves for each subject student, 

expressed as a percentage of each student's total moves, as shown below: 

Student Oass Most frequent move Second most frequent move 

Pilar 14 Sept. SO 50.00% SDR 50.00% 
16 Sept. SO 50.00 SDR 50.00 

Leni 14 Sept. SR 85.71 SE&SO 7.14 & 7.14 
16 Sept. SQ 46.15 S? 23.08 

Carlos 14 Sept. SQ 30.77 SO 23.08 
16 Sept. SQ 44.44 SR & SDR 22.22 & 22.22 

Chen 9 Nov. SDR 100.00 

Li 5 Oct. SR 66.67 SDR 33.33 
9 Nov. SDR 100.00 

Obe 10 Sept. so & SR 35.71 & 35.71 
17 Sept. SR 44.44 SQ & SDR 22.22 & 22.22 

Ahmed 9 Nov. SO & SDR 32.50 & 32.50 
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These figures show variation in types of moves used by the eight 

students. Chen and Li made only response moves, while Pilar, Leni, Carlos, 

Obe and Ahmed offered comments or asked questions as well as making 

response moves, although the proportions vary in different lessons, 

according to transaction contents and tasks. 

The proportion of student exchange initiations expressed as a percentage 

of all exchange initiations is somewhat higher for subject students (40.00%) 

than for all students (34.22%). The number of exchange initiations by 

students was shown in Table 8.5, from which the following information is 

gained about individual student exchange initiation moves expressed as a 

percentage of total student exchange initiations in each lesson: 

Student Exchange initiation As % of exchange initiations 
moves in each class by all students 

Pilar SOl 4.76% 
S02 6.45% 

Leni SQ 5; S? 3 25.81% 

Carlos SQ4 19.05% 
- SQ 3; S? 1 12.90% 

Obe SO 3; SQ 3 12.50% 
SO 1; SQ 2 10.00% 

Ahmed S08 36.36% 

These figures also show a wide range of variation between students, with 

Chen, Li and Kanit initiating no exchanges; Pilar and Obe fairly low 

exchange initiators; and Leni, Carlos and Ahmed the highest initiators, 



especially Ahmed. Initiating moves for these subject students are mainly 

student questions (17), closely followed by student offer moves (15). 

Exchange Patterns 
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Participation by all students and by subject students in exchange patterns 

in each lesson was shown in Table 8.6. Using that table, we can derive the 

figures for exchange patterns expressed as a percentage of all exchanges in all 

English 106 lessons for all students and for subject students alone: 

2-part 
All students 30.38% 
Subject students 31.11 % 

3-part 
43.58% 
38.89% 

4-part 
10.57% 
16.67% 

5+ -part 
15.47% 
13.33% 

These figures show that participation by subject students is similar to that 

of all students; although the subject student participation in 2-part and 4-part 

patterns higher, and in 3-part and 5+ -part patterns lower, than for all 

students. This may partly be because four of the subjects (Leni, Carlos, Obe 

and Ahmed) were among the first to third most talkative of all students in 

English 106 classes, and they tended to take part in 2-part patterns, while less 

talkative students took part in 3-part patterns. The relationship between 

participation in longer patterns and amount of individual talk is less clear, 

since 4- and 5+ -part exchange patterns were sometimes the result of 

negotiation of meaning, but sometimes of topic development. 

Variations in participation between subject students is quite marked, 

although for some students the number of exchanges in which they 

participated is very small. Figures for most frequent and second most 

frequent exchange pattern in which individuals participated are given 
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below, expressed as percentages of the number of exchanges in which each 

student participated: 

Student Date Most frequent pattern Second most frequent pattern 

Pilar Ii.., Sept. 4-part 100% 
16 Sept. 4-part 100% 

Leni 14 Sept. 3-part 66.67% 4-part 25.00% 
16 Sept. 2-part 63.63% 3-part 18.18% 

Carlos 14 Sept. 2-part} 42.86 % 
3-part} 42.86% 

16 Sept. 3-part 57.14% 2-part 28.57% 

Chen 9 Nov. 3-part } 50.00% 
5+ -part} 50.00% 

Li 5 Oct. 3-part} 50.00% 
4-part} 50.00% 

9 Nov. 3-part 100% 

Obe 10 Sept. 2-part 50.00% 3-part 41.67% 
17 Sept. 3-part } 37.50% 

5+ -part} 37.50% 

Ahmed 9 Nov. 2-part} 26.09% 
4-part} 26.09% 

Thus, we find that the least talkative students Chen and Li participate in 

3-part or longer exchanges, which are teacher initiated, and in which the 

students are making responsive moves. On the other hand, Pilar 

participated in a total of only three exchanges, all 4-part and all initiated by 

her. Leni's participation is mixed, with mainly 3-part exchange participation 

and no exchange initiations by her in one class, but high participation in 2-

part exchanges, of which she initiated seven out of seven, in another class. 

Carlos initiated all the 2-part exchanges in which he participated, and three 
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out of his seven 3-part exchanges. abe also initiated most of his 2-part 

exchanges (seven out of eight instances), and Ahmed initiated half of his 2-

part exchanges and two of his 4-part. More understanding of variations 

between students and also between classes will be gained in the discussion of 

transactions and class tasks in the next section of this chapter. 

5ummary of the performance of the eight students in English 106 classes: 

Pilar - Did not speak much (4.15% and 1.22% of all student talk in her two 
classes). 50 and 5DR were equal most frequent moves in both classes. 
Few exchange initiations (4.76% and 6.45% of all student exchange 
initiations). All her exchange patterns were 4-part. Read aloud her 
paragraph in one class, but otherwise fairly quiet. 

Leni - Most talkative in one class (32.9% of all student talk), second most 
talkative in one (22%). SQ 46% and 5? 23% most frequent moves in 
one class, with 8 exchange initiations (25.8% of all student exchange 
initiations).Exchange patterns mainly 2-part (64%), initiated by Leni 
(mostly SQ). In contrast, in the other class her participation was mainly 
SR (85% of her moves), with no exchange initiations, and participation 
in 3-part teacher-initated patterns (66.7%). Read her paragraph aloud, 
and also took part in discussion of homework reading assignment. 

Carlos - Most talkative in one class (28% of student talk), and third in other 
(20.5%). SQ 30.7% and SO 23% most frequent moves, with 12.9% of 
exchange initiations (SQ and 5?). 2- and 3-part patterns equal (at 43% 
each). Carlos initiated all his 2-part exchanges. In other class, SQ also 
dominant (44%), plus SR and SDR (22% each). Made 19% of aU student 
exchange initiations, but participation in 3-part exchanges higher than 
2-part, although he initiated two of each pattern type. Talkative, with 
many class business questions. 

Chen - Did not participate in one class, and only 1.47% of student talk in 
other class. 3 5DR moves, no initiations; one 3-part and one 5+ -part 
exchange. Minimal participation, and only when called upon by 
teacher. 
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Li - Low amount of talk (6% and 2.8%). Four SDR in one 3-part and one 4-
part exchange in one class. 2 SR and 1 SDR in other class in 3-part 
exchanges. Responsive participation only. 

Obe - Second-most talkative in both classes (16% and 6%). High word 
counts but many other students spoke in his classes. SO and SR 35.7% 
each, with SQ 21 % in one class. Exchange initiations 12.5% of all 
student exchange initiations. Participation in 2-part patterns initated by 
Obe (50% of his patterns). 3-part patterns 41 % of his patterns. In other 
class, SR 44% and SQ, SDR at 22% each. Exchange initiations 10%, and 
participation in 3- and 5+ -part patterns. A talkative participant, with 
mixed moves, but not high exchange initiator. 

Kanit - Did not participate in one class, not present at other. 

Ahmed - Most talkative (40% of student talk). SO and SDR at 32.5%, and 
SR 17.5%. All exchange initiations SO, and were 36% of all student 
exchange initiations. 2-pa-rt patterns, 50% initiated by Ahmed, with 3-
and 4-part also high. Not called upon by teacher, but joined in on
going exchanges often. 

These brief summaries show that there are great differences between 

individual student's participation. Some students seem to be consistent 

across two classes (Li, Pilar, Carlos and Obe to greater or lesser extents), while 

other students such as Leni can participate very differently in two classes. 

The discussion in the following section of this chapter gives possible 

insights into such variations, especially concerning the effects of transaction 

topics and tasks. 
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III. Possible Factors Accounting for Variation in Student Participation 

The amount of student talk, discourse moves and participation in 

exchange patterns in English 106 composition classes are discussed in this 

section of the chapter in relationship to the nature of the academic situation .. 

the influence of students and teachers on discourse, and the teacher's control 

of content and tasks. An interaction of these factors is assumed to help 

shape an individual student's discourse in this academic situation. 

The Nature of the Academic Situation 

English 106 classes are different from many first year college subjects 

because they belong to a group of courses which are taught in small classes, 

not in large lectures. Other activities apart from listening and note-taking 

occur in English 106 classes, such as pair and group work, reading and 

writing in class. Above all, the expectatbn that there will be oral interaction 

between teachers and students in small college classes underlines their 

difference from lectures. In addition, because the teachers of these English 

106 classes were ESL-trained, their classroom techniques were probably 

different from those of teachers in other college classes, particularly in their 

deliberate efforts to gain student oral participation in English 106 classroom 

discussion. 

The difference between English 106 classes and college lectures means 

that to some students the classes may seem to be similar to high school 

classes, or English language classes which some ISs may have already taken 

in their own countries or the U.s.A. Teaching and learning in school 

classrooms involves some sort of student feedback to the teacher on the 
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learning going on (Sinclair and Brazil, 1982). Thus, student moves tend to be 

responsive, usually to the teacher only, and often are mainly directed 

responses (SDR). Teachers commonly dominate the amount of talk and 

control content topics and tasks, although they will accept student initiations 

(both comments and questions) if they are appropriate (Mehan, 1979). 

Because there seem to be similarities, both NSs and ISs may assume that 

classroom interaction in English 106 classes is like that of secondary 

classrooms. It may take them some time to find out that control over the 

subject is not mere acquisition and storage of knowledge, but the ability to 

display such knowledge in various modes (Sinclair and Brazil, 1982). 

Mann's study of four college psychology discussion classes taught by GTAs 

illuminates the process by which students in small college teaching 

situations gradually develop into a cohesive group over the course of a 

semester (1970). By analysing affective relations between teachers and 

students, Mann showed how "the class" is a group creation with a unique 

history and techniques for collective work, so that good class work is not the 

creation of the teacher alone. Unfortunately Mann's study of discussion class 

affective relationships does not include discourse analysis, but his work is 

important in showing that all students (not just ISs) have to learn the 

interactive modes of this college teaching situation, which seems similar to 

the writing classes I observed. 

Mann showed that it may take some time for any student to realize what 

the appropriate patterns of oral participation in college small classes are, and 

to learn them. ISs who come from educational backgrounds in which 



students speak only when directly called upon by the teacher, or in whole

class chorus, with little student initiation, may be slower than NSs in 

adapting to college academic discourse, particularly if they are already 

nervous about their proficiency in English. 
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The nature of participant organization in English 106 classes was probably 

an important influence on individual student participation. Although the 

two teachers of English 106 followed the same syllabus, participant 

organization and the way in which content and tasks were presented and 

accomplished varied in individual lessons. Students could not easily predict 

what each lesson would be like, and would need to quickly recognize several 

participant structures and types of oral interaction which might be called for 

in the different transactions of anyone lesson. Sometimes students might 

have to speak if addressed directly by the teacher or a peer during pair or 

group work. At other times, the student might be driven to speak (for 

example, if directions about an important assignment were not clear). Often, 

a student might not have to talk at all, but might decide to respond to an 

open teacher question or comment, or to offer a comment during teacher 

elicitation of student ideas about a particular topic. 

In the classes I observed, participant organization fell into three groups -

open class, set tasks, and solo work: 

Open class: Teacher monolog (lecture) - usually no student talk, 
although questions and offered student comments could occur 
sometimes 

Class business - procedure for handing in work, reminders about 
homework, announcements about policy such as grading. Students 
might ask questions, or respond to teacher questions or statements 



Announcements about major assignments - often led to student 
questions 
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"Discussion" sessions - often about homework reading, types of writing, 
writing techniques or problems. Could be stimulated by devices such as 
a photo, or discussion of a student's written work. Often involved 
teacher elicitation in interlocking chains of initiation (I), response (R) 
and evaluation (E). Student moves include offered responses (SR), as 
well as directed responses (SDR), with some offered comments (SO) and 
questions. Rare for student/student discussion to develop. Often the 
main part of a lesson. 

Set tasks: Teacher arranged classroom tasks such as pair or group 
reading, writing or discussion. Occasionally an unusual task was set up 
by the teacher (for example, the student questioning of Anna, a 
Vietnamese student, about her experiences in escaping from Vietnam). 
Sometimes set tasks might develop spontaneously, as when Teacher A 
asked Mohammed to read aloud his essay, after he had asked about 
writing problems he was experiencing. Teacher and students then used 
his essay for a discussion of writing techniques and problems. 
During such tasks, students might make all types of discourse moves, 
and might interact with the teacher, and other students. 

Working alone: Such work was silent, as when reading or writing in class. 
However, the work might be preceded by numerous questions as 
students settled down. In addition, during the work, individuals might 
ask the teacher questions. 

Thus, there are several aspects of the academic situation itself which may 

partly account for an individual student's participation in the discourse, and 

these features of this type of class clearly interact with the student's own 

cultural and educational background. 

The Students 

We have seen the variations in student participation in English 106 

classes in the previous section of this chapter. I assume that one of the 
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factors accounting for such variation is a combination of student personality, 

cultural and educational background, English proficiency or confidence in 

speaking in front of a class. Cultural/educational background is especially 

important because of the possibility that students might identify these classes 

with previous classroom educational experiences. Culture-specific 

expectations of classroom interaction with teachers may include such habits 

as speaking only when called upon by name. Amcng the eight subject 

students there were two Hispanics (Pilar from El Salvador and Carlos from 

Mexico); one European (Leni from Holland); two students with Chinese 

cultural backgrounds (Chen from Singapore and Li from Taiwan); Obe from 

Africa; Kanit from Indonesia; and Ahmed from Kuwait. Chen and Li were 

consistently the least talkative or initiatory students, while Carlos, Obe and 

Ahmed were often the most talkative. 

In whole-class situations, with 20 to 25 students present, and interaction 

almost invariably with the teacher only (unless pair or group work was set 

up), there must be some competition among talkative students for turns. By 

the same token, for quieter, less confident students, there must be reluctance 

to speak in front of others, even though all students are fellow ISs. In 

addition, the natural self-celection of some students as representatives of all 

(as discussed in Doyle, 1983; Karp and Yoels, 1976) affects participant 

organization and individual oral participation. Ahmed, Carlos, Leni and 

Obe are sometimes representatives in their classes. Other non-subject 

students, such as Mohammed, Anna and student F1 in the 16 September 



class, were also prominent speakers, and thus would have reduced the 

opportunities for fellow class members to speak. 
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Another personal chracteristic linked with class participation is 

individual ability and behavior as "a student". For example, Carlos is 

naturally talkative, but in one of his classes he had not done the homework 

reading, and therefore could not talk on that topic which formed a major 

part of the lesson. Also, students who understood content and tasks well 

and had few problems did not need to say anything in class. In contrast, 

Mohammed had experienced problems with his writing, and so he 

dominated an entire transaction in one of the classes. 

Teacher / student dynamics may also influence individual participation. 

For example, Mann (1970) found that student passivity is a way of interacting 

with a powerful authority figure. Also, students may hold back on talk until 

they work out what the teacher wants and respond only when sure of 

teacher approval (thus reducing risk as discussed by Doyle, 1983). Cultural or 

personal style of teacher/student interaction may also result in such 

behavior as Akiko's, who asked "private" questions of the teacher, but not 

public ones in front of the class. Some students may regard open verbal 

questioning of the teacher as hostility, anger or criticism, while others may 

view such behavior as showing off. 

While my research could not investigate all such possibilities, they are 

assumed to be important influences over student participation. 
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The Teachers 

Teacher personality and teaching style will have direct effects on student 

participation in classes. We have already seen in Table 8.1 that there is more 

student talk in Teacher A's class than in Teacher R's, and that while Teacher 

A speaks 65.3% or less of total talk, Teacher R speaks from 84 to 90% of total 

class talk. However, even if the student proportion of total talk is higher, it 

does not necessarily mean that students speak more words. There may be 

other activities such as reading or writing silently which take up class time. 

The way in which a teacher communicates attitude towards student oral 

participation is important. Mann (1970) points out that teachers may seem to 

discourage student talk, or make students feel guilty for not talking, or show 

that although talk is important, non-one is forced to talk, and so on. Teacher 

R gets more students in his class to participate because he actually goes 

around the class in a systematic way, while Teacher A leaves it up to a few 

students to talk. (In this discussion I am making no judgments about 

effectiveness of teaching, or whether student talk is always necessary, but 

merely trying to isolate some of the ways in which teacher behavior may 

influence student classroom talk.) 

Clearly teacher control of participant structure in the classroom affects 

student participation. We have seen above how Teacher R uses systematic 

open dass teacher/student interactions by going around the class using 

strings of 3-part exchanges which mainly consist of teacher initiation, 

student directed response, teacher evaluation. Teacher A's classes tend to 

produce much fewer student directed responses, and she sets up tasks which 
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produce more student/student interaction, although it is still teacher

monitored or even mediated. For example, she set up the student 

questioning session of fellow student Anna, which resulted in Anna being 

the most talkative student in that lesson. It is interesting that Anna did not 

speak at all in the rest of the lesson, so that it was the teacher's organization 

of the task which influenced Anna's amount of talk. Similarly, Teacher R's 

selection of Pilar, Leni and Carlos to read their paragraphs on Gregor Samsa 

resulted in more talk by them. 

The teachers' effects on type of student discourse moves is seen in the fact 

that the undirected student response (SR) is the most frequent student move 

in these classes. Such student moves depend on teacher moves, although 

student offer and question moves also occur. Although a difference in 

frequency of student moves in teacher A's and R's classes is not immediately 

apparent, there is a difference when we look at the gap between the most 

frequent move and the second most frequent move, as shown below: 

Teacher R Most frequent move Second most frequent Gap 
14 Sept. SR 56.58% SQ 22.37% 34.21 
16 Sept. SQ 30.77% SO 29.49% 1.28 
5 Oct. SR 51.85% SDR 19.75% 32.10 
9 Nov. SDR 64.56% SO 18.99% 45.57 

Teacher A 
10 Sept. SQ 33.33% SDR 29.93% 3.40 

17 Sept. SR 40.97% SDR 21.53% 19.44 
9 Nov. SDR 29.63% SR 27.78% 1.83 

Here we see that in three of Teacher R's classes the gap between most and 

second most frequent move is large, resulting in one type of move being 

very prominent. In two of Teacher A's classes the gap is much smaller, and 
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the largest gap in her classes is still smaller than Teacher R's gaps (except for 

one class of his in which student initiatory moves were the most frequent 

moves). The dominance of one particular move is probably a result of 

teacher control of participant organization, topic and task. 

Another aspect of teacher influence over student discourse may be found 

in numbers of student exchange initiations. The percentages of all exchanges 

initiated by students in each class are given below, from which it can be seen 

that on the whole, students in Teacher A's classes consistently initiate 

exchanges, while there is considerable variation in Teacher R's classes. 

Teacher R Teacher A 
14 Sept. 35.59% 10 Sept. 56.47% 
16 Sept. 61.40 17 Sept. 28.16% 
5 Oct. 14.14% 9 Nov. 30.99% 
9 Nov. 19.64% 

Such findings as these for most frequent moves and exchange initiations 

are interesting, but can hardly be attributed to teacher personality or teaching 

style alone. Numbers of exchange patterns do not seem to vary between the 

two teachers in any systematic way. 

Thus, while there are some differences between the student discourse in 

the classes taught by the two teachers, the interaction of student and teacher 

personality and teaching or learning styles are probably not the only factors at 

work. Teacher control of content, topic and task is very important. 

Transaction Contents and Tasks in Lessons 

Another way of accounting for student oral behavior in these classes is to 

look at the categories of lesson transactions and tasks set for students to do in 
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class. Obviously, if the teacher controls classroom discourse by eliciting 

student response moves containing information, there will be fewer student 

initiations in that transaction. On the other hand, if the teacher sets important 

assignments, which are not entirely clear to students, then there tend to be 

many student questions which initiate exchanges, as students clarify the 

assignment or try to get the teacher to "make it easier" (Doyle, 1983). 

An analysis of transactions in English 106 classes shows that they fall into 

six main types, although the distinctions are sometimes blurred, as when a 

"discussion" transaction also contains writing or silent reading in class. Each 

transaction category seems to be associated with certain types and frequencies 

of student moves and exchange patterns, as summarized below: 

gass business: Includes teacher directions about handing in work, course 

policies, minor assignments and homework, etc. Students could be silent, but 

if they did speak, they often made question moves because of the need to 

clarify and understand assignment policies, dates, and so on. Thus, 76.47% of 

all student questions about class business were exchange initiations, and 100% 

of the subject student business questions were exchange initiations. Two-part 

exchange patterns, 90.91 % of which were initiated by students, are a notable 

feature, as is natural when students ask questions, although other exchange 

patterns also occur. 

Teacher lectures: Extended monologs on aspects of writing with no student 

participation (teacher monologs also occured within discussion transactions). 

Major assignments: Teacher explained, gave out formal assignment sheets, 

and discussed such assignments. Again, students asked questions and 80% of 
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these questions initiated exchanges. Students also made SO offered comments. 

Two-part patterns dominated, with 100% of them initiated by students. 

"Discussions": Teacher and student discussion about writing, homework 

reading, classroom prompts (such as the photo which was passed around, 

other students' writing, proposed topics for essays etc.). These transactions 

were usually the major part of the lesson in which students were supposed to 

participate orally. Because of teacher elicitation moves, student moves were 

more likely to be responses; either the directed SDR response, or more often 

the SR response by which the student decides to take up the opportunity to 

speak. Student SO offered comments and questions were numerous, but only 

about half the sum of SR and SDR moves. Also, the proportion of SO and SQ 

moves which initiate exchanges is only 59.35% and 53.40% respectively. For 

the subject students, these percentages are somewhat higher, at 65% and 70% 

respectively. Quite often a student SO offered comment served to join in an 

ongoing topic already being discussed in an exchange, which accounts for some 

of the SO moves which did not initiate new exchanges. Three-part exchange 

patterns exceed two-part patterns, and while 72.65 % of the two-part patterns 

are initiated by students, only 6.33% of the three-part patterns are. However, 

not all three-part patterns are IRE "teaching exchanges", for example, in the 

Section (4) class on 5 October, there are two three-part exchanges in transaction 

1 in which a teacher statement is followed by a student question, and then a 

teacher response; and in another case, there is a student question, teacher 

response, and then a student evaluation move. Four- and five-part patterns 



are also fairly common, showing more complicated interactions, or more 

repair activity. 
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In-class writinlr- Was often accompanied by student questions to clarify the 

task, with 91.67 % of these questions initiating exchanges. However, student 

offered SO exchange initiation moves are also found, and SR responses, as 

students contributed to discussion of writing. Two- and three-part exchange 

patterns are nearly equal, but while nearly all the two-part exchanges are 

initiated by students, none of the three-part ones are. 

In-class silent readinlr- These transactions also contain some discussion after 

the reading, as shown by SDR and SR moves. All the SO moves initiate 

exchanges, and two-part exchange patterns predominate, although all other 

exchange patterns are found. 

Thus, we can see that the teacher's control of transactions is closely related 

to the amount of student talk, the types of moves and student initiations, and 

to participation in exchange patterns. Teacher lectures commonly produce 

almost no student talk. Class business, the setting of major assignments, and 

in-class writing and reading tasks produce student questions, often as exchange 

initiations, because !hey need to be clear about what must be done. Most of the 

exchanges are 2-part, with students asking the teachers questions. The major 

parts of English 106 lessons - the discussion sessions - produce the most 

student talk, commonly as responses to teacher elicitations (in 3-part patterns), 

but also in student SO offered comments and questions in 2-part patterns 

which are usually addressed to the teacher. While over half of these SO and 

SQ moves initiate exchanges, others occur when students join in to an already 
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existing topic. Two-part exchanges are mostly initiated by students, and can 

occur in large numbers, while the three-part exchanges are mainly initiated by 

the teacher. H talk becomes more complex, either because the topic is being 

more extensively explored, or if one of the speakers does not hear or 

understand, then patterns become longer. Usually, exchange patterns involve 

two speakers, but with join-in comments, another speaker may enter a two 

person pattern. 

The figures on which these descriptions of transaction are based are given in 

Table 8.21, which shows the type of moves, exchange initiations and 

participation in exchange patterns by all students in each category of 

transaction, in all English 106 classes. 
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Table 8.21 

Transactions, Student Moves and Exchange Initiations in English 106 

Transaction Number Student Moves" 
Type SO SQ SE SR SDR S7 

Class business 12 [includes 5 with teacher talk only] 
5(2) 17(13) 3 5 4 5(1) 

Major Assignments 3 7(4) 20(16) 2 1 2 4(4) 

"Discussions" 9 104(61) 86(48) 22 218 186 26(3) 

In-class writing 2 17(13) 12(11) 3 26 4 

In-class reading 2 4(4) 3(1) 4 5 10 5(2) 

TOTALS 137(84) 138(89) 34 255 206 40(10) 

Transactions and Student Participation in Exchange Patterns in English 106 

Transaction 2-part 3-part 4-part 5+ -part 
Type exchange exchange exchange exchange 

Class business 11(10) 9(3) 4(3) 2 

Major assignments 19(19) 4 4(4) 1 

Discussion 102(72) 195(12) 39(15) 70 

In-class writing 21(20) 18 6(5) 5 

In-class reading 8(5) 5(1) 3(1) 4 

TOTAL 161(126) 231(16) 56(28) 82(11) 

.... 78.26 % 6.93 % 50 % 13.41% 

( ) = student exchange initiations 
.. = subject students are included in figures for all students 
.... = student exchange initiations as % of total for that pattern 
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Summary of Results for English 106 Classes 

The results in this chapter present a picture of English 106 classes and 

the nature of student oral participation. The factors which contribute to IS 

oral interaction in these classes seem to be the teacher, the students, and the 

content and tasks in the lessons. 

The amount of student talk is much less than that of the teachers. The 

most frequent moves made by students are student SR and student directed 

responses (SDR) and the less talkative students make only these moves. 

However, student offers and student questions are made by many students, 

and over half of student SO offered comments and student questions 

initiated exchanges - questions more so than student offered comments. 

There were more exchange initiations in Teacher A's class, and less talkative 

students did not initiate at all. There were differences between individual 

subject students, and across different lessons. 

The contents and tasks to be carried out in lesson transactions seemed to 

be important influences on student participation in terms of amount of talk, 

types of moves and exchange patterns. Class business transactions were 

associated with student questions, a high proportion of which initiated 2-

part exchanges (90.91 % of classroom business 2-part exchanges were initiated 

by students). For major assignment transactions, student questions were also 

dominant, but there were also numbers of student offer moves. Students 

initiated 100% of the 2-part exchanges in major assignment transactions in 

which it was obviously important for students to understand what they had 

to do for graded assignments. 
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Discussion transactions were usually the major parts of lessons, and are 

characterized by student response moves (SR and SDR), occurring in teacher

initiated 3-part exchange patterns. However, there were also student SO 

offer moves (although they amounted to only about half the total number of 

student SR and SDR response moves). Since students often used SO moves 

to join-in longer exchanges in which topics are further developed, SQ tended 

to initiate exchanges in greater proportions than SO did. 

The 2- and 3-part exchanges are the most common patterns, and mostly 

vary with transaction type. Initiation of exchange patterns shows a 

distinctive division between 2-part exchange patterns (initiated mostly by 

students), and 3-part patterns nearly all initiated by teachers. For longer 

exchange patterns the initiator may be teacher or students, and the length 

seems to depend on discourse and topic circumstances, such as distressed 

interactions, and negotiation of meaning. 

Further discussion of some of the findings and issues involved appear in 

Chapter 11. 
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CHAPTER 9 

ACADEMIC SITUATIONS: STUDENT/TEACHER CONFERENCES 

In this chapter I will describe the nature of the oral discourse of each of the 

eight subject students within the academic situation Student/Teacher 

Conference. In doing this I will describe the amount of student talk, the 

types of student discourse moves, and the exchange patterns in which they 

participated. 

Major findings are that the amount of student talk is high in comparison 

with the other academic situations. However, Teacher R's share of the total 

talk is very high, and both teachers control discourse topics and exchanges. 

Back channels by students are high, and their most frequent moves are 

student direct (SDR) responses, followed by student offers (SO). This 

situation has the lowest percentage of student questions, and of student 

exchange initiations. Two-part exchanges are the most frequent exchange 

pattern, but only 33.3% of them are student-initiated. 

The chapter is divided into three sections: a general description of the 

student/teacher conference as an academic situation according to the 

findings of my research; detailed descriptions of the discourse of each subject 

student, and a comparison of student participation; and an analysis of the 

situational factors (student and teacher characteristics, teacher control of 

discourse topics and exchanges) which may account for differences in 

discourse patterns. 
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1. General Description of Student/Teacher Conferences 

Writing conferences have become part of the regular curriculum in many 

freshman composition courses. Conferences are valued for their role in 

fostering active oral discussion by students, and giving teachers chances to 

check individual student understanding of various aspects of the writing 

process in general, and of a student's own paper in particular (Walker and 

Elias, 1987). 

In English 106 courses, student/teacher conferences are obligatory, and are 

held once or twice per semester instead of classes. The conference usually 

has a specific focus, such as discussing an essay which is to be revised. Such a 

purpose is made clear by the teacher to the students, and the conference is 

therefore distinct from a student's visit to a teacher during office hours, 

when the student can have more control over the agenda. 

For the round of conferences recorded in this study, students signed up for 

a convenient time, and it was assumed that a conference would last from 15 

to 20 minutes. The recordings were made in the first round of conferences 

held in the semester, and were therefore a new experience for the students. 

Because he did not attend his first conference, Chen's conference recording 

came from the second round when pairs of students met with the teacher. 

Conference Content 

The conferences were recorded about mid-semester, and their purpose 

was to discuss revision of an essay for which a first draft had already been 

written and evaluated by the teacher. The draft was returned to each student 

at the conference, and the student was also supposed to bring a copy of the 
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essay, so that both teacher and student had a copy in front of them to refer to 

during the discussion. Students also brought with them a conference sheet, 

containing questions and answers designed to help students to review their 

own essay drafts, and provide prompts for questions or discussion topics 

during the conference. The teacher glanced over these conference sheets at 

the beginning of each interview. In Chen's pair conference with Teacher R 

each student was supposed to have read the other's draft, and the teacher to 

have read both drafts. Students were expected to talk about the other 

student's essay, as well as their own. 

No other activity took place during the conferences, except brief scanning 

of sections of the draft essays to locate points of discussion. Students did not 

even take notes of anything said at the conferences, so any advice given 

could well have been forgotten (although the teacher did write comments on 

essays). However, oral discussion probably helped students to clarify their 

ideas, and to familiarize them with what is expected in an academic essay. 

Since students had no idea what the teacher would say about revision, the 

conference content was likely to be dominated by the teacher. However, 

students asked questions about their essays, and also about general writing 

issues. They also defended or explained what they had written, in response 

to teacher comments. The teacher sometimes asked genuine information 

questions about the contents of an essay, and social chat occurred at times. 

In my analysis I identified major shifts in topics as transactions. Thus the 

discourse organization is similar to that of English 106 classes, but different 

from the isolated episodes of interaction in laboratory sessions and lectures. 
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Physical Environment 

Conferences are usually held in teachers' offices, and this happened for 

Teacher R. Teacher A, however, worked in a crowded and noisy office, and 

therefore held her conferences in the lobby of the Main Ubrary. This was a 

very poor recording environment, as background noise was very high, and 

both Teacher A and her students tended to speak very softly, possibly because 

they were in a public area. Thus, the transcript for Kanit's conference is 

deficient, and Ahmed's is poor also. Howeverp this teacher did not hold a 

second round of conferences, so I could not record replacement conferences. 

Teacher Personality and Lecture/Teaching Style 

The personalities and teaching styles of Teachers R and A have already 

been described in Chapter 8. The conduct of the conferences was under the 

control of both teachers, but their individual discourse styles must have 

influenced the content of the conferences and the manner in which students 

participated. Teacher R is extremely talkative in his conferences. Table 9.1 

shows that his talk ranges from 96.2% to 78.6% of total words spoken, 

whereas Teacher A speaks just over 50% of total words spoken in her 

conferences. 

Student Oral Participation 

Amount of Student Talk 

Table 9.1 shows turns and words for students and teachers in each 

conference. It is interesting that in a 2D-minute conference, the total number 



of words spoken can be similar to that for a 50-minute English class (see 

Tables 9.1 and 8.1). 
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Because the discourse in these conferences is one-on-one, it is natural to 

find certain features of conversational discourse, such as turn organization 

by adjacency pairs. Thus, the number of teacher and student turns in the 

conferences is roughly equal, as shown in Table 9.1. However, the teachers 

usually speak in much longer turns than a student does (this is particularly 

so for Teacher R). Thus, the total number of words spoken by teachers in 

these conferences is 20,592 (80.1% of all words spoken), while the total for the 

eight students is 5113 (19.9%). Individual student participation as a 

percentage of total words spoken in a conference range from 1.3% for Chen, 

to 49.7% for Ahmed. 

The amount of student talk is not in itself vital for a conference to be 

considered useful in helping students with their writing. In a study of 17 

student/teacher writing conferences carried out at two southern Californian 

universities, Walker and Elias (1987) found that the amount of student talk 

did not differ much in conferences which were rated 'successful' or 

'unsuccessful' by participants. Students were responsible for 32.8% of the 

total utterances in the five conferences rated highly, and for 33.6% of the 

utterances in the five conferences rated low. In one successful conference, 

the teacher dominated the talk, and even spoke at one point for five minutes 

without a break. (Only three students in Walker and Elias's study were 

NNSs - one in a successful conference, and two in unsuccessful conferences 

-- but no special distinction is made on this matter.) 



Table 9.1 

Subject IS Participation in Student/Teacher Conferences 

All Speakers Students Teacher 

Total Time Name Turns Words % of Back Name Turns Words % of Back 
words (minutes) total channel totall chan-

words words nel 

3353 20 Pilar 51 716 21.4 50 R 51 2637 78.6 12 

3662+ 25 Leni 37 423+ 11.6 63 R 34 3239+ 88.4 16 

5032 30 Carlos 43 955 19.0 60 R 43 4077 81.0 21 

4541 23 {Chen 12 61 1.3 6 R 23 4371 96.2 1 
{Li 11 109 2.4 2 

4605 30 Li 40 471 10.2 8 R 40 4134 89.8 21 

2983 27 Obe 93 1414 47.4 120 A 92 1569 52.6 27 

34 Kanit 49 405+ 1 A (could not be transcribed) 

1124+ 11 Ahmed 49 559+ 49.7 24 A 49 565+ 50.3 7 

w 
00 
\0 
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Student Moves and Initiations 

Table 9.2 shows the type of moves and exchange initiations made by 

students in their conferences. As can be seen from the table, the most 

frequent moves were student direct (SDR) responses, which comprised 35% 

of all student moves, and student offer (SO) moves, at 32.5% of all student 

moves. Student evaluation (5E) moves were also important, while student 

questions were only 14.2% of moves, which is the lowest percentage for 

student questions in all four academic situations. Back channels were very 

numerous, especially for abe, Leni, Pilar and Carlos. 

Table 9.2 

Types of Moves by Eight Subject Students in Conferences 

Student Single moves Back Multiple-
SO SQ SE SDR S1 channel move turns" 

Pilar 19(6) 7(4) 15 21 50 10(5) 
Leni 15(5) 3 17(1) 10 63 8(3) 
Carlos 21(14) 10(8) 6 11 60 5(2) 
Chen} 5(1) 2(1) 5 6 
Li } 6(2) 2(1) 3 2 1 
Li 17(6) 3(1) 4 19 8 3(1) 
abe 28(4) 12(6) 17 52 120 16(3) 
Kanit ..... 11 18 2 16 2 1 
Ahmed 20(3) 6(5) 18 18 2 24 14(5) 

TOTAL 142(41) 63(26) 79(1) 155 4 334 57 

( ) = exchange initiations .. = individual moves are included in the single move figures 
.... = exchange initiations could not be determined 
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When we consider the numbers of SDR and SE moves, and back 

channels, we can see how highly responsive or reactive students are in the 

conferences, as is to be expected in a situation in which the teacher controls 

topics in a one-on-one meeting with a student. However, it is important to 

recognize that in their SDR moves, students are not giving known-answer 

replies to teacher display questions, but may be providing thoughtful 

responses or comments, as well as giving information requested by the 

teacher about essay content. 

Again, it is not surprising that student offer (SO) moves are the second 

most frequent move, given the importance of this move in the other 

academic situations. However, it may be unexpected that student questions 

are the least-used move. It could be argued that because students were 

highly responsive or reactive they did not offer many questions or 

comments, but that still does not explain why students offered comments 

rather than asked questions. Work by other researchers does not help 

much. Freedman (1980a,b) notes that NS students in writing conferences 

tend to repeat over and over the same concerns about their writing. She does 

not specify if they do so by asking questions, but implies that they do. In a 

study which showed changes in student discourse behavior over a 6-week 

college writing course, Meier (1985, in Cazden, 1988) 3 found that in 

student/teacher conferences, at first the adult students seldom initiated 

topics, and mainly responded in teacher-controlled IRE exchange patterns. 

3 Meier, T. (1985). The social dynamics of writing development: An 
ethnographic study of writing development and classroom dialogue in a basic 
writing class. Doctoral dissertation, Harvard University. Cited in Cazden, 
1988. 
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However, in the second half of the course, students initiated their own 

issues, probably by asking questions (Cazden does not specify the type of 

student move). On the other hand, the possibility of few student questions 

(and possibly higher student offer moves) is hinted at in Walker and Elias 

(1987). They classify their data in such a way that it is hard to distinguish 

student responses from student offers, although 'requests' are listed 

separately. For example, 'requests for explanations' and 'explanations' are 

listed separately, and we can assume that 'requests' are student questions, but 

whether 'explanations' are student responses or offers is not clear. Walker 

and Elias find that the mean percentage of student utterances for the four 

types of requests total 4.8% for high-rated conferences, and 10.6% for low

rated conferences, so student requests seem to be low in their data. 

Student evaluation (5E) moves are the third most frequent move, with 79 

instances, many of which are simple acknowledgments of the previous 

speaker's utterance. Thirty occur in SE.SO multiple-move turns, of which 

nine initiate exchanges. Only twelve SE moves occur in student-initiated 3-

part exchange patterns, while the others appear in a variety of exchange 

patterns. 

Except for Chen in the pair conference, all students made multiple-move 

turns. Out of 57 multiple-move turns, 30 were 5E.SO, of which nine 

initiated exchanges, and 27 were various combinations, with 10 exchange 

initiations. While they may be simple in content, multiple-move turns do 

show that students are not merely responding to teacher questions, but are 
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taking some discourse control. There are no such turns in the lectures, and 

fewer in English 106 than in labs and conferences. 

There is a high incidence of back channels in conferences. Students made 

far more than the teachers (334 for all students, 71 for Teacher Rand 34 for 

Teacher A). It seems that in such a face-to-face situation in which the teacher 

is clearly dominating discourse topics, some students make high use of such 

utterances. Obe is by far the highest user of back channels (120), while Pilar, 

Leni and Carlos are also high users. Ahmed is a relatively low user, but 

apart from him, it seems that highly talkative students also use back 

channels in such a situation, while less talkative students are low users of 

back channels. It is possible that use of back channels is a feature of some 

cultural styles of speaking in certain discourse situations (see Chapter 11 for 

further discussion). In her work on writing conferences, Meier (1985, in 

Cazden, 1988) notes how at first students tended to make response-like back 

channel utterances at the end of a teacher's tum of speaking, but later in the 

writing course, students made the back channels within the teacher'S turn. 

Meier speculated that the back channels functioned as devices to keep the 

teacher and listener in conversational touch, show student involvement in 

the discussion, even if the student is not taking a tum, show more equality 

between student and teacher, and co-membership of a discourse community 

which is making "metalinguistic comments" on discourse. These ideas 

certainly fit my findings, although individual (and possibly cultural) 

variations are clear iIl my data. 
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These student/teacher conferences have the lowest percentage of student 

initiation of exchanges (26.7%) of the four situations I studied. The 

percentage of student exchange initiations ranges from 57.9% for Carlos, 

down to 12.8 % for abe, and the three top student exchange-initiators are 

Carlos, Leni and Pilar, who were all in Teacher R's conferences. Nine of 

these student exchange initiations (by abe, Pilar, Ahmed, Carlos and Li) also 

initiated new transactions. Forty-one exchanges were initiated by student 

offer (SO) moves, and 26 by student questions; however, 28.9% of all SO 

moves were exchange initations, whereas 41.7% of all student questions 

were exchange initations. 

Some of the issues raised by these findings will be discussed in the 

comparison of individual student participation in the conferences and in the 

last section of this chapter. It seems, however, that in conferences, discussion 

'and negotiation of topics is accomplished in distinctive ways, and that in 

conferences ISs are able to negotiate and gain input which will develop their 

second language, as well as their writing skills. 

Exchange Patterns 

Exchange patterns in which students participated are shown in Table 9.3. 

From Table 9.3 we can see that 2-part exchanges dominate at 41.1 % of all 

exchanges. However, only 33.3% of them are initiated by students, which is 

the lowest percentage for student initiation of 2-part exchanges in all four 

academic situations. On the other hand, the 3-part exchanges are 33.7% of 

all exchanges and are mainly initiated by the teachers. Four- and 5+ -part 

exchanges are 25.7% of all exchanges, and are mainly teacher-initiated. 
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Table 9.3 

IS Partici12ation in Exchange Patterns 

Student 2-part 3-part 4-part 5+-part 
exchange exchange exchange exchange 

Pilar 7(3) 23(5) 6(1) 4(1) 
Leni 1(1) 7 4(2) 7(3) 
Carlos 22(17) 12(2) 3(2) 1(1) 
Chen} 1 3(1) 2 
Li } 2(1) 2 3(2) 1(1) 
Li 7(5) 18(1) 4(1) 3 
Obe 51(5) 14(2) 11(2) 2(1) 
Kanit lt 

Ahmed 14(3) 9(2) 6(3) 5 

TOTAL 104(35) 86(12) 40(14) 25(7) 

( ) = student exchange initiations It = could not be analyzed for exchanges 

The table shows that the majority of the 2-part teacher-initiated exchanges 

occur in Teacher A's conferences with Obe and Ahmed. These exchanges 

contain teacher questions and student responses about information not 

known to the teacher. However, when Teacher R asks such questions, he 

seems more likely to finish the exchange with a teacher evaluation 

comment (TE). Thus, it seems that Teacher A and R have different 

personal/ cultural patterns in such one-on-one discourse with students. 

In part IT of this chapter, individual student participation will be described 

in detail, followed by a comparison of the eight students' conference 

discourse. 
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II. Description of Subject IS Participation in Student/Teacher Conferences 

Pilar - Conference with Teacher R 

The conference lasted 20 minutes and took place in Teacher R's office. 

The recorder was placed on the desk while I sat across the room. 

Conference Plan 

The conference contained the following three transactions: 

Transaction 

1 

2 

3 

2a 

Topic 

Business about copy of essay draft and conference sheet. 
Topic of essay was itA National Festival"; Pilar chose 
Christmas Day in EI Salvador 

Discussion of essay revision (main part of conference). 
Teacher move to close conference, but student question 
led to Topic 3 

Student query about completion of other assignments 

Return to essay draft discussion 

Student Participation 

Amount of Student Talk 

.A..s shown in Table 9.1, Pilar spoke 716 words in 51 turns. She spoke 21.4% 

of total words in the conference, which is the highest proportion of student 

talk in conferences with Teacher R. However, the teacher's turns are longer 

than hers. 

In spite of the teacher domination of talk and topic, the dialog is relaxed 

and Pilar does not seem to be swamped or silent. She uses 50 back channels 

(many more than the teacher's 12); for example, in four of the teacher turns, 
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Pilar uses 13,6,5, and 4 back channels respectively as she encourages, agrees, 

or responds to his ideas. 

e.g. 23 T OK. Let's, let's think about the big idea you had, 

e.g. 

because I think the second one, the one you just 
came up with can help explain the effect on these 
( _). See what I mean. Everyone wants to be with 
everyone {P:uhum} OK. Um. Everyone wants to be 
with everyone. Is that part of what's special about it? 

23 P Sure, sure {T: OK}. What I said about the neighbors 
{T: pardon}. Do you remember what you said about 
the neighbors? Like you know people share things. 

There is also friendly laughter, allied to the conversational tone. 

18 T OK. That's the happier season, right? «(laughs» ;m@ 
18 P «(laughs» There's no such thing as Halloween. /SDRfSO 15 

Well, now there's the influence of the United 
States and this is with little brats running round 
asking for candy ( _ ). And, er, but «laughs» 
we celebrate something different. For example, the 
Day of the Teacher. Teacher's Day, and that is very 
celebrated. And you go to school, and every single kid 
gives something to the teacher. And the teacher accepts 
that {T:OK}. So, you know, they really put a lot of 
pressure to give them a present «(laughs» 

Studen.t Moves and Initiations 

Pilar's moves and exchange initiations are shown in Table 9.4. Of her ten 

exchange initiations, eight occur towards the end of the conference in 

transactions 3 and 2a - actually after the main "work" of the conference from 

the teacher'S point of view. 

Nine of Pilar's student offer moves occur in multiple-move turns, and six 

of her SO moves initiate exchanges. Her student offer moves mostly give 



398 

information after the teacher's comments, but are not coded as direct SDR 

responses, since the teacher is commenting rather than directly asking for 

information. In the exerpt below, the topic is how people dress at Christmas 

time. 

e.g. 14 T It's not as strong an idea of what special is, is 
let's say, the music, or people's houses and the 
decorations. 

14 P Well, in here you know a lot of people dress, you 
know like white and green and red {T:rightl 
you know for Christmas. But you know, it's not ... 

TS 

so 

Table 9.4 

Moves and Initiations by Transaction: Pilar 

Trans- Moves Multiple-move Turns 
action SO SQ SE SOR SE.SO Others 

1 1 1 2 
2 7 (1) 3 (1) 3 18 3 SDR.SO 1 
3 1 1 (1) SE.SQ 1 (1) 

11 

2a 2 (2) 2 (1) 1 3 (2) SE.SO.SQ 1 (1) 

TOTAL MOVES (sum of single- and multiple-move turns) 

19(6) 7(4) 15 21 

( ) = exchange initiation 

Four of Pilar's SO moves correct or explain a point, or complete the 

teacher's statement. 

In multiple-move turns containing an SO move, an SE move typically 

acknowledges the teacher's utterance, and then more detail is provided. 



e.g. 21 T OK. Well let's go back to Christmas. So far it's 
a special day with a special kind of feeling in the 
day {P:yes}. Maybe is it like an excitement, something 

21 P Yeah. Everybody everybody wants to be with 
everybody 

22 T Good. Now we're getting at something that's 
(_). Why don't we write that down 
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SE.SO 

e.g. 23T ... Is that part of what's special about it? ~ 

17 

Sure, sure {T:OK}. What I said about the neighbors ISE.sol
19 

{T:pardon}. Do you remember what you said about the 
23P 

neighbors? Like you know people share things. 

Pilar asks seven questions, of which four initiate exchanges. Five 

questions occur in single-move turns and two in multiple-move turns. Her 

questions are very specific, such as her grade, procedure for handing in work, 

and confirmation about the time when the teacher would be in his office. 

Only two questions are about the essay under discussion. The two exerpts 

below show a procedural question, and a question specifically about Pilar's 

essay. 

e.g. 38P And so I give it to you on 

~ 39T On, on Monday ... 
31 

e.g. 43P All right. I just, well I just have, like you know SQ 
one question 

44T OK TR 35 

~ " 44P I I My I I (_) you know my first paragraph SQ 
is fairly short. It says {T:uhuh} urn "Christmas 
is ( ) 



Pilar's evaluation SE moves and her back channels show that her 

discourse closely follows the teacher'S utterances in a relaxed manner, 

encouraging him to go on, agreeing with him. Most are one word 

utterances, such as "yeah," "uhuh." As shown in Table 9.4, six SE occur in 

single-move turns, while nine occur in multiple-move turns. 
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Pilar's most common moves are SDR responses to teacher comments or 

questions, in which she often gives information to the teacher about a topic. 

The teacher acknowledges her SDR moves, but these are genuine exchanges 

of information, not teaching exchanges where the teacher knows the answer. 

e.g. 6P Well, in here it's more or less Santa Claus. 
You know, giving out presents or something 

SDR 5 

7 T OK. Well (_) exist. Don't you guys have 
Santa Claus? 

7P No 

8T You don't? 

8P Well, now we do, but before we didn't 

9 T Oh. OK. So, that's a difference there. What I'm 
getting at is I really want to know what's, what's 
special about it. ... 

SDR 

TQ 

SDR 

Strings of teacher-initiated IRE exchanges occur in this discourse, as 

teacher and student add details to a topic. For example, in exchanges 9 to 15, 

ideas about what is special about Christmas in EI Salvador, such as dress, 

colors, cooking and carnival, are developed in a chain of TQ/SDR/TE 3-part 

patterns. In this chain, Pilar's moves are SDR reactions to the teacher's 

moves, rather than SO offers of new information on her own initiative. 

6 
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e.g. 11 7 Ah. Well. OK. So we've got music, we've got 
carnival. What about some other special things. 
What else can you think of that's special? 

11 P Um. How people decorate their gardens {T:OK}. 
How you can see that you know different ( _ ). 
Sometimes you go in a competition. Well, not really 
a competition. People's, you know decorate the 
neighborhood especially the house. People walk around 
you know and look at everybody else's 

12 T OK. Well, let's think of writing. Let's make a list 
of these things as we talk {P:OK} You need to jot 
some of these down (pause) 

Her SOR moves are about evenly divided between short responses and 

longer explanatory SOR moves. The difference can be seen in the two 

exerpts below. 

e.g. 16 T Was it a happier time than All Saint's Day, or a TQ 
happier time than Easter, or a happier time than? 

16 P Um. Christmas is the best SOR 

e.g. 10 T OK. There's a carnival. OK. What else? Fl 

9 

13 

10 P Um. Well it's just um. Well, now we don't 
because you, there's a war. But before, urn you 
know they play music. Like, like, er {T: special 
music} everybody, everybody does. 

I SORIB 

Exchange Patterns 

There are 40 exchanges, of which Pilar initiates ten. Table 9.5 shows the 

distribution of exchange patterns in transactions. The table shows the 

predominance of 3-part patterns in this conference discourse, with the 



Table 9.5 

Exchange Patterns bX Transaction: Pilar 

Trans- 2-part 3-part 4-part 
action exchange exchange exchange 

1 1 1 1 
2 4 (1) 17 5 (1) 
3 2 (2) 
2a 2 (2) 3 (3) 

TOTAL 7 (3) 23 (5) 6 (1) 

( ) = exchanges initiated by Pilar 

majority of exchanges initated by the teacher. 

The most common 2-part patterns are: 

TS 
SE/SO (variation) 
x3 

SO/SQ (variation) 
TR 
x3 

Among the 3-part patterns are: 

TQ 
SDR 
TE.TQ 
x4 

TQ 
SDR 
TE.TExp.TQ 
x2 

TS 
SO 
TE.TS 
x2 
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5+ -part 
exchange 

3 

1 (1) 

4 (1) 

The 4- and 5+ -part patterns are concentrated in transaction 2, and tend to 

deal with further exploration of a topic. 

e.g. 19P «laughs» And there's also the day of the urn, 
the kids. Just children's day 

20 T There are other special holidays 

SO 

16 

TQ 



20P Yes, special day of the Saints 
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ISDRj16 

bhs 21 T OK. Well, let's go back to Christmas. So far ... 

Summary of Results 

This is a teacher-controlled discourse, in amount of talk, and initiation of 

exchanges, especially of 3-part patterns. Pilar asks few questions about her 

own work and mainly responds to the teacher's comments by SDR, SO, SE 

and back channel moves. Yet, she is by no means submerged in the 

discourse. The use of SE moves and back channels, her relaxed laughter, and 

informative content of her SDR moves show a conversational-style ease on 

Pilar's part. 



Len; - Conference with Teacher R 

The conference lasted 25 minutes in the teachers office. Because of 

scheduling problems, a few minutes at the beginning and the end of the 

conference are missing. 

Conference Plan 

Transaction 

1 

2 

3 

Topic 

Chat about another Dutch student 

Business about conference sheet 

Discussion of Leni's essay on Queen's Day in Holland 

Student Participation 

Amount of Student Talk 
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Leni had 37 turns, and spoke 423+ words, which was 11.6 % of total words 

spoken. Her turns were not long, whereas many of the teachers turns were, 

especially towards the end of the conference, when he summed up what he 

wanted Leni to do for revision. Yet Leni is not overshadowed by the 

teachers volume of talk. The tone of their discourse is relaxed and 

conversational, and she is very reactive to the teachers talk, producing 63 

back channel words, especially during the teacher monologs. For example, 

during teacher turn 33, Leni interjects 12 back channels into the 749 teacher 

words. 

Early in the conference, the teacher seems to allow Leni time for her 

turns. She speaks slowly and deliberately, and the teacher encourages her as 

she pauses. 
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e.g. 8T Paragraphs are hard to write in? ~ 6 
9L Urn::: er when I write my main focus is on SD 

something in my mind. And I just write and 
{T:OK} my organization isn't 

9T Isn't in there in the first draft ~ TExp. 

10L No SE 7 

lOT Good TE 

llL Urn, probably because my main focus is in my SO 
mind, and my organization isn't that good, the 
development in the story doesn't come out {T:OK} 
the way you want to see it. 

At turn 10 T, the teacher waits and encourages Leni to verbalize her 

thoughts. Also note the coding for Leni's turn 9. The first part of her turn is 

her SDR response to the previous teacher question, but she then seems to go 

on with a new development of her thoughts on writing, which is hinted at 

by her intonation, not only by words, and so I coded the second part as an SO 

offered comment. 

In another exerpt, the teacher again waits and allows Leni to initiate at 

turn 14 L, even though she is speaking slowly and deliberately. 

e.g. 13 T OK. OK. We'll discuss that too .,/I 

14 L OK. Urn::: well, the third question was "whether 
your paper makes clear what is your main idea" 

14 T Is that clear? 

TE 7 

TQ 

15 L My main idea is to tell readers what the Queen's SDR 
Day is about 

8 
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Although Leni speaks slowly while thinking, the discourse is also 

characterized by close latching and overlaps. 

e.g. 

e.g. 

6T 

7L 

. .. what about my comments on your paper. What 
comments do you find confusing (_) that you 
haven't been able to read, or might have been written 
in Greek , 
I 
No, urn,I, I understand tham all ... 

At times, the speakers complete each other's utterances. 

TQ 

5 

SDR 

9L . . . And I just write, and {T:OK} my 
organization isn't 

SDre; 

9T Isn't in there in the first draft frS/
7 

Leni sometimes interrupts the teacher, in order to defend ner work. 

e.g. 28 T ... which is telling me what it's about. OK. {L:uhuh} 

e.g. 

But, I'm a: I, I'm almost 

30 L Isn't that line good enough as an introduction? (_) 

29 T It is, but you can make this easier on yourself, and all 
that organization that you find more difficult - you 
find so difficult, by going through and finding what 
that focus was you had. In other words, what gives you 16 
support for this assertion. The assertion is , 

I 
31 L Well, yeah, but I wrote down - what my main focus SE.SO 

is, ... 

Leni also corrects the teacher on occasion. 

19 T '" They represent er the Prince, right, 
Bernhardt. Well 

20 L His Royal Highness 

TS 



e.g. 

20 T His Royal Highness, oh, sorry 

31 T . .. OK. I've made by assertion quote, 

I I 
quote ((laughs» 33L 

31 T «continued» correct. And, and I've given you three 
reasons ... 
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TS 

17 
SO 

Much of this discourse is accompanied by good humor as the speakers 

latch turns closely together, complete each other's statements, correct or 

interrupt each other. 

e.g. 

e.g. 

e.g. 

12 T Sure. OK. We'll discuss that 

13 L In a proper way. OK «(laughs» 

22 T OK, it's H.RH. {L:yeah} OK. I thought that was 
something, it stood for something else 

23 L Ah! ((laughs». You should know that 

23 T His Royal Highness. We don't have that here in 
America ... 

24 T .. ' And he gives me information such as, on the 
5th of December in Holland {L:((Iaughs))} a a big 
annual celebration is called 

26 L ((laughs» I didn't do that! ((laughs» ( _ ) did it 

25 T Why not? 

27 L Because ((laughs» 

26 T Because. OK. And then ... 

7 
TE 

SE 

TE.TExp. 

SE 

TE.TExp. 

TS 

SE 

TQ 

SDR 

TE.TS 

12 

13 



Leni is ready to protest and defend herself (as above in turn 26 L), to 

explain what she has written or said, sometimes in SO offered comments, 

408 

and sometimes in SE evaluation, feedback moves. 

e.g. 34 L I did my best! 

32 T I know. No. And you've improved quite a bit ... 

I SEIlS 
~xp. 

Student Moves and Initiations 

Leni's moves and exchange initiations are shown in Table 9.6. The most 

frequent moves are student evaluation moves, which when coupled with 

the 63 back channels, emphasize Leni's reactive and discourse-sustaining 

behavior. While she initiated only six exchanges, Leni is an active 

participant in the discourse with her 15 student offer moves. 

Table 9.6 

Moves and Initiations by Transaction: Leni 

Trans- Moves Multiple-move Turns 
action SO SQ SE SDR SE.SO Others 

1 1 
2 1 1 3 
3 7 (2) 2 9 (1) 5 6 (2) SDR.SO 2 (1) 

TOTAL MOVES (sum of single- and multiple-move turns) 
15(5) 3 17(1) 10 

( ) = exchange initiations 
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In seven of her turns Leni uses SO moves to explain a point. 

e.g. 16 T ... and most important, what you just said, how it's TE.TE 
important. What it is that's special to the Dutch people, S 
because no-one else is Dutch, with the exception of the 
young man we were discussing 

17 L No, that's, that's hard to explain about {T:OK}. Er, it's 
important to the nation {T:OK} because, er that day 
we are a real nation {T:okay:: OK}. What we have in 
every country in different ways ... 

As seen previously, Leni also corrects the teacher in four instances by 

student offer moves. 

e.g. 26 T ... OK, we've got this concept of specialness now, in TS 
the introduction. Urn. ''lt is one holiday and it's 

10 

called - II 14 

28 L It's a one-day holiday so 

There are only two instances when Leni introduces new topics by SO 

moves. 

e.g. 14 L OK. UM::: Well. The third question was whether 
your paper makes clear what it your main idea. 

SE.SO 

Leni asks only three questions, only one with any substantive content - a 

type of protest in turn 30 L "Isn't that line good enough as an introduction?" 

Leni's SE moves are numerous. Some are humorous responses to the 

teacher's utterances; others are very short acknowledgments of the teacher's 

turn, while others are longer evaluative comments. For example, 

in turn 33 , the teacher urges Leni to make her thesis statement near the 

beginning of her writing, not at the end. Leni replies with an SE move: 

"maybe that's the way they teach us in Dutch!" and laughs (turn 36 L). 



In her direct response SDR moves, Leni gives explanations and 

amplifications of her points. 
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e.g. 2T 

2L 

.. , Brought your urn reference sheet? 

Yes, I'm trying to look for it, and it's underneath 
all - my - {T:OK} other ( _ ). Here it is 

~2 
e.g. 14T Is that clear? 

15 L My main idea is to tell readers what the Queen's 
Day is about 

TQ 

15 T OK. Good ... , Give me the ways that you're gonna\. ... ~., ... .., 
to tell your readers that. How're you gonna to show 
your readers how important Queen's Day is. 

16 L Well. It has two meanings: and that's {T:OK} SDR 
probably the ( _ ) urn ... 

Exchange Patterns 

8 

9 

There are 19 exchanges (plus one incompletely recorded), of which Leni 

initiates six. Table 9.7 shows the distribution of exchange patterns. 

Table 9.7 

Exchange Patterns by Transaction: Leni 

Trans- 2-part 3-part 4-part 5+-part 
action exchange exchange exchange exchange 

1 1 
2 1 1 1 
3 1 (1) 5 3 (2) 6 (3) 

TOTAL 1 (1) 7 4 (2) 7 (3) 

( ) = exchanges initiated by Leni 
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There is a notable lack of 2-part patterns, and a fairly large number of 4-

and 5+ -part exchanges (four 5-part exchanges, two B-part, and one II-part 

exchange). In these long exchanges, speakers co-operate to develop a topic. 

For example, in exchange 13 the teacher comments on the way in which Leni 

wrote about the significance of the flower parade as a symbol of peace and 

togetherness. 

e.g. 23T . .. Now the flower parade is given about three- TS 
quarters to four-fifths of the development of 
the paper 

24 L What? 

24 T Isn't that correct? 

SQ 

TQ 

13 

The teacher goes on and the exchange contains a total of eight turns. All 

these moves are woven closely together in tone into one complex exchange, 

with Leni squeezing in turns which are almost back channels. 

The patterns are varied, with none exactly the same. 

Summary of Results 

This is an interesting conference, for the apparent domination by the 

teacher does not seem to discourage the student. The teacher's evaluation 

moves in the 3-part exchanges are encouraging moves, not 

acknowledgments of the "correctness" of Leni's responding move. The 

discourse is closely woven, friendly, and humorous. Although the student 

does not initiate many exchanges or ask many questions, she is an active 

participant, defending and explaining her work, in varied exchange patterns. 
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Carlos - Conference with Teacher R 

The conference lasted 30 minutes and took place in Teacher R's office. 

Conference Plan 

Transaction Topic 

1 Discussion of midterm essay, which was written about a 
color photograph of a well-known painting 

2 Discussion of topic for next essay on a national festival 

3 Arrangements for another conference 

Student Participation 

Amount of Student Talk 

Carlos had 43 turns, and spoke 955 words, plus 60 back channels, 

compared with the teacher's 4077 words and 21 back channels. Thus, Carlos 

spoke 19% of the total number of words. There were several monologs by 

Teacher R, spread throughout the conference, in contrast to Carlos's shorter 

turns. As with Pilar and Leni, Carlos was at ease, and participated freely with 

Teacher R, in spite of the teacher's domination of amount of talk and topic. 

Student Moves and Initiations 

The distribution of Carlos's moves and exchange initiations is found in 

Table 9.8. From these figures we can see the high proportion of student offer 

SO and student question moves, in contrast to directed response SDR moves. 

While the number of evaluation SE moves is small, Carlos also uses 60 back 



channels during the teacher's turns, so that both as an initiator and as a 

responder, Carlos was quite active. 

Table 9.8 

Moves and Initiations b~ Transaction: Carlos 

Trans- Moves Multiple-move Turns 
action SO SQ SE SDR SE.SO Others 

1 11 (8) 5 (5) 3 SO.SQ 1 
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2 4 (3) 1 (1) 1 6 2 (1) SO.SQ 1 (1) 
SDRSQ 1 

3 2 (2) 1 (1) 3 1 

TOTAL MOVES (sum of single- and multiple-move turns) 
21(14) 10(8) 6 11 

( ) = exchange initiations 

Carlos initiated 22 out of 38 exchanges. 'This behavior is especially notable 

at the beginning of the conference, when he initiated ten out of the first 13 

exchanges, including the first six exchanges. 

At the beginning of the conference, Carlos uses SO moves to make 

excuses. 

e.g. Ie 
IT 

2C 

2T 

I don't have my paper with me 

No ((laughs» 

See, er, I had a terrible week ahead. A pretty big 
exam and I ( _ ) 

I I Yeah. Loaded I I down with math 
and science 

l:)l 
F12 
6J 
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Carlos also opens the main discussion part of the conference with an SO. 

e.g. 3C 

3T 

«comments on why he left his paper behind» 
. .. I thought I put everything down right away. 
You said ( _ ) a good description, an' er 

'en, 'en the content was, was very good ... 

At times, Carlos wants help or advice, which he invites by SO comments. 

e.g. 6C You see, er, I'm writing a lot, and I'm just like, er, I SO 
dunno «laughs». I don't seem to be getting it. 
You see, because, er, my introduction suggests from 
( _ ) all right, you know {T:yes} not great, or anything. 

And I guess, but the contents is all right, but I'm 
getting lost everywhere else. 

Sometimes the teacher's TS moves do not directly address Carlos's 

concerns, so he uses an SO move to state his problem. 

e.g. 13 C See, because, because I've been trying to do that, SO 
and I, I you know I've been writing freewriting, 
and I've been trying to do that, that exactly that 
right now. You know ...... but what I think you, I 
found this is ( _) in relating my ideas well, or I'm 
just like changing like one from one thing to another 
without transition. 

At other times the teacher interrupts Carlos. In the following exerpt, they 

are talking about Carlos's topic for the next essay on a national festival. 

Carlos has picked the 15th birthday celebration for Mexican girls as his topic. 

e.g. 25 C See, but that's not like if you don't want to talk 
about this, you, you might just like, narrow it 
down {T: yes, sure} because what I want to talk 
about is what 

SO 

24 T This is in, in general {C:OK} what you want to do T5 
is draw the reader into the topic ( _). Remember 
about ''The Kiss" {C:yes} you know «(laughs» it 
really grabs you, because I want to get to read this. 

21 
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It's the concept you want to have in your mind ... 

In the above exerpt, the teacher has interrupted Carlos, who wanted to 

talk about the actual focus of his essay, by making generalized statements 

about focus and introductions. Carlos seeks to bring the conference back to 

his specific topic. 

e.g. 26 C I want, I want to write, I'm focussing on that the SO 
meaning of this ceremonial celebration. It's a the 
transition of a person from childhood into a full 
adult {T:OK} OK, and er, I don't know, I sort of. Oh 
sorry {T: go ahead} I sort of uh put that in the 
introduction paragraph ... 

Carlos relies mostly on SO offered comment moves when discussing his 

writing, and uses questions more for administrative business. Some of his 

questions are fairly simple confirmation questions. 

e.g. 37T . .. But bring the other one as well, 'cos we can TS 

37C The assignment? SQ 

e.g. 16C I'm sure I've got. This one, right? SO.SQ 

e.g. 19C So that's wrong, right? SQ 

Other confirmation questions are part of more complex turns. In the 

exerpt below, Carlos is referring to a Freida Kalho painting, which has an 

obvious jungle background. 

e.g. 18 C So you, let's say - er - if I write it about, urn, SQ 
let's say my idea across, getting in the first 
paragraph would be about nature; and, and one 
of the paragraphs following I wrote about, I dunno, 
about her the the impression of her being in the 
city or something. That would be totally out, right? 

Carlos also makes direct requests for advice or information about his 
work. 



e.g. 4C 

4T 

5C 

I don't know if you, you don't remember my 
paper do you? 

Oh,I do. Ido 

Um, see, because I, I, ah, you told me my 
conclusion was good, and you made comments 
on it 

F14 
lJ 
so 

e.g. 10 T «makes comments on the order of main ideas in TS 
an essay» . .. The reason is you want to build 
your case. You want to keep the reader's interest 

12 C Would that be in the conclusion, or in the last SQ 
paragraph that leads to the conclusion? 

Carlos is also conversational in his use of questions, as shown below in 

discussing 15th birthday celebrations. 

e.g. 24 C It's a big thing. I don't know if you've ever 
seen one? 

SO.SQ 
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As we saw in Table 9.8, Carlos uses only six SE evaluation moves. Some 

are made when he has received instructions in transaction 3 about coming to 

the next conference, and he relies with "yeah" or other brief SE moves. 

In contrast, Carlos's direct response SDR moves are not just short replies 

to teacher questions, but can be extensive turns, occurring mostly in 

transaction 2 when the teacher asks about Carlos's proposed essay topic. 

e.g. 21 T OK. Perhaps the main concept of this is the 
importance of the, just the intrinsic interest 
in the holiday. Is it an interesting holiday? Is it 
important? 

23 C Ah, it's not a holiday {T:oh}. It's sort of a SDR 
{T: a celebration?}. Yes. Just the 15th birthday. 
But it's, it's 

22 T Oh, a typical custom 

19 



e.g. 33 T ... I don't know, I mean how long, how long 
does this 15th birthday 1st? Is it a whole 
day of events? 

33 C Well, it's a night. It's pretty much like a wedding, 
you know. You go there. .. «continues with 
description» 

Exchange Patterns 
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There are 38 exchanges, of which Carlos initiates 22, as shown in Table 9.9. 

The number of 2-part exchanges is notable, because the majority are initiated 

by Carlos, whereas the 3-part exchanges are mainly initiated by the teacher. 

There is also a low number of 4- and 5+ -part exchanges, perhaps indicating a 

fairly direct treatment of topic, and reasonably good mutual understanding 

of each other's utterances. 

Table 9.9 

Exchange Patterns by Transaction: Carlos 

Trans- 2-part 3-part 4-part 
action exchange exchange exchange 

1 10 (10) 6 (2) 1 (1) 
2 8 (5) 6 2 (1) 
3 4 (2) 
TOTAL 22 (17) 12 (2) 3 (2) 

( ) = exchanges initiated by Carlos 

The most common 2-part exchange patterns are: 

so 
TS 
x6 

SQ 
TR 
x3 

SQ 
TR.TS 
x2 

5+-part 
exchange 

1 (1) 
1 (1) 

TS 
SE 
x2 



Common 3-part patterns are: 

TQ (variation) 
SDR 
TE (variation) 
x6 

TS 
SO 
TR/TE/TS/TQ (variation) 
x3 
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Notable in these teacher initiated 3-part patterns are discussion of topics, 

in which the teacher is genuinely seeking information or clarification, not 

asking for an answer which he already knows. The teacher's evaluation 

move is thus encouragement, or a simple acknowledgment of Carlos's 

words. 

e.g. 7T OK. And, and your impression was that she 
day-dreaming, but there was also, did you also say 
that it was nostalgic {C: er, er} was that your paper? 
{C: er} What else was the main idea? 

9 C I, I started with a sort of describe - describing 
place {T: OK} Describing the place, and then ah 
making a statement that she's, ah, she's there, but 
she doesn't appear to be there. 

8T OK 

Summary of Results 

TE 

In this conference, Carlos appears as an active initiator and responder, in 

spite of long teacher monologs. Carlos tries to get his concerns addressed by 

the teacher, often in 2- part exchange patterns initiated by the student. On 

the other hand, in the teacher-initiated 3-part exchange patterns the teacher 

discusses topics related to Carlos's essay, but for which the teacher does not 

have all the "answers." 



Chen - Conference with Teacher R 

The conference lasted 23 minutes and took place in Teacher R's office. 

Both Chen and Li were present at a pair / teacher conference because Chen 

had not attended an individual student/ teacher conference earlier in the 

semester. Students were supposed to discuss each other's essay drafts, 

having previously exchanged drafts. I had to leave before the end. 

Conference Plan 

Transaction 

1 

2 

3 

Topic 

Discussion of Chen's essay draft 

Discussion of Li's essay draft 

Directions from teacher about handing in final draft 

Student Participation 

Amount of Student Talk 
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Student participation was very limited: Chen spoke 61 words in 12 turns, 

plus 6 back channels, and Li spoke 109 words in 11 turns, plus 2 back 

channels. Teacher R's turns were consistently long and he spoke 4371 words. 

Talk was thus completely dominated by the teacher, who often elaborated on 

the short student turns by using material from their draft essays. Student/ 

student comments on each other's drafts were rare, and short. In the 

following exerpt, Li comments on his own draft, and Chen joins in the 

discussion with a suggestion about categories. 

e.g. 3L I notice that there's too many, (too) many in here 
(- ) F17 
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12 T Right. There's there's 

4L 

BC 

(_) the original, what it's like 

( _ ) what kind of categories 

TE 

«continued» SO 

SO 

13 T OK. Let's think about those categories for a second 

9C It's the (_) 

14 T OK. Let me give you an example ... 

The teacher did not ask direct questions much, but gave long monologs 

in which he commented on the content of the essays, and so the students did 

not have much opportunity to explain their own work to the teacher or each 

other. 

Student Moves and Initiations 

Chen's and Li's moves are shown in Table 9.10. 

Table 9.10 

Moves and Initiations b~ Transaction: Chen and Li 

Trans- Moves - Chen Moves - Li 
action SO SQ SDR SO SQ SDR 

1 5 2 
2 4 (1) 6 (2) 1 (SE.SQ) 1 
3 1 2 (1) 1 (1) 

TOTAL 5 (1) 2 (1) 5 6 (2) 2 (1) 3 

( ) = exchange initiations 

7 
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Notably these results show the absence of 5E evaluative moves, of 

multiple-move turns (except for one instance by Li), and low back channels, 

in contrast with the results for other students at conferences. 

Of the 11 student offered comment SO moves, four are "continued" SO 

moves (one by Chen, and three byLi). Such moves occur when the teacher 

interrupts an SO move, and the student then amplifies the original SO 

move in his next tum. 

e.g. 6C 

lOT 

7C 

I've not yet read this, er 

Oh, you haven't read it? 

Cos I read the draft ( _ ) 

TE 

«continued» SO 6 

e.g. 

llT 

8L 

17T 

9L 

Oh. This is, this is the draft? Oh. You read an earlier 
one. OK. Let me see ... 

In my rough draft I ( _ ) the five uh categories 

Uhuh. OK. And this ( _ ) 

And explain. But er, it's hard for me «continued» 
to, you want me to tell {T:OK} write more 
write more 

18 T Well. There's no reason you can't have every single 
piece of information ... 

There are only four student questions (two by each student, with one 

question by each student initiating an exchange). In the exerpt below, Chen 

and Li both ask confirmation questions on specific writing matters, after very 

long teacher turns, and both of them also ask a question about the class 

business of handing in drafts. 

10 



e.g. 18 T 

10L 

«412 words suggesting that Li could use more 
examples of the richness of the Chinese writing 
symbols used to write poetry» ... to draw this out 

II Isee I I 
You mean I only have to choose er several words 
and er describe them and compare them with English 

19 T Basically ... «1332 words commenting on Li's draft. 
Teacher begins transaction 3 on handing in essay» 

10C Um. You mean the final version? 

20 T . .. ... «45 words» 

11 L Can I give you the - Tuesday, because I have a test 
Monday 

21 T On Monday. .. .., ... 

11 C So what I need to do is {T:yep} summarize 

22 T Summarize is what you should do ... 
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TS 

SE.SQ 

Student directed responses (SDR) are concentrated in transation 1 when 

Chen's essay was discussed. However, only one of the teacher questions 

resulted in Li giving an SDR involving much thought, as shown below: 

11 

14 

e.g. 2T 

2L 

What what is he talking about. What's his point 
here in this paper? 

He compares two words two 

A2 
iSDRI 

3T II OK what what II 

2 L «continued» different meanings of "born" {T:OK}. It's more 
meaningful in Chinese, than ( _ ) 



Other SDR moves involved simple information replies to teacher 

questions. 

e.g. 14T 

5L 

e.g. 4T 

lC 

5T 

... what did you write about for your, for your 
custom? 

In er the moon festival. The moon festival 

. .. Did you understand my few comments. Were 
the comments ((laughs» I wrote. Some were here 
and some there. Most! y these are the ones I 
meant. Urn 

( _) It's not ( _) it's hard to read your writing 

Pardon? 
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M 
ISDRI8 

SDR 3 

TQ 

2C Hard to read your handwriting «repeat» SDR 

Exchange Patterns 

There were only 14 exchanges, of which Chen initiated two, and Li three. 

This low number of exchanges reflects the low amount of student 

participation in general. Table 9. 11 shows the distribution of exchange 

patterns. The small numbers of 2- and 3-part exchange patterns are to be 

expected, given the general lack of interaction in this conference and low 

student initiation. In addition, the teacher did not address many questions 

to the students, so that there are few 3-part teacher-initiated exchanges. On 

the other hand, the number of 4- and 5+ -part exchange patterns is often the 

result of exchanges in which one or both students offer an SO comment, and 

are then interrupted by the teacher, or have to make an SDR move to repeat 

their first move. At times, student and teacher work together to establish 
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Table 9. 11 

Exchange Patterns b~ Transaction: Chen and Li 

Transaction 2-part 3-part 4-part 5+ -part 

1 Chen 1 2 
Ii 1 1 

2 Chen 1 (1) 
Ii 2 2 (1) 1 (1) 

3 Chen 2(1) 
Ii 1 (1) 

TOTAL 2 (1) 3 6 (3) 3 (1) 

meaning or develop the topic, but the student's contribution is usually very 

short, as shown below: 

e.g. 11 C So what I need to do is {T:yep} summarize 

22 T Summarize is what you should do. Get, maybe 
make your assertion a little stronger. That's what I'm 
looking for in your paper. I think you've come very 
close to making that a really strong statement about how 
rich that one point is. And then you've. I mean you've 
got wonderful development in it. Now come. I would 
like you to do something that's probably the most 
difficult thing to do. I would like you to tie more 
directly in to that idea. 

12 C Cultural heritage SO 

23 T Yeah, that's that's ... 

These examples of exchange patterns show how the teacher not only 

acknowledges what the students says, but always goes on with an additional 

14 



comment himself, so that there are long teacher turns between student 

moves, rather than a give-and-take of alternating shorter turns by each 

interlocutor. 

Summary of Results 
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This conference consists of many long teacher monologs, with few 

student comments offering or discussing topics. There are a few student 

questions, which seem to show student concerns with specific, not global 

writing matters. SDR moves are simple responses, but there are few student 

reactions to teacher moves, except for some back channels. The teacher 

dominates, and the students are mainly passive, unable, or unwilling to 

participate in discussion of their essays. 
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Li - Conference with Teacher R 

The conference lasted 30 minutes in the teacher's office. Since the teacher 

had not been able to read a copy of Li's essay before the conference, he had to 

scan the draft Li brought with him, which restricted detailed discussion. 

Conference Plan 

Transaction 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Topic 

Business about copies of the draft 

Discussion of picking the essay topic 

Discussion on essay as teacher rapidly reads it (main 
part of conference) 

Discussion of rewriting essay 

Talk on ways to improve writing in general 

Student Participation 

Amount of Student Talk 

Li spoke 471 words in 40 turns, plus 8 back channels, compared with the 

teacher's 40 turns, 4134 words and 21 back channels. This meant that Li 

spoke 10.2 % of the total words. All Li's longest turns occur during 

transaction 3, as he gives additional information on his essay topic, the 

moon festival, in two offered SO comments and four student SDR responses 

to teacher questions. The teacher's longest turns consist mostly of glosses on 

Li's essay, which accompany the teacher'S first reading. 
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Student Moves and Initiations 

The distribution of Li's moves and initiations is shown in Table 9.12. 

These :figures show that SO and SDR moves are almost equal, and that there 

are few questions or student evaluation moves. There are seven exchange 

initiations, of which all except one are student offer SO moves. 

Table 9.12 

Moves and Initiations b~ Transaction: Li 

Trans- Moves Multiple-move turns 
action SO SQ SE SDR SE.SO Others 

1 1 1 
2 3 (1) 5 
3 6 (2) 7 2 (1) 
4 1 (1) 2 
5 5 (2) 1 2 3 SDR.SQ 1 

TOTAL MOVES (sum of single- and multiple-move turns) 
17(6) 3(1) 4 19 

( ) = exchange initiations 

Li uses SO moves for several different purposes, C'ne of which is to 

explain his intentions. Neither of the following examples follow directly the 

topic which the teacher was pursuing, and it seems as if Li is driven to offer 

these comments in order to get the topic back to his interests. 

e.g. 

e.g. 

10 L I'm trying to give more detail in this paper {T:OK} 
I'm trying to just er tell, tell the reader the story of 
that custom 

14 L In the second, er third paragraph, at the beginning 
{T:OK} I was er in the second ( _ ) it was the 

SO 

SO 
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(third) one {T:OK} I describe er each story. I think the. 
IT I write that kind. IT the reader read the second draft. 
But it didn't have the title for the paragraph 

Li also offers some humorous comments, showing that he is not too 

overwhelmed by the teacher's control of the discourse. He says that he finds 

the teacher'S handwriting hard to read. 

e.g. 24T Oh, printing? My goodness, that's TE 

24L I I Yes, printing I I I SE 

Your writing is, is too difficult to read SO 
I i 

25T You can't read it at all? What you should do 

25L I can guess ((laughs» 

Li also uses SO moves to add extra information to topics already 

introduced. 

e.g. 30T Have you used a thesaurus before? TQ 

30L No 

31 T Thesaurus is basically a word book 

31 L I have, I have one SO 

32T Oh, you have one TE 

32L Yes. Roget's SDR 

33T Uhum. Roget's Thesaurus. OK The best, really ... TE 

. .. «exchange number 27 occurs here)} 

34T ... Do you have a thesaurus in your computer? 

34L Yes SDR 

3ST You can use that, although the computer TE.TS 
thesauruses aren't the greatest. But they're there. 

19 

20 

25 

26 

28 



35L 

36T 

And they usually have quite a list of words. You 
can use that 

( _ ) pick up a lot of words 

Er. OK. I've just started to use the thesaurus in the 
computer myself ... 
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This discussion on the use of thesauri demonstrates a coding problem in 

this conference discourse. Some of Li's moves could be coded either as SO 

offerings or as SDR responses to the teacher'S comments, and the line is hard 

to draw. At times, Li's moves seem to be offers, yet they follow on from an 

on-going topic, and do not function to introduce new information on an 

existing topic or a completely new topic. Such moves seem more like 

"indirect" SDR responses to the teacher's turn, particularly because there is 

not a close match always between the content of the teacher's long turn and 

Li's turn. It often seems that Li is not happy with the teacher's long but 

rather general glosses on the essay draft, and wants much more specific 

comments. 

In the example below, Li's turn 3 is clearly a response to the teacher'S 

preceding move, but it is not as easy to decide if turn 4 Li is a response, or a 

new comment. 

e.g. 3T 

3L 

4T 

So tell me first how it went. How was the 
assignment. Was it difficult? Was it hard to, 
to get all your ideas down? 

Er::: I think it's easy to (_) {T:OK} It's hard to 
find the special one to write 

To write about 

TQ 

SDR 3 

TE 
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4L It's easy, easier to find a custom or {T:OK} they 
have to (_) 

~3 
In other instances, it is difficult to decide how to code a student move in 

exchanges when Li seems to be interrupting the teacher with what could be 

interpreted as new information, or as a response to the teacher's move. 

e.g. 

e.g. 

12 T .. 0 It's all good background information. Er ((looks 
through papers» Do you have 
I I 

12 L The reason I put the the the second ( _ ) the second, 
the third is not that I did the homework 

20 T What I what I would say about the conclusion is to TS 
help tie it all together. That's the main purpose of 
your conclusion. Help the reader see how your ideas 
fit and help your reader again get a little more 
emphasis on why it's important. But I think the last 
thing you did is, is very effective, it 
j I 

20 L I just try to tell the reader to know know who we SO 
celebrate the {T:OK} the festival 

10 

16 

In the above examples, Li's moves 12 and 20 have been coded as SO, as he 

appears to be interrupting the teacher's turn in order to focus on his 

information, or to make his own point. Whether Li is actually "responding" 

to the content of the teacher's utterance is hard to assess. 

Direct response SDR moves are Li's most frequently used move, totalling 

19. At times, the teacher asks questions to which he does not know the 

answers, and Li's response gives this information. 

e.g. 15 T . .. What about this first story. What is it about? TQ 13 

15 L It's, it's a a. It's a. It's a myth about the, about the SDR 
(woman) whose, the first man in the land on 
the moon 



e.g. 

e.g. 

llT 

llL 

... You say that children listen to the stories of 
the moon from old people 

Er::: Right. It's er. We agree the moon is a mystery 
{T:is a mystery. OK} for Chinese. Then for the 
children, the children hear this story of the moon 
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~9 
Other SDR moves are simple answers to conference ''business'' questions. 

2 T D'you have it or do I have it? rul 
2 L I think you have it ISDR\2 

In still other cases, Li responds to more open questions by the teacher, 

thus taking the opportunity to speak on his own choice of topic. 

e.g. 8 T . .. Did you have any problems? How the ideas C)Q 
followed? 7 , 
i 

8 L The problem is I don't have much time to write this SDR 

e.g. 29 T OK. Well, Do you have any more questions or 
comments. Things that you'd like to do in class. 
Well. Or practice anything at all. Feedback? 

29 L I just want (_) I want to improve my vocabulary 
ability. Can you tell me how? 

Li's questions and evaluative SE moves are very infrequent. 

Exchange Patterns 

There were 32 exchanges, of which Li initiated seven. Table 9.13 shows 

the distribution of exchange patterns. 

In this conference, the 2-part exchanges are mostly initiated by Li, while 

the teacher initiates all but one of the 3-part exchanges, which are the most 

common pattern. The large number of 3-part exchanges and the low 

24 
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number of exchange initiations by Li reflect the teacher-dominated nature of 

this conference. 

Table 9.13 

Exchange Patterns bX Transaction: Li 

Trans- 2-part 3-part 
action exchange exchange 

1 1 1 
2 1 (1) 3 
3 2 (2) 7 
4 1 (1) 2 
5 2 (1) 5(1) 
TOTAL 7 (5) 18 (1) 

The most common patterns are: 

SO TQ 
SDR 

4-part 
exchange 

1 
2 (1) 

1 
4 (1) 

TE/TS/TQ (variation) 
x3 TE/TS/TQ (variation) 
(variation) 

x9 

Summarx of Results 

5+ -part 
exchange 

1 
1 

1 
3 

TS 
SO 
TE/1Q 

x6 

In this conference, we see a student whose discourse is apparently 

dominated by the teacher's moves, as shown in the high proportion of 3-part 

teacher-initiated exchange patterns, and number of student direct response 

moves. Yet, the student does manage to make a fairly large number of 

offered comments, sometimes by apparently interrupting the teacher, as he 

seizes chances to offer explanations, or defend his writing, and tries to make 

specific comments in contrast to the rather general comments of the teacher. 
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Obe - Conference with Teacher A 

The conference lasted 27 minutes and took place in the lobby of the main 

library. Student and teacher sat with the recorder between them, but 

recording conditions were poor because of background noise. Teacher A's 

voice was very low, so not all of her words could be transcribed. 

Conference Plan 

Transaction 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Topic 

Discussion of Obe's essay on marriage cust01r.S, which 
had already been read and commented on by peer 
reviewer and teacher. 

"Business" about due dates 

Teacher chats with Obe about Czechoslovakia 

Leave-taking 

Student Participation 

Amount of Student Talk 

Obe spoke 1414 words in 93 turns, plus 120 back channels. Teacher A 

spoke 1569+ words in 92 turns, plus 27 back channels. However, because the 

teacher's discourse could not all be transcribed, the number of words 

reported for her is lower than actual words spoken. Obe spoke 47.4 % of the 

total words spoken, and he is the student with the highest number of words 

spoken during a conference. There were no long monologs by the teacher, 

and her questioning behavior probably contributed to the amount of student 

talk. 



Although Obe initiated three of the transactions (1,2 and 4), the teacher 

was still in control of the discourse. In transaction 1, which was the main 
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part of the conference, she went through Obe's essay with comments and 

suggestions, and there are low numbers of student comments and questions, 

compared with student SDR responses. The teacher asked a lot of questions 

in order to understand the essay content; and transaction 3, in which the 

teacher chats with Obe about his experiences in Czechoslovakia, is initiated 

and dominated by the teacher's questions. 

However, there is an easy, conversational feel to this conference. Back 

channels are very high for Obe, as he follows the teacher's comments, and 

close latching is also a prominent feature. 

e.g. 

e.g. 

e.g. 

llT . .. Do you think that this is, what people do here in 
America, in the U.S. and Europe, is really the same 
all over the world? 

I 

120 Not really. But, OK But I 

12T I, I mean. OK I, I just want you to be careful ... 

17T They have different customs to each 
I I 

180 Customs, everything different 

Overlaps also occur in the discourse. 

49 T Privilege is, if you have, if you've been 
married officially ( _ ) 

49 0 I I Yeah, privilege, yes ( _) I I 

TQ 
9 

SDR.SO 

TE.TS 

(JD 
SO 

40 
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Student Moves and Initiations 

The distribution of Obe's moves and exchange initiations by transaction is 

shown in Table 9.14. From these figures we can see that although Obe made 

a fairly high number of SO and SQ moves, his response moves are very 

high. Yet there is little sense that Obe is a passive partner in this conference, 

even though it is teacher-controlled. 

Table 9.14 

Moves and Initiations by Transaction: Obe 

Trans- Moves 
action SO SQ SE SDR 

1 12 (1) 2 (1) 7 35 
(1) 

1(1) 
2 2 (2) 2 

3 1 4 6 
4 2 (2) 2 (1) 2 

Multiple-move turns 
SE.SO Others 

5 SDR.SO 5 

SDR.SE 1 
SE.SQ 

SDRSO 1 
SE.SQ 1(1) 

SDRSO 2 

TOTAL MOVES (sum of single- and multiple-move turns) 
28(4) 12(6) 17 52 

( ) = exchange initiations 

The SDR moves are concentrated in transaction 1, and are the result of 

the teacher's genuine interest and need for more information in order to 

understand the cultural aspect of his essay. 

e.g. 18 T And the, the two wedding customs are in their own rTQ\ 14 
language? ,--, 



e.g. 

190 I say three, three of them {T:three of them} where, 
where we are 

21 T Is Creole one of the official languages? 

22 0 OK. Creole is written, but we do our studies ( _ ) 
in Portuguese, because not, not everybody speaks 
Portuguese 
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~14 

~
Q 

17 
SDR 

The teacher also asks questions out of social interest. 

e.g. 76 T Did you enjoy living in Czechoslovakia? 

760 Yes 

77 T Were you a student there? 

770 Yes. I was a student there. I was studying there 

(fQl66 
~ 
(fQl67 
~ 

Some teacher moves were not easy to code: when the teacher checks and 

confirms Obe's meaning in his essay, her turns are either teacher statements 

or questions. 

e.g. 27T 

280 

e.g. 49T 

490 

SOT 

500 

51 T 

In the following examples, such moves are coded TQ. 

So you're saying ( _ ) 18 groups arranged 
differently, and some of them are closer 

Yeah. Some, some are closer. Some are closer. 
Like for example ( _ ) from ( _) and the ... 

TQ 
22 

SDR. 

Privilege is if you have been married officially ~ 4() 

I I Yeah, privilege ~ 
yes (_) 

So you (_) ~~ Yes SD 

And here are some, here are F142 
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510 I I Ub, uh. OK. Now some of ~42 

In all of theJe examples, the teacher's turn has been coded as a question, 

and Obe is quite clearly responding as if to a clarification question. The 

overlaps show how closely he is following the content of the teacher's turns. 

Another characteristic of is the joint construction of topic and meaning by 

strings of exchanges, made up of 1'5 and SDR and/or SO moves. 

e.g. 410 (Credit card) Yeah. OK They say, what I say here SDR 
when they get married, they give their um - how 
you say, official er 

42 T You mean licence 

42 0 License. Yeah. They give 

43 T Which you present ( _ ) 

430 OK It's like official paper if you're applying for a 
job {T:yes} Yeah. So that our, that they. I did not 
mention here. They say that if ... 

Again, the coding of such moves is hard to decide upon: the teacher's 

turns could perhaps be interpreted as TQ or 1'5, and Obe's moves as SDR 

responses or SO moves. But in other examples, the 1'5/SO pattern is clearer, 

and it seems more like running commentary by the teacher, with Obe 

joining in and offering more information. 

e.g. 15 T And you continue {O:huh} you continue 
different - so many groups. So each group has a 
different {O:different} procedure 

TS 

16 0 Procedure, and they, different ways to (go to) this SO 
and then they go to the wedding first, first this type 

11 
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16 T You say there are different, there are 18 different 
ethnic groups in the country {O:yes, in the country} 
You mean the groups look different {O:OK Those 
groups} they speak different languages 

TS 

170 Different languages and they behave, behave SO 
differently to each other 

Out of Obe's total of 28 SO moves, 13 of them are combined with some 

other move, such as evaluation, or SDR response, adding information. 

e.g. 26 T So, each person speaks at ieast two languages in 
your country. One is the language for each group 
{O:yeah} and the other would be Creole {O:Creole} 
and the educated would speak Portuguese 

270 Portuguese. Yes. But, you find some people can 
speak 5 or 6 languages ... 

Obe's SO moves initiate only four exchanges. Much more typical is the 

following example, in which his SO move follows the teacher's lead, but 

12 

adds new information, and is therefore coded SO rather than SDR response. 

e.g. 57T 

570 

So, it's no longer exist {O:yeah, yeah} in the present 
time (_) 

But it's better now 

Obe asks 12 questions, of which six initiate exchanges. They are his lowest 

move type, and typically, his questions are about procedure, or because he 

did not hear or understand what was said. 

e.g. 690 OK. Go ahead. And now, this is for Thursday? SQ 

In contrast, Obe makes numerous response moves. Of the total 52 SDR, 

many were in response to the teacher's confirmation statements, or 

questions, and sometimes Obe's SDR move precedes an SO move which 

21 
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adds a new topic. At other times, the SDR move seems to be almost a space

holder while Obe thinks (he is not a very fast speaker anyway). 

e.g. 51 T And here are some, here are some of the privileges? ~~ 510 I I Uh, uh, OK. Now 

52T Now, when you wish to (_) 

~~ 520 Yeah 

In both turn 51 and 52, Obe gives a simple answer, but in a considering, 

thoughtful tone, as if thinking of a better answer or explanation. In the 

following example, he speaks his SDR move thoughtfully, and then adds an 

SO offered comment. 

e.g. 13 T Does that make sense? 

140 Yes. I understand. It's not, it's not it's not 
necessarily 

14T I I Necessarily the most common type in the 
world 

10 

Some of Obe's SDR moves are quite long, and informative; that is, the 

SDR is more than a minimal response. Thus, in both his SO and SDR 

moves, Obe is an active giver of information, not content to speak 

minimally. His SE moves and back channels (his 120 back channels were the 

most numerous of all students) show his reactive discourse behavior also. 

Exchange Patterns 

There were 78 exchanges, of which Obe initiated only ten. Table 9.15 

shows the distribution of exchange patterns in transactions. A striking 

feature of this discourse is the large number of 2-part exchanges, nearly all of 
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Table 9.15 

Exchange Patterns by Transaction: abe 

Trans- 2-part 3-part 4-part S+-part 
action exchange exchange exchange exchange 

1 40 12 (1) 6 (2) 2 (1) 
2 4 (2) 1 (1) 
3 3 1 4 
4 4 (3) 1 

TOTAL 51 (5) 14 (2) 11 (2) 2 (1) 

( ) = exchanges initiated by abe 

which are initiated by the teacher. The 2-part pattern is used in 65.4% of all 

exchanges, and the lack of evaluative teacher follow-up moves is evident 

when we look at the most common patterns found: 

TQ 
SDR 
x16 

TQ 
SDR.SO 
x3 

TS 
SDR 
x8 

TS 
SO 
x7 

The teacher asked many questions for information or to aid her 

understanding of the content of abe's essay, and although the topics are 

teacher controlled, many of the discourse exchanges seem to be like 

conversational adjacency pairs. Common student-initiated 2-part patterns 

are as follows: 

SQ 
TR/TS (variation) 
x3 

SO 
TR/TS 
x2 
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Three-part exchanges are less numerous and are mainly teacher-initiated, 

with teacher evaluations as the third move. Four-part exchanges are slightly 

less than 3-part patterns. Eight of the 11 occurrences begin with a teacher 

question, which sometimes Obe does not appear to hear or understand, thus 

involving a longer exchange as he queries the teacher question. 

Summary of Results 

In this conference there is high student participation, with Obe 

contributing 47.4 % of the words spoken, and no long teacher monologs. He 

makes some student offer and question moves, but he initiates only ten 

exchanges. Obe makes a large number of directed response moves in 2-part 

exchanges in reply to teacher information questions. In spite of this teacher 

direction of the discourse, the student is an active partner in the discourse, 

and uses back channels to show attention to the topics discussed. 
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Kanit - Conference with Teacher A 

The conference lasted 34 minutes and took place in the lobby of the main 

library. Recording conditions were poor because of background noise, and 

although Kanit's voice was fairly clear, the teacher's words were almost 

impossible to transcribe. Her voice was extremely soft and she was feeling 

unwell. Therefore, the teacher's words could not be counted, exchange 

pattern analysis was impossible, and it was not possible to determine which 

of Kanit's moves initiated exchanges. I could gain a general idea of the topics 

covered and make informed guesses about the types of Kanit's moves. 

Conference Plan 

Kanit's essay on Indonesian customs was cfu:cussed. A central issue was 

the teacher's contention that the essay lacked an adequate thesis statement. 

Student Participation 

Amount of Student Talk 

Kanit made 49 moves, with 405+ words (not all could be transcribed). It 

seemed to be an unsatisfactory conference Ll1 terms of content. The teacher 

tried to make clear her point that Kanit's controlling idea was too general to 

be adequate as a thesis statement. On his part, Kanit seemed frustrated in his 

desire for more specific help from the teacher in order to overcome such 

criticisms, as he constantly questioned the teacher about how to improve, or 

what he should do. He had a nervous laugh and did not seem at ease. 
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Student Moves 

Kanit's moves were: 

5011 SQ 18 5E 2 SDR 16 5? 2 Back channel 1 

In his student offer moves, Kanit explains or defends what he wrote in his 

essay. 

e.g. 

e.g. 

e.g. 

12 K Here I said that I'd like to talk about the ( _ ) and 
the way peuple behave ( _ ) 

20 K I ((laughs» I have no other idea how to improve 

30 K I think I mentioned both of those two differences. 
It's, it's because of the cultural background (takes 
essay from teacher to show her» 

so 

50 

50 

Questions are Kanit's most numerous type of move, in contrast to all the 

other students. Some of hi!; questions are requests for help, or seeking 

confirmation from the teacher. Kanit often pushes the teacher for much 

more specific help than her criticisms that his thesis is too general. 

e.g. 

e.g. 

e.g. 

14 K So you mean I have to make a separate, a separate 
paragraph? 

31 K So you 

32 T (_) 

32 K You mean I have to be more specific about 
the customs? 

36K 

37T 

What do I have to add for the purpose? 

«(laughs» You need to make a specific assertion. It's 
so true, so general that (_) many different customs 
(_) {K:oh} OK. These customs (_). Naturally 
( _ ) all of it is so true 

5Q 

SQ 
~ II TR? 
SQ 

(SQI 
ITR\ 
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37 K So you don't consider this as a thesis statement? SQ 

Kanit is so eager to get a satisfactory reply from the teacher that he even 

interrupts. 

e.g. 31 T ... It's so true that you haven't said anything 

31K Soyou-

Kanit also terminates the conference with a question. 

e.g. 49 K (Is that) all, because I have another class at 11? 

TS 

SQ 

SQ 

Kanit's direct SDR responses are his second most numerous type of move. 

Six of the total of 16 were yes/no replies, but others were longer as he agreed 

with the teacher, or explained or justified what he meant. 

e.g. 

e.g. 

40 T Still have problems? (P) What bothers you? 

39 K It's because I used to think that this statement can 
be the controlling idea of the whole paper 

27 K ((laughs» I don't know. I just know that I had 
to do that 

Summary of Results 

rot 
~ 
SDR 

Further analysis is not possible, but the entire feeling of the conference is 

of Kanit's difficulty in coming to terms with the teacher's main criticism, 

and of the teacher's inability to make Kanit understand her point. Kanit 

seeks for specific guidance, but neither party seems able to bridge the gap. 

The student thus uses questions to try to gain answers, while the teacher's 

questions result in Kanit's SDR responses. 
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Ahmed - Conference with Teacher A 

The conference lasted more than 11 minutes, but I arrived after it started 

because of scheduling problems. The conference was held in the lobby of the 

main library, so there was noise interference. Both Ahmed and the teacher 

have soft voices, so the word count is incomplete 

Conference Plan 

Transaction 

1 

2 

3 

Topic 

Teacher asks for additional information about contents 
of essay 

Ahmed's question leads to criticism of the essay 

Discussion of grades 

Student Participation 

Amount of Student Talk 

Both Teacher A and Ahmed had 49 turns. Ahmed spoke 559+ words, plus 

24 back channels, while Teacher A spoke 565+ words plus 7 back channels. 

Neither speaker's words can be completely transcribed, but the amount of 

missing teacher discourse is larger than that of Ahmed. 

As usual, the teacher controls the discourse, although the two speakers 

work closely together. In transaction I, Ahmed explains and amplifies 

something he had said in less detail in his essay about how waiters are 

addressed, and how people signify without speaking if they want more coffee 

or not (presumeably in Kuwait). The exerpt below shows the close structure 



of the discourse as Ahmed and the teacher work on the meaning and 

explanation of his point. 

e.g. 3A Yeah. I mean you want to communicate maybe 
this meaning. Only, when you want to express 
the other. For instance, you have some people, 
they come there speaking Indian, they don't know 
any Arabic. You have to speak to them by signs 
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SE.SO 

, 3T Ohh TE ... 

4A You understand SE 

4T OK. Now I ( _ ). You didn't say that 

SA Yeah, I didn't explain 

ST ( _ ) you don't (_) something like 

6A No, no. I don't think 

6T OK. This is {A:uh} ( _ ) 

7A Only when there is a problem, somebody don't 
understand 

In the following exerpts, Ahmed and the teacher work together so closely 

that they complete each other's turns, and use back channels to show 

interest, comprehension or encouragement. 

e.g. 18T 

19A 

e.g. 24T 

You mean when {A:yeah} he comes {A:yeah} and 
asks {A:yeah} OK 

Whether he wants more coffee or not 
«completes teacher's turn» 

Does this apply when you have visitors in your 
house. Do you ask the person lido you want coffee," 
do you do the same thing, thing 

fill 
~ 

3 
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25A No SDR 

25T Or «continues question» TQ 

26 A For instance, with some visitors, like for instance. 
When I first once went with my father to ( _ ) and 
I the first time I went to the (_) {T:the (_ )?} The 
first time I went to the (_) {T:oh, ah} and I, my fathe 
(_). I said "why you're doing like." He said "that 
means that 
I 

26 T I'm done «completes SO» TS 

27 A I'm done. But sometimes ... 

Student Moves and Initiations 

The distribution of Ahmed's moves and initiations is shown below. 

Table 9.16 

Moves and Initiations by Transaction: Ahmed 

Trans- Moves Multiple-move turns 
action SO SQ 5E 5DR 51 5E.SO Others 

1 5 (1) - 5 9 2 6 (1) SDRSO 1 
2 5 1 (1) 1 5 2 (1) SE.SQ 1 (1) 

SDRSQ.SO 1 
3 1 (1) 1 SE.SQ 1 (1) 

SDRSQ 1 (1) 
SDR.SE 1 

TOTAL MOVES (sum of single- and multiple-move turns) 
20(3) 6(5) 18 18 2 

( ) = exchange initiations 

From these figures we can see that the student SO offer moves, and SE 

evaluation and SDR directed response moves are almost equal, but that 

15 
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there are few student questions. Also we can see that half of the student 

offer moves are combined with other moves. While the student's discourse 

seems to be strongly co-operative with the teacher, it is also highly 

responsive. Also only three of Ahmed's offer moves initiate exchanges. 

Ahmed uses student SO offer moves to explain his points in the essay, 

and even interrupts the teacher (at turn 12 A below). 

e.g. 11 A Because waiter (_). They said is (_). We say 
that ( _ ) er who who 

so 

11 T Who performs -

12 A Who performs something. We don't say "waiter" 
( _). We, er, that's, we say this. Like, er, putting 
down on this person 

TS 6 

ISE.SO 

Ahmed also defends and justifies what he says in the essay by making SO 
moves. 

e.g. 

e.g. 

36 T Ah, the meaning should be ( _ ) the color, the 
color ( _ ) feeling ( _ ) urn. I didn't ( _ ) 

37A 

37T 

I said a lot 
II 

I mean about the women 

" What about? 

37 A «continued» Sometimes the women wear 
black like the ( _ ) 

At other times, Ahmed uses SO moves to add information. 

26T I'm done 

27 A I'm done. But sometimes when visitors come for 
(_) they don't know (P). That's OK. They 
understand other people ... 

TS 

SO 

II ~ 
TQ 

SO 

TS 

SE.SO 

23 

15 
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As already seen, Ahmed asks only six questions, of which five initiate 

exchanges, and two of them initiate transactions (transactions two and 

three). One of his questions directly asks about the teacher's personal 

reaction to Ahmed's essay, which is a rare type of question in this study. 

e.g. 29 A Ah. My names. My names. Oh, yeah (P). So, 
did you enjoy reading it? 

SE.SQ 

This question leads to transaction 2, in which there is more specific 

teacher critique of the essay, and a later question by Ahmed about his grade 

leads to the third transaction. 

Ahmed's use of student evaluation moves is an indication of his highly 

reactive demeanor, and the sense of ease with the teacher, even though she 

controls the discourse. Most of Ahmed's evaluations are agreements, just a 

few words long. The majority occur in transaction 1 (11 out of a total of 18), 

when the teacher asks confirmation questions about Ahmed's topic. 

e.g. 

e.g. 

20T 

21 A 

But, but, but the man doesn't really talk to ( _ ) 

Yeah. He just er 

Eleven of the SE moves are combined with other moves. 

22 A . .. . .. The waiter can take the cup 

22T OK 

23 A OK. But if he didn't shake the ( _ ) then he would 
have more 

In some of his SDR direct responses, Ahmed responds to teacher 

comments about the contents of the essay. 

D 

D 

14 

8T ( _ ) if somebody is sitting in ( _ ) {T:yeah} OK. (TS)4 



( _ ) finish ( _ ) and the waiter ( _ ) 

9A I didn't know how to say it. We don't call the 
waiter. We have a - it's very, it's not right to say, 
to call somebody lithe waiter" 

Ahmed also responds to direct teacher questions. 

e.g. 30T In choosing that - I would take the ( _ ) of 
the reader you're writing for me? 

31 A For the reader only 

31 T For whom? 

32A For the reader 

Exchange Patterns 

There were 34 exchanges, of which Ahmed initiated eight. Table 9.17 

shows the distribution of exchange patterns in transactions. 

Table 9.17 

Exchange Patterns by Transaction: Ahmed 

Trans- 2-part 3-part 4-part 5+-part 
action exchange exchange exchange exchange 

1 6 4 (1) 2 (1) 4 
2 4 (1) 5 (1) 3 (1) 1 
3 4 (2) 1 (1) 

TOTAL 14 (3) 9 (2) 6 (3) 5 

( ) = exchanges initiated by Ahmed 

450 

19 
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In this conference, the 2-part exchange patterns were mostly initiated by 

the teacher. In addition, the 3-, 4- and 5+ -part exchange patterns were fairly 

numerous, and were also largely initiated by the teacher. 

The 2-part patterns are well distributed in all transactions, while the other 

patterns occur mostly in the first and second transactions. As already noted, 

the heavy teacher initiation in transaction 1 was the result of the teacher's 

need for more information about the content of Ahmed's essay. 

Common 2-part patterns are: 

TS 
SDR 
x2 

TE.TS (variation) 
SDR/SE.SO (variation) 
x6 

Common 3-part patterns are: 

TS TS 
SDR SE/SO (variation) 
TE.TS TE.TS/TQ (variation) 

x2 x3 

TQ 
SDR (variation) 
x3 

TQ 
SDR 
TE/TS 
(variation) 
x2 

The 4- and 5+ -part patterns involved more complex negotiation of 

meaning between the speakers; for example: 

so 
TS 
SE.SO (continued) 
TE 

Summary of ResuHs 

so 
TS 
SO (continued) 
TE.TS 

SQ 
TR 
SE 
TE.TS 

In this conference, we see a discourse in which the student is fairly 

unsophisticated in his ideas, but is confident, and therefore responds and 
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reacts well with the teacher, as shown in turns which follow on closely, the 

back channels, the student evaluation moves, and the multiple-move turns. 

Ahmed is keen to give information which the teacher find interesting, but 

he does not question the teacher much about how to improve his work. 
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Comparison of Subject IS Participation in Student/Teacher Conferences 

Participation varies between students in these conferences. Here, the 

main differences will be described, and in the following section possible 

factors accounting for such differences will be discussed. 

Amount of Student Talk 

The amount of student talk varies, with abe, Carlos, Pilar and Ahmed the 

most talkative, and Chen and Li the least talkative in their pair conference. 

In Table 9.18 students are ranked according to the number of words spoken. 

Also included are student percentages of total words spoken, and words per 

Table 9.18 

Ranking of Students by Amount of Talk 

Student Words % of Words per Back Teacher Words per 
total words minute channel minute 

abe 1414 47.4 52.37 120 A 58.11 

Carlos 955 19.0 31.83 60 R 135.9 

Pilar 716 21.4 35.8 50 R 131.85 

Ahmed 559+ 49.7 50.82 24 A 51.36 

Li 471 10.2 15.7 8 R 137.8 

Leni 423+ 11.6 16.92 63 R 129.56 

Kanit 405+ 11.91 1 A 

Chen ~ 61 1.3 2.65 6 } R 190.04 I 

Li } 109 2.4 4.74 2 } 
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minute spoken by students and teachers. (Note that word counts for Kanit, 

Ahmed and Teacher A are not completely accurate because of poor recording 

conditions.) 

From this table we can see that all students spoke over 400 words, except 

in Chen and Li's pair conference, which seems to be a-typical. Among the 

four top speakers, Obe and Ahmed had conferences with Teacher A, and 

Carlos and Pilar with Teacher R. If we consider the percentage of total words 

by each student, the order of participation varies a little, with Ahmed and 

Obe (Teacher A) first, and then Pilar and Carlos (Teacher R) next. In terms of 

words per minute, the order is Obe and Ahmed (Teacher A), then Pilar and 

Carlos (Teacher R). Thus it seems that while the amount of student talk 

among the four most talkative students is not necessarily influenced by who 

the teacher is, in measurements involving percentages of total talk and 

words per minute, the very talkative Teacher R may have affected the 

amount of student talk among the most talkative students, and probably also 

with the other students, especially in Chen and Li's pair conference. 

Back channels also vary among the students, with high use by the three 

top speakers Obe, Carlos and Pilar. However, AhIPed is not a high user, 

while the less talkative Leni has a high number of back channels. Thus, 

while it seems that highly talkative students also use back channels, and less 

talkative students use ~( . er back channels, the correiation does not always 

hold. Personal and cultural factors are probably important factors (see 

Chapter 11). 
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Student Moves and Initiations 

The two most common student moves in conferences are student directed 

response (SDR) and student offer (SO). There is some variation in the order 

of these two moves, and exceptions occur for Leni, whose most frequent 

moves are student evaluation (SE) and SO; and Kanit, whose most frequent 

moves are student questions, followed by SDR While SE is the most 

frequent move for Leni, it is the least used move by Carlos, Kanit and Li in 

his pair conference. Kanit is especially unusual, because for six other 

students, student questions are the least used move, and questions are not 

among the top two moves for any other students. Numbers of all moves, 

exchange initiations, back channels and multiple-move turns are given in 

Table 9.2. From that table, the following information on student moves is 

derived (students are listed in order according to amount of talk). 

Student Most frequent move 2nd most frequent Least frequent 

Obe SDR52 SO 28 SQ12 
Carlos SO 21 SDR 11 SE6 
Pilar SDR21 SO 19 SQ7 
Ahmed SO 20 SDR 18, SE 18 SQ6 
Li SDR 19 SO 17 SQ3 
Leni SE 17 SO 15 SQ3 
Kanit SQ18 SDR 16 SE2 
Chen} SO 5, SDR5 SQ2 
Li } S06 SDR3 SE 1 

Although back channels and multiple-move turns are not necessarily 

correlated with each other, their use by students in the conference discourse 

varied, and is possibly related to personal and cultural factors. Multiple

move turns and back channels are shown in Table 9.2. In general, students 

with high word counts also have high back channels and multiple-move 



456 

turns (Obe, Ahmed, Pilar, Leni and Carlos), while Ii, Chen and Kanit speak 

less, and use back channels and multiple-move turns less. Slight variations 

occur, such as Ahmed, who uses relatively few back channels (24), but makes 

14 multiple-move turns, and Carlos, who makes 60 back channels, but only 

five multiple-move turns. 

Exchange initiations are another area in which student participation 

varies. Table 9.2 gives numbers of moves and exchange initations, and Table 

9.19 gives more details of exchange and transaction initiations. We can see 

that student exchange initiations vary, from Carlos, who initiates 57.9% of all 

exchanges in his conference with Teacher R, to Obe, who has the lowest 

percentage of exchange initiations, at 12.8%. He is the most talkative student 

in terms of words spoken and back channels, but he also has the most SDR 

moves. Teacher A asked him many factual questions about his essay topic, 

and it seems that he did not wish, or was not able, to take the initiative away 

from her. On the other hand, Teacher R, who spoke far more than Teacher 

A did in conferences, did not inhibit Carlos, Leni and Pilar from being the 

top student initiators. 
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Table 9.19 

Student Exchange Initiations 

Student No. of SO SQ Student ex. No. of transactions 
exchanges inils. as % init. by student 

of exchanges 

Obe 78 28(4) 12(6) 12.82 3 

Carlos 38 21(14) 10(8) 57.89 1 

Pilar 40 19(6) 7(4) 25.00 2 

Ahmed 34 20(3) 6(5) 23.53 2 

Li 32 17(6) 3(1) 21.88 1 

Leni 20 15(5)" 3 30.00 

Kanit 11 18 .... 

Chen} 14 5(1) 2(1) 14.29 
Li } 6(2) 2(1) 21.43 

TOTAL 142(41) 63(26) 

( ) = exchange initiations .. = Leni also initiated one exchange with SE 
.... = Kanifs conference could not be analysed for exchanges or transactions 

Exchange Patterns 

Table 9.3 gives student participation in exchange patterns, except for Kanit, 

whose conference could not be analysed for exchanges. From that table, we 

can see that Obe, Carlos and Ahmed participated most in 2-part patterns; Leni 

in 3- and 5+ -part patterns; and Pilar and Li participated most in 3-part 

patterns, and Chen in 4-part patterns. Participation in patterns shows 
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interesting variations; for example, the 2-part patterns in Obe and Ahmed's 

conferences are largely teacher-initiated, while those in Carlos's are student

initiated. 

Since participation in exchanges is not entirely under student control, and 

is greatly affected by teacher moves, and by the nature of the discourse, some 

of the issues involved will be discussed in the next section of this chapter. 

Summary of the performance of the eight students in their conferences: 

Pilar - Highest percentage of student talk (21.4%) in Teacher R's conferences 
Most frequent moves SDR, SO; initiated 25.00% of exchanges in her 
conference. Low SQ, high back channels. 
Main exchanges teacher-initiated 3-part, with 4- and 5+ -part also 
Friendly, laughter, relaxed, offered information and explanation in SO. 
Gave information in SDR 

Leni -11.6% of talk, high back channel. Most frequent moves SE, SO. Low 
SQ. Exchange initiations 30.00%. Took part in teacher-initiated 3-part 
exchanges. High 4- and 5+ -part exchanges to develop topics. Relaxed, 
conversational. Teacher waited for her to take turns, both completed 
each other's turns. Leni corrected teacher, protested, defended her 
work. 

Carlos - 19% of talk. High back channel. Most frequen.t SO, SDR SQ 
almost same as SDR SE lowest move. Highest student exchange 
initiation (57.9%). 2-part student-initiated exchanges; 3-part teacher
initiated exchanges when teacher wants information. Low 4- and 5+ -
part. Invites teacher's help, tries to get back to own topics, discusses 
points by SO; asks SQ for business, confirmation and help. 

ChenILi - Lowest % of student talk. Long teacher monologs with few TQ. 
Low back channels. Most frequent moves for both students SO, SDR, 
few SQ. Chen 14.29% and Li 21.43% of exchange initiations. Few 
exchanges; 4- and 5+ -part because of teacher interruptions and students' 
SO moves which continue on from previous SO move. 



459 

Li - 10.2% of talk, low back channels. Most frequent SOR, SO. Low SQ. 
L'1itiations 21.88%. Gives information in SOR; offers, adds information 
in SO. 3-part teacher-initiated exchanges. 

Obe - Highest number of words, 47.4% of talk, highest back channels. Most 
frequent SOR (in response to teacher conntent and social questions), so. 
SQ (about business, or didn't hear or understand teacher) lowest move. 
Exchange initia.tions 12.82% (lowest of all students). Majority of 
exchanges 2-part teacher-initiated. Some 3-part teacher-initiated. 4- and 
5+ -part - some because teacher had to repeat utterance. Easy tone, 
overlapping turns. 

Kanit - Most frequent SQ, SOR. SE lowest. Wanted help on how to 
improve, what to say in essay. Seemed frustrated, wanted specific 
directions, teacher not able to make point about controlling idea clear. 

Ahmed - Highest student % of talk (49.7%). Back channels 24. Most 
frequent SO, SOR, SE almost equal (20, 18, 18). SQ lowest (6). Initiations 
23.53%. Reactive moves to 2- and 3-part teacher-initiated exchanges 
Some 4- and 5+ -part. Explains, defends, amplifies essay content. Close 
work with teacher, completing each other's turns, co-operative 
negotiation of topics. 



m. Possible Factors Accounting for Variation in Student Participation 

The Nature of the Academic Situation 

The academic situation itself must influence student participation. 
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Students have to talk, at least minimally, whether they want or need to. 

There is no other activity, except brief scanning of passages in the essay 

drafts, and no long silences. Students have some knowledge of the broad 

content area, since the discussion will be on their own writing, although the 

teacher controls the agenda. 

The one-on-one nature of the discourse gives it some conversational 

features; for example, it is supposed to be a duolog, not a lecture. Turns are 

arranged in adjacency pairs, so that student and teachers have equal numbers 

of turns, although the teacher turns may be longer. In fact, in the Teacher R 

pair conference with Chen and Li, teacher turns become monologs, and there 

are only a few short student turns. On the other hand, Teacher A's 

conferences with Obe and Ahmed contain shorter teacher turns, and many 

student turns. Other features of conversation such as close-latching, 

interruptions and back channels occur, even though this is still an academic, 

teacher-controlled discourse, and even though some of the students speak 

much less than the teacher does. 

The Students 

We have seen the variations in student participation in conferences in 

the previous section of this chapter. I assume that one of the factors 

accounting for such variation is a combination of personality, cultural and 



educational background, and confidence or proficiency in English, but it is 

not possible for me to measure such factors in this research project. 
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All eight students made some efforts to offer comments, ask questions 

and initiate exchanges in the conferences, the more talkative students just 

make more of such moves. The differences in amounts of responsive or 

reactive moves, such as SDR and SE, are also apparent. Some students make 

many back channels to encourage the teacher to continue, show attention or 

agreement. Some students also interrupt the teacher's turns, or latch turns 

closely together. While some of these discourse features are influenced by 

teacher moves and topic control, students are probably also influenced by 

their original cultural and educational norms for face-ta-face academic 

encounters with an interlocutor who is superior in knowledge and status. 

Students seemed to participate with differing degrees of satisfaction. 

Carlos, Pilar and Leni held their own well with the very talkative and 

enthusiastic Teacher R They were at ease, joking and working with the 

teacher. Obe and Ahmed also interacted well with Teacher A, responding to 

her questions about the customs they described. in their essays. Carlos and Li 

both managed to introduce their own concerns in differing amounts of talk 

with Teacher R However, Kanit seemed at a loss in trying to get Teacher A 

to be more specific about what he should do, and he did not accept her 

criticisms of his controlling idea. Chen and Li's joint conference also seemed 

unsatisfactory, with Teacher R swamping students in a flood of talk. How 

much this conference satisfaction is the result of student and/or teacher 



discourse style is hard to determine, and is also beyond the scope of this 

study. 

The Teachers 
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It seems that the teachers are key influences on student discourse in the 

conferences. Teacher personality and cultural background, the effect of 

teacher moves on student moves, and teacher control of topics are important 

factors. 

Teacher R, a male, native speaker of English, is very talkative, 

enthusiastic and speaks fast. Therefore his amount of talk is very high, his 

turns tend to be longer than Teacher A's, and his words per minute are also 

high, with 190.04 words per minute in Chen and Li's conference, and ranging 

from 129.56 to 137.8 in the other four conferences. However, he did give 

students opportunities to speak; for example, wa\ting while Leni gathered. 

her thoughts. It also seems that he uses more teacher evaluation moves in 

3-part exchanges after asking information questions, while Teacher A uses 

fewer and therefore participates in more teacher-initiated 2-part exchanges. 

Teacher A is a female, from the People's Republic of China, who speaks 

excellent English. She is much quieter and speaks more slowly (58.11 and 

51.36 words per minute). 

Obviously, the amount and type of student participation is affected by the 

teacher in these conferences, as shown by the figures in Table 9.1. As Cazden 

(1988) comments, increasing student potential control of talk by 

individualizing teacher/student interaction does not necessarily relax 
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teacher discourse control. Student moves in one-on-one discourse depend 

quite heavily on teacher moves, as is shown in Table 9.20. If teachers want 

information, explanation, or confirmation, then teacher questions will 

obviously lead to student direct responses, which were the most frequent 

moves in conferences, with 155 instances. Such student moves can be long 

or quite short, and may be followed by teacher evaluations or 

acknowledgments. 

On the other hand, if teachers make statements, or are themselves 

responding to student moves, then the next turn may be a student offer 

(there are 142 SO in my corpus, of which 41 are exchange initiations), or a 

student question (total of 63, with 26 exchange initiations). The low 

percentage of student exchange initiations shows that students joined-in 

many exchanges. The student offer moves gave new information, or added 

information to existing topics. Students also used SO moves to state 

problems or get back to their own concerns, instead of asking questions. 

Carlos, Pilar, Ahmed, Li and Kanit also used SO moves to explain, defend, or 

justify what they had said, and to protest or correct the teacher. That is, their 

SO moves are student-centred, related to their own writing and topics in the 

essay. 

As already noted, student quel"tions are the least used move (except for 

Kanit). Questions were asked about class business (for example, dates, 

grades),. and to confirm teachers' points. Questions were also used for direct 

requests for help or information about what to say (as with Kanit), as well as 

for restating or confirming what the teacher had said. 



Table 9.20 

Moves and Their Uses by Students and Teachers 

Teacher & Teacher Moves 
Student 

A & Obe many information TQ to 
understand content; 
running commentary 
with student joining in 

R& 
Carlos 

R& 
Pilar 

A& 
Ahmed 

comments on student 
work; student moves 
lead to teacher monologs 

teacher responsive to 
student moves; no long 
monologs 

close work between 
student & T 

so 

28 (4) - add new 
information to 
existing topics, 
few initiations 

Student Moves 
SQ 

12 (6) - business 
Q, or not hear / 
understand 

SDR 

52 - give information 
clarification 
spaceholder 

21 (14) - states 10 (8) - business 11 - information 
his problems Q, confirmation responses 
in order to get & Q about essay 
help; tries to 
get back to topic 
(student with the most exchange initiations) 

19 (6) - offers 
information, 
explains, 
completes TS 

20 (3) - explains 
points, defends, 
justifies, adds 
information 

7 (4) - business 
Q, &2about 
essay 

6 (5) - business 
Q; 1 about essay 

21 - information; 
strings of 
IRE topic develop
ment 

18 - responds to 
T comments & 
TQ 

~ 



Teacher moves SO SQ SDR 

R&Li long T glosses; student 17 (6) - explains, 3 (1) 19 -gives information 
frustrated with T gets back to topic, simple answers 
monologs adds information, 

not happy with 
teacher moves 

R & Leni allows student time 15 (5) - explains, 3 -1 about 10 -explain 
speak; few TQ; no defends,protests, essay amplify 
monologs; complete corrects T; only 2 
each other's turns new topics 

A& T could not make Kanit II'" - explain, 18 "'- requests for 16 
Kanit accept point that thesis defend, h2lp, restate-

was inadequate frustrated ments of T move; 
frustration leads 
to Q for specific 
help from teacher 

R& long monologs 5 (1) & 6 (2) 2 (1) & 2 (1) 5 & 3 - simple 
Chen, Li submerged students; 4 of SO were business & 

fewTQ interrupb:ti by T essaySQ 

( ) = exchange initiations 
'" = exchange initiations could not be coded II>-

~ 
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Student evaluation moves, of which there were 79, were often combined 

with SO or other moves, and of course, were made as follow-ups on teacher 

statements or responses. As in Meier (1985, cited in Cazden, 1988), some SE 

moves were brief acknowledgments or agreements with the teacher. Others 

were longer comments, or occasionally humorous, as in Leni's "I did my 

best!" 

Thus, the teachers' control of student moves follows on from teacher 

initiatives; students often have to be reactive or responsive, and may choose 

SDR, SE or back channels, as appropriate. On the other hand, most students 

choose student comments rather than questions to initiate discussion of 

their own topics of concern. 

Above all, teachers control the conference discourse by their topic control. 

Students have a broad knowledge of the content area, since it is their own 

writing which is discussed. But they did not know in advance what topics 

the teachers would pick for talk about revision. Thus students are in a 

basically responsive, reactive role, although there are also opportunities for 

students to introduce their own topics by SO or SQ moves, and students 

even initiated transactions within the conferences. 

Teacher contol of topics and discourse style also affects the exchange 

patterns. Thus, Teacher A's questions about Obe and Ahmed's essay contents 

led to the high numbers of 2-part teacher-initiated exchanges. 

Research on writing conferences by Walker and Elias (1987) noted that 

conferences rated successful by participants contain topics on the criteria for 

successful writing and evaluation of sections of assignments, while less 
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succesful conferences involved more requests for explanations. Walker and 

Elias note that this distinction is essentially between a student or a teacher

centred topic focus. In a different approach, Freedman (1980a) found that NS 

students returned again and again to one or two of their own concerns in 

writing conferences, and that such concerns changed. over the semester. At 

first strong writers invited discussion of writing strategies, and weak writers 

sought for information. Later the stronger students asked for information 

on finer points of style, while weaker students caught up to asking about 

writing strategies (Freedman, 1980b). Since my analysis did not focus in 

detail on topic categories, I cannot compare my findings systematically, but 

this literature does show that the topics chosen (whether by teachers or 

students) are very important elements in conferences. In my study, the 

teachers appeared. to control discourse topics, yet students still managed to 

find ways of presenting some of their concerns. In their negotiation of 

topics, explanations, defense of their own work, comments and questions 

they demonstrate their discourse level of interlanguage and second language 

acquisition development. 

Summanr of Results for Student/Teacher Conferences 

The amount of teacher and student talk varies. For students, back 

channels, SDR and SO moves are dominant, with SE moves also important, 

and SQ less so. Student exchange ir..itiations are relatively low, and 

exchange patterns are mixed. Teacher control of discourse moves and topics 

seems to be important in affecting student participation, although students 
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do manage to gain some topic control in the discourse. The effect of student 

personality and cultural discourse habits can not be exactly determined, but 

clearly the interaction of student and teacher discourse style, and of teacher 

move and topic control are key elements in this academic situation. 



CHAPfER 10 

THE ACADEMIC SITUATIONS AND THE SUBJECT 
INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS 
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In this chapter I will compare the findings for my three research 

questions across the academic situations. Then I will sum up the discourse 

of the eight subject students across the academic situations. These 

descriptions show the variability of academic discourse in general across 

situations, as well as for the eight subject students, and thus give background 

to the concluding discussion in Chapter 11. 

The Four Academic Situations 

The discourse of each academic situation has been discussed in Chapters 6 

to 9. Here, however, I will make comparisons across the four situations in 

terms of amount of student talk, types of student moves, and participation in 

exchange patterns. Such comparisons give insight into the nature of 

discourse in these four academic situations, and therefore go some way 

towards answering questions posed by Sinclair and Brazil (1982) about the 

kinds of discourse which can be found in different educational content areas 

(or discourse domains). Lemke (1982) has already demonstrated that there 

are features of educational content in the sciences which may induce special 

language patterns. 

Comparisons across the academic situations show that student 

participation does vary, although it must be remembered that there were 
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differences between individual lessons within each academic situation (for 

example, a computer lab is different from a physics lab). The recording 

details of each situation are as follows: 

Academic Teachers Students Recording 
situation present details 

Lectures Faculty- NSs & ISs all discourse 
(13 recorded) 12NSs recorded 

1 near native 

Labs (7) + GTAs- NSs & ISs only ISs, plus 
1 Discussion 7 NSs, 1 NNS teachers & other 

students when 
near subject ISs 

English 106 (7) GTAs -1 NS,l NNS ISs all recorded 

Student/Teacher same as English 106 ISs all recorded 
Conference (8) 

Table 10.1 gives the amount of talk in numbers of turns and words for 

teachers; turns, words and exchange initiations for all students (including 

subject students); and turns, words and exchange initiations for the eight 

subject students in the four academic situations. 

Table 10.1 shows that the amount of student talk is less than teacher talk, 

except in the labs. Most of the lecture time is taken up by teacher talk, while 

in English 106 and the conferences, the teachers often have longer turns than 

students. In the labs, on the other hand, there may be long stretches of 

silence between student talk, with no on-going teacher talk. In the labs, 

students were not receiving information, but were doing practical work and 

so the amount of student talk can be much greater although, as discussed in 
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Chapter 7, the lab situations and individual student success or difficulties 

with work, as well as personal/cultural factors may affect the amount of talk. 

In the English 106 classes, the amount of talk by anyone student is limited; 

some students do not talk at all, and the teacher always dominates. In the 

seven English 106 classes I observed, student talk totals only 23.7% of all the 

talk, and talk by the eight subject students amounts to 5.2% of total words 

spoken by teachers and students. The student/teacher conference, which is 

part of the English 106 course, is the only one-on-one situation I observed. 

Student total talk was 19.9 % of all talk, which is lower than the proportion 

of student talk in English 106 classes. However, the amount of teacher talk 

and proportion of student talk varied greatly. Teacher A spoke just over 50% 

of the total number of words in each conference, but Tetl.cher R spoke much 

more (from 96.2% to 78.6% of all words spoken). 

Table 10.1 

Amount of Student Talk in the Four Academic Situations 

Academic Teacher All students .... 
situation Turns Words Turns Words 

Lectures monologs - words 88 (50) not 
not counted countable 

Labs 208" 3262 356* (136)" 1664 

English 106 681 22,812 794 (183) 7073 

SIT Conf. 332 20,592 

* = teacher and other students when close to subject ISs 
*'" = all students present, including subject students 
( ) = exchange initiations by students 

Subject ISs 
Turns Words 

5 (5) 55 

585 (290) 4218 

123 (36) 1557 

385 (68) 5113 
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The most frequent moves made by all students (including the eight 

subjects) across all four situations were student offers (28.3% of all student 

mov2S), followed by student directed responses (SDR) at 22.7%, as shown in 

Table 10.2 (B). Table 10.2 (A) gives student moves and exchange 

initiations in the four academic situations for all students (including IS 

subjects), as well as listing moves by the subject students in the square 

brackets. Table 10.2 (B) gives these figures as percentages of the total number 

of student moves for ease of comparison. These tables show that the two 

most frequent discourse moves made by all students varied across situations 

as follows: 

Lectures 
labs 
English 106 
SIT Conferences 

SQ (58% of all moves) 
SO (38%) 
SR (32%) 
SDR (35%) 

SR (20%) 
SE (24%) 
SDR (25%) 
SO (33%) 

In lectures, student questions (SQ) were the most frequent moves (58% of 

all student moves), followed by student SR response moves (20%). Nineteen 

of the 42 student questions were preceeded by hand bids, and only one of the 

subject ISs (Carlos) spoke in a lecture. The percentage of exchanges initiated 

by students was 65.8%. 

In the labs, the most frequent student move was the student offer (SO) 

move (37.6% of all student moves), followed by student evaluation (SE) 

moves (23.8%). Students initiated 54.4% of all exchanges. The high 

incidence of SE moves possibly indicates the more relaxed nature of the 

discourse with fellow students or with the teacher, so that student comments 

and questions may be followed up with student evaluation moves which 

include acknowledgments, thanks or short agreement comments. The lab 
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Table 10.2 (A) 

Total Student" Moves and Exchange Initiations in Academic Situations 

Academic SO SQ SE SR SDR S1 Back Multiple-
situations channels move turns 

Lectures 11(7) 51(42) 1 18 3 4(1) 

[Carlos 1(1) 4(4)] 

Labs 386(263) 235(151) 212(3) 10 177 27(9) 54 71 

[Subjects 253(185) 143(97) 160(3) 6 101 9(5)] 

Eng. 106 137(84) 138(89) 34 255 206 40(10) 10 

[Subjects 27(15) 20(17) 6 35 33 7(4)] 

SIT Conf. 142(41) 63(26) 79(1) 155 4 334 57 

TOTALS 676(395) 487(308) 326(4) 283 541 75(20) 388 138 

[ ] = moves by the eight subject students 
( ) = exchange initiations by students 

Table 10.2 (B) 

Student* Moves as Percentage of Total Moves 

Academic SO SQ SE SR SDR S? 
situations 

Lectures 12.50 57.95 1.14 20.45 3.41 4.55 

Labs 37.60 21.30 23.80 0.89 15.03 1.34 

English 106 17.00 17.00 4.20 31.50 25.40 4.94 

SIT Conf. 32.50 14.20 17.83 35.00 0.90 

TOTALS 28.30 20.40 13.70 11.9 22.7 3.1 
.. = all students, including subject students 



discourse also contains the highest number of multiple-move turns by 

students. Student questions account for 21.3% of student moves. 

English 106 classes were the only situation in which student response 

moves dominate. For all students SR responses were 31.5% of all student 

moves, and student direct SDR responses were 25.4%. Student comment 

and question moves are virtually equal (at 17% each). Students initiated 

34.2% of all exchanges. Percentages of moves are slightly different for the 

eight subject students, whose total for SR moves was lower (27.3%), and 

higher for SO moves than among all students (21.1). 
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In the conferences, back channels are the most frequent utterance (334) for 

subject ISs, but among the moves the student direct response (SDR) move is 

the most frequent (35%), followed by student offer moves (32.5%). This 

academic situation has the lowest frequency of student questions (14.2%), 

and the lowest proportion of student exchange initiations, at 26.7%. 

There are variations among the academic situations in the percentages of 

student offers and questions which also initiate exchanges, as follows: 

% of SO which initiate exchanges % of SQ which initiate exchanges 

All students Subjects All students Subjects 

Lectures 63.60% 100% 82.40 % 100% 
Lab sessions 68.10 % 73.1% 64.30 % 67.8% 
English 106 61.30 % 55.6% 64.50 % 85% 
SIT Conferences 28.90 % 28.9% 41.70 % 41.7% 

These are totals for all students (including subjects) and for just the subject 

ISs, showing that student questions are more likely to initiate exchanges 

than student offers in lectures, English 106 classes and conferences, but less 
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likely in the more student-student oriented discourse of laboratory work. 

Differences of initiation frequencies between all students and the total for the 

subject students may be partly accounted for by the strong differencies among 

the eight subjects, while such differences perhaps have less influence when 

larger numbers are totalled for all students in the four situations. 

The figures for exchange patterns show variations across the four 

situations also, as shown in Tables 10.3 (A) and (B). Table 10.3 (A) gives 

student participation in exchange patterns expressed in raw scores, while 

Table 10.3 (B) gives these figures as percentages of the totals. 

Table 10.3 (A) 

Student "Participation in Exchange Pattem~ 

Academic Total 2-part 3--part 
situations exchanges exchanges 

Lectures 79 43(27) 14(4) 

Labs 388 204(105) 114(72) 

English 106 530 161(126) 231(16) 

SIT Conf. 255 104(35) 86(12) 

TOTALS 1250 512(293) 445(104) 

( ) = student exchange initiations 
.. = all students, including subject students 

4-part 

22(21) .... 

40(19) 

56(28) 

40(14) 

158(82) 

S+-part 

30(15) 

82(11) 

25(7) 

137(33) 

.... = includes 19 exchanges with student bid, teacher acknowlegement, 
student question, teacher response 
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Table 10.3 (B) 

Student Participation in Exchange Patterns as a Percentage of Totals 

Academic 2-part 3-part 4-part S+-part 
situations exchanges exchanges exchanges exchanges 

Lectures 54.40 17.70 27.80 

Labs 52.99 29.09 10.39 7.50 

English 106 30.38 43.58 10.57 15.47 

SIT Conf. 41.10 33.70 15.69 9.80 

In lectures, the majority of exchanges are 2-part (54.4%), while 3-part 

exchanges are 17.7 % of all exchanges. Four-part exchanges account for 27.8% 

of exchanges, but 19 of the 22 exchanges are really 2-part exchanges, 

involving silent bids. 

In the labs, 2-part exchanges are 53% of all exchanges, of which students 

initiated 51.5%. On the other hand, 29.4% of the exchanges were 3-part, of 

which students initiated 63%. A total of 18% of exchanges are 4- or 5+ -part. 

The percentages for exchange initiations are in contrast to the classroom 

pattern of English 106, in which 2-part exchanges are mainly student

initiated, and 3-part exchanges are mainly teacher-initiated. 

In English 106 classes, 3-part exchanges account for 43.6% of all exchanges 

and are 93% teacher-initiated. Also, 2-part exchanges account for 30.4% of 

exchanges, and are 78.3% student-initiated. Four and 5+ -part exchanges 

account for 26% of the exchanges. 
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Finally, in the conferences, 2-part exchanges are 41.1 % of all exchanges, but 

only 33.3% are initiated by students, while 3-part exchanges are teacher

initiated. The 4- and 5+ -part exchanges account for 25.7% of all exchanges. 

In summary, the differences across academic situations for student 

discourse are as follows: 

• The amount of student talk is lowest in lectures, and greatest in 

student/teacher conferences, followed by labs. 

IW In all four situations one or two types of student moves dominate. In 

the two writing teaching situations, the gaps between most frequent and 

second most frequent move are fairly small. In contrast, the gaps are greater 

in lectures and labs, showing more use of one move type. It is interesting 

that in lectures, the most public arena, student questions are by far the most 

frequent move, and that student questions are not first or second most 

frequent move in any other situation. The labs are the only situation in 

which neither of the most frequent moves is a response move. 

• The percentage of exchange initiations by students can be interpreted as 

an indication of how much they need or want to try to control the discourse, 

and even in teacher-controlled situations like lectures, English 106 classes, 

and student/teacher conferences, student exchange initiation is over 26% of 

all exchange initiations (even if amount of student talk is low). Student 

exchange initiations are highest in lectures (65.8%), then labs (54.4%), English 

106 (34.2%), and lowest in conferences (26.7%). 

= The figures for the most common exchange patterns show that only in 

English 106 does the 3-part pattern dominate. In the conferences the 2- and 
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3-part patterns are dose in numbers, in labs there are more 2-part patterns 

than 3-part patterns, while in lectures 2-part patterns dominate (especially if 

we count the 4-part bid patterns as essentially 2-part patterns). The longer 

patterns (4-parts or more) are more likely to be found in the English 106 and 

conference situations. 

• Thus, the general characteristics of the four situations are: 

Lectures: Long teacher monologs , with SQ as the most frequent student 

move. There is high student initiation of exchanges, which are mainly 2-

part exchange patterns. 

Labs: Student/student talk, as well as student/teacher interactions. SO 

moves dominate. Student and teacher exchange initiations are fairly equal in 

mostly 2- part patterns, but student initiation of 3-part patterns also is high. 

English 106: Teacher monologs occur in some transactions. Student moves 

are highly responsive, and students initiate only about one third of 

exchanges. However, 2-part pai.terns are highly student-initiated while 3-

part patterns are teacher-initiated. 

Student/leacher conferences: Students are responsive, with SDR the most 

frequent move, and high back channels. SO moves are almost as frequent, 

but SQ are not common. 2-part exchanges are the most frequent pattern, but 

only one third are student-initiated. Longer exchanges to discuss topics 

occur. Situation with the lowest student exchange initiations. 

Although it is hardly surprising that there are differences between the 

four academic situations, the nature of some of these differences is 

interesting, given the lack of details on academic discourse in the literature. 
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For example, there is the low frequency of questions, and higher occurrence 

of student offer moves, except in lectures. It may be that ISs are culturally 

biased against asking direct questions, or that question forms are harder to 

formulate than offered statements. The frequency of 2-part exchanges 

(largely student-initiated) is also important, since the 3-part exchange 

(mainly teacher-initiated) has been described so much in classroom 

interaction studies. Some of these matters are discussed in Chapter 11. 

The Individual Students 

These ISs bring with them to US college classrooms their previous 

classroom participation patterns, which mayor may not be similar to NS 

patterns of classroom interaction. Since the eight subject students have 

different cultural and educational backgrounds, and attend different classes 

within each academic situation, comparisons between the eight subjects are 

difficult. Direct comparison between the subjects and other students 

(whether NSs or other ISs) in their classes are also beyond the scope of this 

research. However, when totals for class participation by all students are 

compared with participation by the eight subjects, there are few discourse 

differences in broad terms. An exception occurs in the labs, in which the 

subject ISs' second most frequent move is the student evaluation (SE) move, 

followed by student questions. In contrast, for other students (when near the 

subject ISs), the second most frequent move is student questions, and 

student SDR responses are the third most frequent move. Perhaps these ISs 

are more likely to acknowledge interlocutors' moves, while the mainly NS 



interlocutors have different patterns of lab interaction. The sample of 

interlocutor talk is too small for more definite suppositions. 
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The comparisons which are most useful are those which show the 

variation in discourse participation for each student across the four academic 

situations. Such variability is assumed to be associated with several factors 

such as student personality and cultural background; the personalities and 

roles of teachers and other students; proficiency in English and aspects of 

each situation, including work an.d task demands, constraints and 

opportunities for oral participation. Again, it is beyond the scope of this 

work to investigate all these factors. However, variation can be seen, even if 

causes cannot be established. Certain consistencies are shown for individual 

students across the four situations: for example, Carlos is always one of the 

most talkative students, while Chen is always one of the less talkative 

students. At the level of discourse moves, Carlos asks questions in all four 

situations, and 84.6% of his questions are exchange initiations. On the other 

hand, Chen asks questions only in his lab and conference, and only 36.4% are 

exchange initiations. 

Before discussing the results for students in relation to my three research 

questions, I will briefly relate results to the theoretical background. Further 

theoretical discussion is also included in Chapter 11. 

These case studies show IS discourse in the context of academic situations. 

Not only does this work contribute to the study of discourse domain IL 

studies (as in Selinker cu,d Douglas, 1989), but it also is relevant to research 

on the importance of input and interaction in SLA. In the lectures, the 
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subject ISs receive the same input from teachers as NSs do. In labs, it is not 

clear if the ISs receive differential treatment from teachers or fellow 

students, while in English 106 and the conferences, only ISs are present. An 

additional source of input comes from students who act as representatives of 

other students, and thus may generate input for the benefit of all students. 

For example, Ahmed plays such a role in his English 106 class, and Carlos in 

his Philosophy lecture. 

Only in the labs is student/student interaction possible, but some of the 

subjects, such as Li, speak only to the teacher. Possible reasons include a 

natural or cultural preference for the teacher as the expert, and physical 

isolatIon from other students (in some labs). Since teachers generally cannot 

spend much time with a single student, there is less chance of interaction 

leading to more input if students speak mainly to teachers. 

It is notable that there is a lack of informal interaction between the eight 

ISs and their fellow students in the labs, the only situation where students 

could interact freely. Only Carlos chatted and joked in the laboratory setting, 

whereas it seemed to me that some NSs chatted frequently while waiting for 

results, or to weigh materials, and so on. Obe spoke frequently in the lab 

because he was knowledgeable, and offered interpretations and helpful 

comments to his working partners. 

IT ISs do not readily interact with fellow NS students, would their oral 

interactions benefit from more IS/IS interaction? Varonis and Gass (1985) 

suggest that there may be more meaning negotiation exchanges in 

NNS/NNS dyadic exchanges than in NS/NNS dyads involving U.S. 
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university students, because NNS feel more comfortable indicating non

comprehension in meaning negotiation with each other. If this is so, then in 

labs where there are ISs, they might prefer to work together. The lack of 

NS/NNS interaction is important in the affective aspect of second language 

learning, as Swales (1985, p. 189) poL1'\ts out. He notes that linguistic, 

educational and social difficulties are inter-related, and that loneliness may 

be a threat to the successful completion of educational programs, and block 

SLA. Against such humanistic views, we can set the academic suc<:ess of 

students who do not interact much with fellow students in the classroom. 

The question is whether high level IL d~velopment and SLA suffer. 

Selinker and Douglas (1989) have raised this issue in their concern about IL 

fossilization in contextually-based academic SLA. 

IL variation is is apparent in comparisons between the eight students, 

but hard to isolate at discourse level from the exigencies of the situation, 

tasks, and personality factors. What is clear is that a teacher or observer does 

not know about student IL from observing only one situation. In the 

following pages, the participation of individual ISs across the situations is 

traced. 

Amount of Talk by Subject ISs 

Variability across students and situations is shown by the results. Table 

10.4 shows the amount of talk in turns and words by each subject IS in each 

academic situation. In terms of words spoken, Carlos is the most talkative in 
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Table 10.4 

Amount of Talk bX Eight Subject ISs in Four Academic Situations 

Student Lectures Lab sessions English 106 srr Conferences 
Turns Words Turns Words Turns Words Turns Words 

Pilar 64 322 4 33 + 51 716 
2 6 

Leni 3 1+ 13 262 37 423 
14 108 

Carlos 5 55 187 1398 11 163 43 955 
9 137 

Chen 44 285+ 3 8 12 61* 

Li 20 126 4 33 11 109* 
3 12 40 471 

Obe 139 1082 14 280 + 93 1414 
9 135 

Kanit 40 216 49 405 

Ahmed 88 788 37 380 49 559 

.. = joint conference 

lectures and lab, Ahmed in English 106, and Obe in student/teacher 

conferences. 

If each student is ranked in each recorded instance of each of the four 

academic situations according to words spoken, we obtain the rankings 

shown in Table 10.5. (This ranking applies to subject ISs only; for example, 
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Carlos is ranked. first in lectures, not because he spoke more than any other 

student, but because he spoke more than any other subject IS.) 

Table 10.5 

Subject ISs Ranking in Academic Situations for Amount of Talk 

Student LectUl'es Lab Sessions English 106 SIT 

Conferences 
n=l n=8 n=12 n=9 

Pilar 4th 8th, 12th 3rd 
Leni 8th 3rd,7th 6th 
Carlos 1st 1st 4th, 5th 2nd 
Chen 5th 11th 9th 
Li 7th 9th, 10th 5th, 8th 
abe 2nd 2nd, 6th 1st 
Kanit 6th 7th 
Ahmed 3rd 1st 4th 

These rankings according to number of words spoken are crude 

measurements, since the discourse conditions of the academic situations 

differ greatly. However, some general patterns emerge, especially for the 

more talkative students. For example, Ahmed, Carlos and abe are always 

ranked within the first four (except for one instance of English 106 for 

Carlos). On the other hand, Leni always ranks low (except in one English 

class), and Li is always low. English 106 seems to be the situation in which 

amount of student talk is most unpredictable, and this may be partly because 

so many other students speak, so that opportunities are limited for anyone 

speaker, unlike labs arld conferences. 
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Student Moves and Exchange Initiations 

The variation in individual student participation in the academic 

situations is shown in Table 10.6. This table shows moves by each student in 

each academic situation, plus exchange initiations, back channels and 

multiple-move turns, and totals for all these discourse moves. 

The table shows variation in the most frequent move by the eight subject 

students. For example, the two most frequent moves for Leni, Carlos and 

Ahmed do not include any response moves, but involve combinations of 

SO, SQ and/or SE moves. However, for Pilar, Chen, Li, Obe and Kanit, their 

most frequent moves always include the responsive SDR moves, plus SO or 

SQ moves. Only for Chen were SDR moves the most frequent move, while 

Pilar, Chen and Kanit never made any SR offered responses. 

Student back channels occur only in lab sessions and student/teacher 

conferences; that is, situations involving face-to-face interaction. However, 

there is variation among the students between the two situations. In labs, 

Leni, Chen and Li made no back channels, while Pilar, Carlos and Obe made 

the most. In contrast, in conferences, all students made back channels, with 

Pilar, Carlos, Obe, and Leni making the most. Possibly, the conference 

situation, involving only the student and teacher imposes a stronger need 

on students to employ back channels in order to signal attention to the 

discourse. 

Multiple-move turns also vary among students. Pilar, Carlos, Obe and 

Ahmed use them the most, while Kanit, Li and Chen make few such turns. 
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Numbers of exchange initiations in each academic situation for each 

student are indicated by the figures in parentheses in Table 10.6. In lectures 

and in English 106 some students did not initiate any exchanges (only Carlos 

spoke in one lecture; Chen, Li and Kanit initiated no exchanges in English 

106, and Leni initiated none in one of her English 106 classes). 

The findings on exchange initiations are complicated, as shown in Table 

10.7. If we convert an individual student's total numbers of moves which 

initiate exchanges into percentages of all moves by that student, we find that 

this percentage ranges from 21.3% (for Leni) to 50.7% (for Carlos). Thus, 

even students who do not speak much still initiate a fairly high percentage 

of exchanges (e.g. 22.6% of Chen's moves, and 24.1 % of Li's moves initiate 

exchanges). On the other hand, a talkative student like abe, can have a fairly 

low exchange initiation percentage (28.3%), because he makes many moves, 

not all of which begin an exchange, while a more silent student like Chen 

may have a ratio of exchange initiations similar to other students, although 

he makes few moves. Possibly, initiations are frequent even for low talkers 

when they feel that it is necessary for them to gain information in order to 

do assignments correctly. 

Table 10.7 also shows that the percentage of SQ which initiate exchanges 

is usually higher than the percentage of SO which initiate exchanges, even 

though the total number of SQ is usually much lower than the total number 

of SO moves. Only Chen has a higher proportion of SO exchange initiations 

than SQ initiations, while Ahmed's are almost equal. 
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Table 10.6 

Individual Student Moves and Exchange Initiations 

Pilar 
Academic ToW SO SQ SE SR SDR S1 B/C" MM# 
situation moves 

Lab 75(23) 21(12) 20(9) 17(2) 15 2 18 10 
Eng. 106 2(1) 1(1) 1 

4(2) 2(2) 2 
S/TConf. 62(10) 19(6) 7(4) 15 21 50 10 

TOTAL 143(36) 42(20) 28(14) 32(2) 39 2 68 20 

Leni Total SO SQ SE SR SDR S1 B/C MM 

Disc. 3(2) 2(2) 1 
Eng. 106 14 1 1 12 

13(8) 1 6(5) 1 2 3(3) -
Conf. 45(6) 15(5) 3 17(1) 10 63 7 

TOTAL 75(16) 17(5) 11(7) 18(1) 13 13 3(3) 63 7 

Carlos Total SO SQ SE SR SDR 51 B/C MM 

Lecture 5(5) 1(1) 4(4) 
Lab 213(111) 93(73) 43(36) 44(1) 3 29 1(1) 14 23 
Eng. 106 9(4) 4(4) 1 2 2 

13(4) 3 4(3) 2 2 2(1) - 2 
Conf. 48(22) 21(14) 10(8) 6 11 60 5 

TOTAL 288(146) 118(88) 65(55) 51(1) 7 44 3(2) 74 30 

Chen Total SO SQ SE 5R SDR 51 B/C MM 
Lab 47(12) 14(9) 9(3) 7 17 
Eng. 106 3 3 
Conf. 12(2) 5(1) 2(1) 5 6 3 
(with U) 
TOTAL 62(14) 19(10) 11(4) 7 25 6 3 
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Li Total SO SQ SE SR SDR S? B/C MM 

Lab 22(10) 7(5) 7(5) 7 1 2 
Eng. 106 3 2 1 

4 4 
Conf. 43(7) 17(6) 3(1) 4 19 8 3 
(with Chen) 11(3) 6(2) 2(1) 3 2 1 

TOTAL 83(20) 30(13) 12(7) 11 2 28 10 6 

Obe Total SO SQ SE SR SDR S? B/C MM 

Lab 172(67) 59(44) 35(22) 51 3 22 2(1) 14 32 
Engl. 106 14(6) 5(3) 3(3) 5 1 

9(3) 1(1) 2(2) 4 2 
Conf. 109(10) 28(4) 12(6) 17 52 120 16 

TOTAL 3G4(86) 93(52) 52(33) 68 12 77 2(1) 134 48 

Kanit Total SO SQ SE SR SDR S? B/C MM 

Lab 41(14) 4(1) 14(13) 13 10 4 1 
Conf .... 49 11 18 2 16 2 1 

TOTAL 90(14) 15(1) 32(13) 15 26 2 5 1 

Ahmed Total SO SQ SE SR SDR S? B/C MM 

Lab 99(51) 55(41) 13(7) 21 6 4(3) 4 
Eng. 106 40(8) 13(8) 1 4 7 13 2 3 
Conf. 64(8) 20(3) 6(5) 18 18 2 24 14 

TOTAL 203(67) 88(52) 20(12) 43 7 37 8(3) 28 17 

() = student exchange initiations .. = back channel 
# = multiple-move turns 
~~ = exchange initiations could not be determined in conference 



Table 10.7 

Exchange Initiations bX Subject ISs in All Situations 

Student Exchange % of SO moves %ofSQ 
initiations which initiate which initiate 
as% of exchanges exchanges 
all moves 

Pilar 25.2 47.6 50.0 
Leni 21.3 29.4 63.6 
Carlos 50.7 74.6 84.6 
Chen 22.6 64.3 33.3 
Li 24.1 43.3 58.3 
Obe 28.3 31.3 63.5 
Kanit .. 34.1 25.0 92.9 
Ahmed 33.0 59.1 60.0 

.. = figures available for lab only 

These initiations are important because they show how students may 

choose to participate, rather than react to other speakers. Thus, even less 

talkative students still have similar initiation patterns to more talkative 

students; the difference is that less talkative students make fewer non-

initiatory moves. 

Exchange Patterns 
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Participation in exchange patterns is not totally under the control of 

individual students, but is interesting because many exchange patterns are 

the result of student initiations. Table 10.8 gives each student's participation 

in exchange patterns expressed as percentages of totals for all four situations. 
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These figures show that except for Chen, students participated mostly in 2-

and 3-part exchanges. For Carlos, abe and Kanit the highest participation 

was in 2-part exchanges. This seems to be marr.ly because Carlos and abe 

made frequent SO and SQ moves, and spoke to other students in the labs, 

while Kanit had a high number of questions in his lab, which occurred in 2-

part exchanges. Pilar, Leni, and Li participated mainly in exchanges with the 

teachers, and did not ask many questions, which helped to account for their 

higher frequency of participation in 3-part exchanges. Ahmed participated 

almost equally in 2- and 3-part exchanges, with both students and teachers, 

but did not ask a high number of questions. 

It seems that students who participated with teachers, and/or did not ask 

many questions tended to participate mainly in 3-part exchanges, whereas 

students who questioned, or interacted more with other students 

participated in 2-part exchanges more frequently. 

Participation in 4-part exchanges was more frequent than in 5+ -part 

exchanges, except for Leni and Chen. This may be because 4-part exchanges 

were often repair sequences in which the first utterance (often by the 

student) was repeated in the third move. For example, a typical 4-part 

exchange might be SO/TQ/SDR or SO repeated/TR or TE. Also fairly 

talkative students like Carlos and abe had relatively low participation rates 

in 4- and 5+ -part exchanges, perhaps because their discourse was relatively 

simple for interlocutors to understand. Chen was unusual in participating 

so frequently in 5+ -part exchanges, partly accounted for by the need for 

discourse repair. 



Table 10.8 

Participation in Exchange Patterns by Subject ISs as Percentages 

Student 2-part 3-part 4-part S+-part 
exchanges exchanges exchanges exchanges 

Pilar 23.4 44.7 21.3 8.5 

Leni 22.7 38.6 18.2 20.5 

Carlos 73.1 21.4 3.5 2.0 

Chen 10.7 17.9 25.0 46.4 

Li 20.3 54.2 18.6 6.8 

Obe 54.3 29.1 10.1 6.5 

Kanit* 40.7 25.9 22.2 11.1 

Ahmed 33.3 34.4 18.2 14.0 

* = lab only 

Thus, individual student discourse across the fOUT academic situations 

can be summarized as follows: 
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Pilar: Had the highest percentage of student talk in the conferences with 

Teacher R. Her most frequent moves were SO and SDR. SE and back 

channels were fairly high in her lab. She asked some SQ in the lab and 

conference, but made no SR moves at all. Twenty-five percent of her moves 

were exchange initiations. Although 3-part exchanges are her most frequent 

pattern, she participated in all patterns in labs and conferences, but only in 4-

part patterns in English 106 classes. 
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Leni: Was the most talkative student in one English 106 class, and second 

most talkative in the other. Her most frequent moves were SE and SO 

(which were high in the conference). Her back channels were fairly high in 

the conference. She was not a frequent questioner. Response moves were 

fewer than initiating moves, but she made the most SR moves of all 

subjects. Twenty-one percent of her moves were exchange initiations (the 

lowest percentage of all students). She participated in all patterns in one 

English class and in her conference. In her other English class she had no 2-

part patterns, mainly because she made several SR responses in 3-part 

patterns. In her discussion class, she participated only in 2-part patterns with 

questions moves. 

Carlos: He was the most talkative and third most talkative student in 

English 106 classes. Also, he was the only subject to talk in a lecture, and the 

only one to chat and joke socially in the lab. His most frequent moves were 

SO and SQ. His SE and back channels are high in the lab, and his response 

moves relatively fewer. Half of his moves were exchange initiations (the 

highest percentage of the subject students). As an initiator and high user of 

SO moves, he took part mainly in 2-part patterns in the lecture, lab and 

conference. Three-part patterns were also fairly frequent, while participation 

in 4- and 5+ -part patterns was low, possibly because negotiation of meaning 

was rarely necessary for him. 

Chen: Was a low talker, and his most frequent move was SDR, followed by 

SO. He had the lowest number of SE moves of the subject students, and no 

SR moves. He was not a frequent questioner and made few back channels. 
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22.6 % of his moves were exchange initiations. The lab was the only 

situation where he participated in some 2-part patterns. In addition, in the 

lab and conference he participated in 3- , 4- and 5+ -part patterns. His 

participation in 5+ -part patterns because of the need to negotiatie meaning 

was notable. In English he participated only in one 3- and one 5+ -part 

pattern. 

Li: Spoke very little, and his most frequent moves were SO and SDR His 

SE, back channels and SQ were fairly infrequent. Twenty-four percent of his 

moves were exchange initiations. He participated in 2-part patterns in the 

lab, and in 3-part patterns in the lab, English 106, and most frequently in the 

conference. There were some 4- and 5+ -part patterns also. 

Obe: He was the most talkative student for the total of all situations, the 

second most talkative in both his English 106 classes, the only student to talk 

in the pre-lab lecture, and had the highest percentage of student talk in a 

conference. His most frequent moves were SO and SDR. He was highly 

reactive to teachers and students, as shown by his SDR, SE and back 

channels. Although he asked questions in all situations, they were not a 

high percentage of his total moves. Twenty-eight percent of his moves were 

exchange initiations. He had high participation in 2-part exchanges in lab 

and conference, and some in English 106. He also participated in a 3-part 

exchanges in lab and English 106, plus a few in the conference. Participation 

in 4- and 5+ -part patterns was low, possibly because he rarely needed to 

negotiate meaning. 
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Kanit: Data are available only for lab and conference. His most frequent 

moves were SQ and SDR. He is unusual for his highly frequent questioning 

behavior, especially in the lab. Thirty-four % of his moves were exchange 

initiations. He took part in all patterns in the lab, with 2-part patterns 

especially frequent. 

Ahmed: Was the most talkative student in English 106, and unusual in 

having SO as the most common move in all three situations in which he 

participated orally. He was not a high questioner, and SE was his second 

most frequent move. One third of his moves were exchange initiations. He 

participated in all patterns in all situations, with 2-part exchanges common 

in the conference, and 3-part in the lab. 

In conclusion, variability in student discourse across the four academic 

situations is evident and seems to be patterned according to opportunities, 

constraints and needs to participate, and probably linked with the factors 

discussed in section ill in each of Chapters 6, 7, 8 and 9. The limited 

opportunities and constraints on participation in lectures seem to result in 

the prevalence of student questions in mainly 2-part patterns. In the labs, it 

seems that combinations of the work and task conditions of laboratory work 

produce student offers and evaluations as the most frequent moves in 

student/ student 2- and 3-part exchanges. English 106 classes are strongly 

controlled by the teachers and student discourse is mainly responsive in 3-

part exchanges, although different transaction types produce distinctive 

move, such as student questions when asignments are being given in 
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business transactions. The one-on-one student! teacher conferences are also 

controlled by the teachers, but show features of conversational discourse, 

resulting in active response by students (in SDR and back channels) in 2-part 

exchanges often initiatied by the teachers. 

Variability in individual student participation is also evident. It seems 

probable that personal qualities and cultural backgrounds are determiners of 

how individuals respond variably to the situational opportunities or 

constraints on oral participation which confront them in each academic 

situation. 

Discussion of these comparisons and implications of results is found in 

the final chapter of this study. 



CHAFTER 11 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
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In this research project I have Lrlvestigated three questions about the oral 

discourse of International Students - the amount of talk; the types of 

moves made; and the exchange patterns into which these moves fall - in 

four academic situations. In this final chapter I will discuss my findings as 

contributions to second language acquisition and interlanguage theory. I 

will then discuss my findings on the three research questions as 

contributions to discourse analysis. Finally, implications for teaching and 

further research will be noted. 

Contribution to Second Language Acquisition and Interlanguage Theory 

These descriptions of the discourse of the eight ESL speakers in four 

academic situations add to the literature on second language acquisition 

(SLA) and interlanguage studies OL). My study shows the discourse level 

interlanguage of these ISs as they use their second language in college 

academic situations. Their IL is observed at a point in time and my analysis 

shows individual variation across the four academic situations at 

discourse/interactionallevel. This research demonstrates that to observe 

only one academic situation would not give a complete picture of a second 

language speaker's academic IL discourse, as Selinker and Douglas (1985, 

1989) have pOinted out. 
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Early IL research often set subjects different tasks as a way of eliciting data 

which would show systematic variation depending on the nature of the 

language use tasks. More recent Vlork has focused on the context or 

sociolinguistic environment of IL acquisition and use, and used naturally 

ocurring data. Selinker and Douglas (1985 and 1989) in particular have 

focussed on academic contexts, and my research has a similar focus. 

A natural outcome of IL studies is the question of what causes variation, 

and it has been common to correlate variation with different tasks, contexts, 

or situations. That is, the demands of a task may affect several aspects of IL. 

However, in her overview of IL variation research, Tarone (1988) gives a 

strong warning. She agrees that variation in IL across tasks has been shown 

in many studies, but she criticizes some of the attempts to account for such 

variations, pointing out that while IL varies across tasks, it is not necessarily 

the task which causes such variation. Tarone proposes four general causes of 

variation: linguistic context, psychological processes, social matters, and 

language functions. She also categorizes two major groups of models of IL 

variation; namely, psychological and social/psychological. In the former 

group, such factors as attention to language use, knowledge, awareness and 

control of a second language may affect second language variability. In the 

latter group, such matters as interlocutor, social distance, language functions 

and discourse domain may affect variability. 

Obviously, a combination of factors influences IL variation, and it is vital 

to investigate what it is in the task or situation which correlates with 

variation patterns. Most of the IL variability work has focused on 
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phonology, morphology or syntax, and is concerned with how far IL 

approximates to target-language norms. However, my research examines 

types of discourse moves and IL variability at discourse level. My focus on 

discourse domain means that this study fits into the sociolinguistic group of 

models of variability, although I do comment in passing on possible 

psychological influences on student performance in the academic situations. 

'fhe observed regularities in variations across tasks enabled earlier IL 

theory to be stated quite firmly. IL was thought to be most systematic in 

'informal' tasks, and more unsystematic (containing more target-like forms, 

and also being more pervious to some first language forms) in 'formal tasks' 

when care or attention was being taken (see Tarone's earlier work, 1979, 1980, 

1982; Beebe, 1980b). However, in this older type of IL research, naturally 

occurring discourse was rarely used for analysis. In contrast, my analysis of 

discourse level IL uses naturally occurring data, and the academic situations I 

examine would probably be regarded as requiring fairly 'formal' language 

use, except perhaps the student/student interaction in lab work. 

However, later work showed that in vernacular/informal tasks or 

situations IL might be more target language-like in some aspects of language 

use, and so the relationship between task/situation and IL was seen to be 

more complex than originally (Sato, 1985; Tarone, 1985). Earlier theories 

depended on notions of formal and informal language use which have been 

questioned by Tarone (1988) and others. The reasons why more attention 

should be paid to language use in formal tasks such as reading word lists in 

an interview, but less in more sociable conversations have not been well 
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established, nor why attention should translate into more target-like (correct) 

IL. Indeed, Dechert (1984) notes in his work on variability in IL 

communicative strategies that 'task stress' might be associated with a 

deterioration in IL, as shown by errors, fillers, and hesitations, which seem to 

be the price of high adaptability, flexibility and efficiency in processing 

systems. Such task stress :::ould well be a component of so-called formal 

situations. However, in more recent IL work the different contexts across 

which IL may vary are often different domains within a broad discourse 

category area, rather than being formal or informal contexts. For example, 

Cathcart (1986) looked at communicative acts in several contexts within 

kindergarten classes for second language speakers. 

In spite of the difficulties in formulating IL variability theory, there seems 

to be a basic reasonableness in believing that variation in appropriate target 

language use occurs as a function of demands (of some sort) placed on the 

learner. As Bialystok (1983) puts it, lithe use of language in different 

situations inherently demands greater or lesser levels of analyzed knowledge 

and automatic control", and the interplay of demand and learner's analyzed 

and automatic knowledge probably account for at least some IL variation. 

Thus, my work illuminates IL theory as a study of language at discourse 

level, in which academic situations demand gr~ater or lesser knowledge and 

control of appropriate discourse for talking about academic content, or for 

carrying out academic tasks, in terms of amount of talk, moves, initiations 

and participation in exchanges. All of this discourse is set within a 

framework of risk-taking, cultural background, academic needs and ability, 



and in situations which involve constraints, opportunities, needs and 

compulsions to talk. 
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A major problem with IL research at discourse level in college academic 

situations is that the norms for target language discourse are not well 

established. In studies of IL variation in phonological or morphological 

forms, the NS researcher has some sort of yardstick for measuring how close 

the IL is to 'the norm'i at discourse level this is much harder. Selinker and 

Douglas (1989) get around the problem by using subject-specialist informants 

to comment on NNS discourse in academic situations in their case studies. 

My own work has been complicated because I have had to isolate 

characteristics of the academic discourse, as well as describe the IL of my 

subjects, without being able to refer to a body of information on similar NS 

discourse. 

Within the sociolinguistic group of models of IL variability, Selinker and 

Douglas (1985 and 1989) are the proponents of a discourse domain model of 

IL variability, which is not yet well-developed (Tarone, 1988). Ellis (1985) 

pointed out that IL speakers have a number of IL systems which overlap and 

are linked to discourse domains of actual language use, and Selinker and 

Douglas have continued to work on a similar model of the ILs which are 

developed in academic discourse domains. According to their model, IL 

forms are relatable to particular knowledge or discourse or genre areas 

(Selinker and Douglas, 1989, p. 95). They srress that such domains are 

personal, but overlap with other people's, and that there can be a range of 
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styles within each domain. A special interest of theirs is whether IL learned 

in one activity type will transfer to another domain. 

I believe that my work provides more information on discourse level IL 

of freshman IS undergraduates; an area of context-based IL which has not yet 

received much investigation. Unlike the graduate subjects in Selinker and 

Douglas (1985, 1989) whose IL variability across academic situations is 

possibly linked with knowledge and expertise in content domains, the 

students in my case studies are not yet proficient in their academic fields. 

They are continuing the process of advanced SLA, and at the same time 

acquiring the discourse of new academic domains. 

The variability shown by the eight subject students in the amount of talk, 

discourse moves made, and participation in different exchange patterns 

seems to be related to the manner in which their personalities and cultural 

backgrounds influence their discourse in the face of different opportunities, 

needs and constraints on oral discourse in the academic situations. At the 

same time, the variability shown across the four academic situations by all 

students (including the eight subject students) in the amount of talk, most 

frequent discourse moves and exchange patterns seems to be influenced by 

task and the characteristics of the situations, as well as by the personalities 

and backgrounds of the individual students present. Variability across 

situations is shown in different amounts of talk, and in the prominence of 

one or two moves in each situation, and of one or two exchange patterns. 

Such variability occurs in the discourse of individual students, although 
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personal characteristics may mean that individual variability may not always 

parallel the variability for all students across situations. 

Contribution to Discourse Analysis Studies 

In Chapter 4 I showed how my system of analysis was based on previous 

discourse analysiS. Here, I reflect briefly on four categories of discourse 

analysis which were useful in my own work, and note some points of 

departure between them and my work. 

Firstly, conversation analysis with its focus on turn-taking, topic control, 

and the role of adjacency pairs in accounting for discourse coherence has 

been a useful approach in my analysis (Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson, 1974). 

For example, my findings show adjacency pairs in operation as an English 

106 teacher builds on a studenfs response in the next teacher statement or 

question. However, pairs of utterances are not the only way in which 

discourse coherence is achieved; for example, single unacknowledged turns 

which are coherent within the total discourse scheme, are found in the 

laboratory discourse. Also, Tsui (1989) has argued the case for the three-part 

exchange as a description of conversational exchanges. My data on academic 

situations seem to agree with Tsui's findings for conversation, in that 2- and 

3-part patterns are frequent (although there are also other patterns). As with 

Tsui, the presence of the third move in my data seems to be optional, and 

serves various functions, such as acknowledgment, and is not an exclusive 

evaluative teacher move. 



Secondly, studies of participant structures have given insight into the 

organization of speakers and listeners within the academic situations, and 

alerted me to the role of personal and cultural factors in student 

participation in discourse (Philips, 1972; Malcolm, 1989). 
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Most important for me have been studies in classroom interaction and 

discourse analysis (Sinclair and Coulthard, 1975; Mehan, 1979; Lemke, 1982 

and 1990). A focus on language function, rather than on detailed 

interpretation of meaning processes, and the replacement of the concept of 

adjacency pairs by that of the exchange make it possible to analyze large 

bodies of data. Unfortunately, discourse analysis in educational settings 

other than teacher-fronted school classrooms is not extensive. 

The fourth group is second language discourse analysis, although this is 

less comprehensive than Sinclair and Coulthard's approach to first language 

classroom studies (Chaudron, 1988). In his overview on the subject, 

Chaudron (1988, pp. 40 r 45) notes how second language discourse analysis 

focuses on such discourse structures as utterances, turns, T-units, in order to 

study funtional units such as clarification, request, repair, etc. Such analysis 

is on the level of Sinclair and Coulthard's acts, which gives a great deal of 

detail, and tends to involve coding long lists of discourse acts. For example, 

Cathcart (1986) codes many communicative acts, although she does a detailed 

analysis of variation in the use of only one act in the classroom discourse of 

bilingual children. My work looks at turns, on the level of moves, which 

involves a simpler coding system, and thus enables a large body of data to be 

dealt with. 
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There are, of course, limitations to discourse/interaction analysis. One 

problem is its essentially descriptive nature, and the difficulty of establishing 

theoretical foundations. Also, the concern with product and performance 

means that the process by which participants understand discourse is not 

well treated, although Lemke (1982 and 1990) addresses this issue for science 

teaching discourse, and Gumperz (1982) has stressed the manner in which 

meaning is always negotiable in face-to-face encounters. My data also show 

on-going negotiation in these academic situations, particularly in the 4- and 

5+ -part exchanges. There are also problems in reconciling the form of an 

utterance with its possible function(s) within the discourses. For example, I 

had some problems in deciding whether to code some of Carlos's moves as 

student offers or student questions in his laboratory session. In addition, 

Griffin and Mehan (1981) point out that multiple functions may be expressed 

simultaneously by one move. 

In addition, in the work on classroom interaction (as in Sinclair and 

Coulthard, 1975; Mehan, 1979), the focus on the IRE teaching exchange has 

had the effect of perhaps blinkering researchers to the possibility that other 

exchange patterns exist in their own right, not just as variations of the three

part exchange. By laying out their analyses into vertical columns across the 

page, these researchers appear to presuppose that most classroom discourse 

can be reduced to initiation - response -evaluation moves. On the other 

hand, Lemke (1982, 1990) in his analysis of 'activity structures' in science 

lessons has shown that there are well-defined patterns (such as the 2-part 

student challenge to the teacher) other than three-part IRE exchanges in 
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secondry school science teaching. My data clearly show that 2-part patterns 

are very frequent, and also that 4- and 5+ -part patterns occur. 

My major findings in response to the three research questions can be 

summed up as follows: 

1. Amount of international student oral participation in academic 

situations: Most individual ISs contribute relatively small amounls of talk 

in academic situations, but there is variability across situations as well as 

among students. 

2. Types of discourse moves made by international students: The most 

frequent student moves for all four situations are student offers (SO moves 

are 28.3 % of all student moves) and student direct responses (5DR moves 

are 22.7 %). Student questions follow at 20.4% of total student moves. While 

there are more student offers which initiate exchanges than student 

questions, a higher proportion of SQ than SO moves is likely to initiate 

exchanges. 

3. Exchange patterns into which international student discourse moves 

are grouped: Varied exchange patterns are found in the academic situations, 

from 2-part to more than S-part patterns. Typically, 2-part exchange are 

initiated by students, while 3-part exchanges are initiated by teachers, but this 

does not always happen. Two-part exchanges are the most frequent patterns 

in which students participate, but not all3-part patterns are teacher-initiated 

IRE exchanges. There is a good case for proposing that 4- and 5+ -part 

exchanges are patterns in their own right, not expanded or deviant 3-part 

exchanges as in Mehan's analysis (1979). 
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While these findings apply to eight subject ISs, I believe that academic 

discourse in these situations is similar for other ISs, and also for NSs. In the 

following discussion I will comment on how my findings on the three 

research questions accord with results in previous studies, add new data and 

expand previous conclusions about the nature of academic discourse. 

Amount of Student Participation 

Previous research shows that in formal school classrooms teacher talk is 

about two thirds of total class talk. The data presented in Table 10.1 in 

Chapter 10 shows that in my study, teacher talk dominated in lectures, 

English 106 and student/teacher conferences, although in the labs, there 

were more chances for student/student talk. Such teacher domination of 

discourse raises the question of whether sheer amount of student talk is 

important or not for IS college students. 

The number of words spoken is often regarded as less important than 

discourse appropriacy. For example, Mehan (1979) points out that for NS 

school children, classroom interactional competence is more than speaking, 

and involves appropriate talk with regard to tum-taking, content, choice of 

communicative act (e.g. does the teacher want a 'known' response, or a more 

thoughtful attempt at discussion?). For NNSs, Allwright (1980) has shown 

that in classroom ESL learning, amount of talk does not necessarily 

demonstrate discourse competence. 

Even if students wish to speak, teacher control of classroom discourse can 

restrict student output. An extreme example is the psychology lecture in my 
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study, during which it would have been almost impossible for students to 

speak. Even when students are encouraged to speak, teacher discourse and 

topic control (e.g. closed questions requiring short known answers, or rapid 

strings of IRE exchanges) reduce the amount of student talk (Dillon, 1981). 

In addition, student talk also obviously depends on the task or work to be 

done and the ambiguities and risk involved (Doyle, 1983); thus, student 

participation can be variable. Also, the dynamics of student representation 

of the others in the class are important in accounting for distribution of 

student talk, so that some students may be major speakers in one lesson 

transaction, but not speak in other transactions. For example, in one English 

106 class, Pilar spoke only in one transaction about her paragraph on Gregor 

Samsa. On the other hand, students who persistently dominate class time 

can be regarded with disfavor by fellow students (Karp and Yoels, 1976; 

McKenna, 1987), so that amount of talk can be a negative aspect of classroom 

discourse. 

Academic success does not necessarily depend on amount of student talk 

in class. For example, in some of the labs I observed, successful students 

might not need to talk at all in order to complete their work. Saville-Troike 

(1984) has also found that academic success does not necessarily depend on 

the amount of second language production by students. 

Personality may work against large amounts of student talk. With NSs, it 

has been noted that students vary in the amount of challenge they will 

accept to think and express these thoughts (Lawton, 1968, on adolescents in 

UK schools). In science classes, Lemke comments that it probably takes a 
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great deal of frustration and self-confidence for a NS to break into the 

teacher's talk with comments or challenges (1990, p.28). As noted in the 

literature review of this work, ISs may have educational and cultural 

backgrounds which work against certain types of oral participation in classes. 

Yet, a correlation between second language development and amount of 

student oral production is important in SLA theory, because it is thought 

that production enables students to gain more input, or to negotiate 

meaning which in turn are thought to improve acquisition (Chaudron, 1988; 

Long, 1981a). The relative isolation of the IS subjects in my study from NS 

fellow-students means that it is often the ISs who initiate exchanges and 

become involved in negotiation of meaning with NSs, in order to get their 

work done, especially in labs. Further study would be required to investigate 

whether such initiations and negotiation of meaning improve IS academic 

discourse over time. The relationships among SLA, academic success, and 

student oral participation in academic situations are clearly complex, and 

require more investigation. 

Student Moves and Initiations 

When the academic situation varies in group size, learning purpose, 

interlocutors, and so on, analysis of student discourse moves sheds light on 

SLA and IL variation at the level of progress towards target-like discourse 

competence. As Cazden (1988) points out, to be heard as speaking 

appropriately in particular classrooms, students must say the right words, 

talk at the right time, and speak appropriately according to the audience 
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(whether teacher or fellow students). The willingness to accept the teacher's 

definition of the lesson situation, of what counts as knowledge and ways of 

talking about that knowledge within the lesson is closely linked to the type 

of discourse move students are called upon to make, or freely offer. At the 

same time, the factors which influence amount of student talk also apply to 

the type of move made. For example, students who are culturally 

accustomed to speaking in class only if directly called upon speak only a 

small amount in college classrooms, mainly by student direct response 

moves (SDR), as happened with Chen and Li, who both come from Chinese 

cultural backgrounds. 

Table 10.2 (A) gives the totals for occurrence of each move type, and 

exchange initiations by move type, in the four academic situations, for all 

students (including NS, other ISs, and the eight subject ISs). For ease of 

comparison, Table 10. 2 (B) then gives these figures as percentages of total 

student moves for each academic situation. These tables show that for the 

total of all situations, student offer moves are the most frequent, followed by 

student directed responses, student questions and student evaluations. 

In the followin.g discussion, I will discuss my findings for each type of 

student move, together with comments on whether my findings agree with 

previous research on similar student moves. The discussion follows the 

order in which moves have been listed in tables throughout this study, plus 

back channels and multiple-move turns. 
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Student Offer (SO) Moves 

Student offered comments are generally statements on an existing or a 

new topic or sub-topic, which are volunteered (not responses to an 

interlocutor's move). These were the most frequent student moves (28.3% 

of all student moves in the total moves for all academic situations). Student 

offer moves were the most frequent in labs, the second most frequent in 

conferences, third most frequent in lectures, and nearly equal third (with 

student questions) in English 106. 

As discussed in the literature review in Chapter 1, studies of classroom 

interaction do not make extensive reference to student offer moves, 

although there are some mentions in Barnes, Britton and Rosen (1969), 

Flanders (1970), Sinclair and Coulthard (1975), Sinclair and Brazil (1982) and 

Stubbs, Robinson and Twite (1979). 

Also, such studies categorize student moves differently from my coding 

system. For example, Mehan (1979), Barnes and Todd (1977), and Gere and 

Stevens (1985) all deal with moves which appear to be similar to my student 

offer category, but under other category groupings. Their results for student 

offer type moves support my findings that student offers are more frequent 

than student questions in many academic situations, although details differ. 

Thus, Mehan {1979) found that student 'inform' moves account for 12 % of 

the student initiations he observed in U.S. elementary classrooms. In 

contrast, in my study student offers were 17 % of all student moves in 

English 106 classes, the type of college class which most resembles traditional 

school classrooms. However, in the English 106 classes, student questions 

were equally frequent at 17% of all moves. Also, student offer moves were 
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the most frequently occurring move, at 28 % of all moves, when all student 

moves were totalled for all four academic situations. 

Other interaction researchers gained similar results to mine for the greater 

frequency of student offers than student question moves. Barnes and Todd 

(1977) noted that in student/student discussions among 13-year-old British 

school children, when negotiation and construction of meaning dominated 

the discourse, sequences of student statements were more frequent than 

student questions. Similarly, in their study of elementary to high school 

student writing group discourse, Gere and Stevens (1985) found that student 

informing and directing acts (some of which are similar to my student offer 

moves) were more frequent than their nine types of elicitation acts, which 

are mostly student questions. My findings for the frequency of student offers 

by the eight ISs in student/student interactions in lab sessions are in 

agreement with these findings for NS student/ student interactions. 

Student offers may add to existing exchanges, or initiate exchanges, but 

this distinction is not made clearly in classroom interaction studies. In 

contrast, topic initiation is of particular interest in SLA studies because it is 

one of the ways by which learners gain input and thus enhance SLA. While 

low level second ianguage learner discourse seems to contain a higher 

frequency of questions than statements as topic initiators (96% in 

Long,1981b), Gaies (1982) found that more proficient learners used only 71 % 

of questions as topic initiators. In my data, the proportion of student offers 

(statements) as exchange initiations (topic initiators) was even higher than 

Gaies, at 54.3 % of all exchange initiations, while questions were only 42.4%. 
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Another type of student offer is the unacknowledged move. Mehan 

(1979) found that such 'unsuccessful' moves tended to occur more frequently 

at the beginning of the school year when children blurted out offered 

comments without gaining turns in the teacher-approved manner. Such 

unacknowledged moves were rare in my data on lectures and English 106 

classes, but did occur in the lab discourse of Carlos, Obe and Ahmed, wher,l 

students seemed to be working aloud, not really requiring a partner's or 

teacher's response. These students were among the most talkative, with 

high frequencies of student offer moves, while the less talkative students did 

not make such unacknowledged offers. 

Thus, while classroom interaction studies have noted the existence of 

student offer moves, they do not always comment on their significance. 

Even Lemke (1990) in his discussion of student challenges in 

Teacher /Student Debate patterns of science class discourse does not clearly 

distinguish between student questions and offers (1990, pp. 28 - 32). In the 

field of second language studies, the student offer is sometimes singled out 

for comment. However, if statements (student offers) are used more by 

second language learners as proficiency increases, as Gaies seems to show, 

then it is not surprising that the frequency of this type of move is not widely 

recognized, since there has been less work at high levels, particularly in non

teacher directed classrooms like labs. 
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Student Question (SO) Moves 

In my findings, questions are only the third most frequent student move 

for all students (20.4% of all student moves) and the fourth most frequent 

move for the subject ISs (18.4% of moves). Student questions are the most 

frequent move in lectures (mainly by NSs), the second most frequent move 

in labs, equal third in English 106, and fourth in student/teacher conferences. 

In the literature on classroom discourse, some attention is paid to student 

questions, which are often the move most closely identified with student 

initiatory moves. It is assumed that students need to ask questions, 

although McKenna (1987) has shown that in college lectures, not all student 

questions are appropriate. 

Researchers have been interested in the types of questions asked. For 

instance, DodI (1965) paid attention to the discourse environment of the 

questions asked by U.S. primary school children and found that they made 

requests for aid, clarification and direction from the teacher, usually because 

they had not heard or understood what the teacher said. They also asked 

'thought questions', in which students pursued new information. Dodl 

found that 60% of student questions occurred in content discussion, when 

students wanted additional information or had queries about content. The 

second most common stimulus for questions was uncertainty about teacher 

directions, with 22% of student questions being about procedure. 

In my data, both of these uses of student questions are evident. In 

lectures, the only situation in which student questions are the most frequent 

student move, SQ are mainly about content. These findings agree with those 



of McKenna (1987), who analyzed a corpus of 244 student questions which 

were asked in 33 college lectures. She found that most student questions 

were related to previous information. McKenna contends that student 

lecture questions are typica11y used to add to information and develop 

discourse topics. 

In labs, student questions are likely to be specific queries to the teacher 

about work problems, and to fellow students for a variety of work-related 

purposes. 
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In English 106 transactions in which teachers are giving directions about 

work or assignments, there can often be a high proportion of class business 

questions. Doyle and Carter (1986) have similar findings for their work on 

U.S. junior high English writing classes. They note that students spend a lot 

time thinking about how tasks can be done, which leads to SQ seeking to 

clarify tasks. They also note that some students will ask questions 

"privately" to the teacher, while other students work on the tasks, and I saw 

similar behavior in the English 106 classes. 

Gaining a turn is an important aspect of student questioning behavior. 

In the classrooms and labs I observed, student gaze, other non-verbal 

signals, and called-out questions occurred. In lecture halls, student hand

bids, followed by teacher acknowledgment (such as tryes?") led to student 

questions. 

Given the frequency of student offers (Table 10.2 (A) and (B», as well as 

questions in English 106 (137 SO, 138 SQ) and the preference for SO in 

cOI"lerences (142 SO, 63 SQ), it seems possible that among college students, 
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student comments are preferred to student questions for discussion of topics. 

On the other hand, it may be that questions are harder than comments for 

ISs to fonnulate. There may also be cultural constraints deterring some 

students from asking teachers direct content questions in front of the class. 

As far as I know, the literature on appropriate classroom student behavior in 

different cultures does not specify whether class business questions are more 

acceptable than asking content questions, but it seems possible that this is so. 

Another reason for the lower number of SQs as opposed to SO moves is the 

relative efficiency of class business questions. A question asked by one 

student and responded to by the teacher may settle the queries of all, or many 

others in the class, so there is no need for more questions on that topic. 

Another aspect of student questioning behavior is the role of student 

questions in initiating exchanges. Such exchange initiation moves are seen 

as desirable in themselves by both SLA theorists and discourse analysts. SLA 

theorists presuppose that initiations enable students to gain more of the 

input, interaction with others, and negotiation of meaning which are useful 

in SLA. Also, classroom discourse analysts see initiations as bids to control 

discourse, and therefore second language learners are sho'wing their IL 

discourse proficiency when initiating discourse exchanges by either student 

offer or student question moves. 

On the other hand, Chaudron (1988) points out that is has not been 

demonstrated that student initiations do promote SLA. For example, 

Johnson (1980) found that with young children, although initiations in their 



classroom discourse might increase over time, SLA was not necessarily 

enhanced. 
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In my results, although student questions are less frequent than student 

offers, questions are more likely to intitiate exchanges than student offers 

are. As shown in Chapter 10, while 58% of total si,&ldent offers initiate 

exchanges, 63 % of student questions do, although there are variations in the 

percentages in the four academic situations. The difference in percentage 

may be partly explained by the fact that many offers are used to join-in 

already established exchanges. On the other hand, the need to ask questions 

in order to understand tasks, or to complete work, may account for the larger 

percentage of student questions which initiate exchanges. In the three 

situations in which the teacher dominates the discourse (lectures, English 

106 and conferences), a higher percentage of student questions initiate 

exchanges than student offer moves do, while in the labs student offers are 

more likely to initiate exchanges. 

This difference in the percentages of total SO or SQ moves which initiate 

exchanges is interesting when combined with my finding that student offer 

moves are more common than student questions. Clearly, student offer 

moves play roles both as initiators of new topics, and as ways to contribute to 

existing exchanges, while questions are more likely to introduce new 

exchanges. However, in labs, where student/student interaction is common, 

new exchanges are initiated with a higher percentage of student offers than 

questions. 



517 

Stnnpnt Evaluation (SE) Moves 

Student evaluations are moves in which students follow up previous 

utterances by interlocutors with a judgment (e.g. "right"), or other form of 

feedback (such as "OK"), or an acknowledgment (e.g. "thanks"). Such moves 

have received little attention in the literature. Stubbs et al. (1979) noted that 

such moves are rare in classrooms. Cathcart (1986) lists 'evaluate' under her 

communicative category 'respond', and also has a category 'social routine' for 

politeness markers such as "thanks" (which I have coded as SE moves). Gere 

and Stevens (1985) also found that informing and responding utterances in 

writing conferences could be evaluative, such as "I like that part". Some of 

their phatic category (utterances such as "urn", "well", "okay") are similar to 

moves which I have coded as SE. 

In my data, SE moves are the fourth most frequent move for all students 

(13.7% of all moves), and the third most frequent move for all IS subjects 

(19.6% of all moves). Student evaluation moves are almost non-existent in 

lectures, and the lowest move in English 106 classes, but they are the third 

most frequent move in laboratories and in student/teacher conferences. It 

seems likely that the personal, face-to-face nature of these two situations may 

account for the high SE usage. My analysis shows that SE moves which are 

conversation-like acknowledgments of what an interlocutor has just said 

(for example, "thanks", "yes"), playa role in maintaining the interaction. 

Although student evaluations rarely begin an exchange (there are four in 

my corpus), they show that some students do more than merely respond 

when absolutely necessary. The percentage of student evaluations varies 
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greatly across the four situations, with the highest percentage in labs (24% of 

all student moves), followed by student/teacher conferences (18%), and 

almost none in English 106 and lectures. 

Differences do occur among the students, with the lowest frequencies for 

Chen (11 % of his total moves) and Li (13 %), and a maximum of 24 % for 

Leni. Such moves may partly be culturally determined (both Chen and Li 

are from Chinese cultural backgrounds) but the differences among students 

are less marked than the differences across academic situations. 

Student Response (SR and SDR) Moves 

Student responses (SR moves) are those which are volunteered by 

students in response to an interlocutor's open question, while student 

directed responses (SDR) involve nomination to speak. In a face-te-face 

interaction, a response is an SDR, since there is an obligation to respond to 

an interlocutor. In my study the freely offered student response (SR) move 

was the least frequent move for all students (11.9% of all moves) and for the 

subject ISs (3.3% of their moves). This is not surprising, since the SR move 

is almost exclusively found in English 106 classes or lectures. Student direct 

response moves were the second most frequent move, after student offer 

moves, for all students (22.7% of all student moves), and for the subject ISs 

(23.2% of their moves). The use made by all students of SDR and SR moves 

is as follows: 
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SDR Order of SR Order of 
as % of frequency as% of frequency 
total moves total moves 

Lectures 1.1% 4th 20.5% 2nd 

Laboratories 16.9% 4th 0.9% 5th 

English 106 25.4% 2nd 31.5% 1st 

SIT Conference 35.0% 1st 

In the English 106 classes, the only academic situation in which response 

moves are the first and second most frequent moves, the volunteered 

student response (SR) move is the most frequent move, followed by the 

directed SDR response move. In the Student/Teacher Conferences (where 

SR moves are not applicable since this is a dialog situation), SDR moves are 

the most frequent move, while in lectures, volunteered SR responses are the 

second most frequent move. All three of these situations are closely 

controlled by teachers, but in the lectures and English 106 classes, student 

responses can be offered rather than called for directly by the teacher. 

The high use of student response moves in English 106 classes agrees with 

the findings gained in discourse analysis of chalk-and-talk classrooms_ 

Mehan (1979) found that among first to third grade U.S. school children in 

his study, there were 227 responses resulting from the teacher's individual 

nominations; 41 resulting from invitations to bid; and 210 I/less controlled 

responses," (I assume that these are similar to my SR coding). In English 106 

classes, the situation most similar to secondary classroom teaching, SR and 

SDR moves were the most frequent moves, although the order of frequency 
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is the opposite to that of Mehan's study. This fact is probably accounted for 

by the fact that many SDR moves in the college English 106 classes were the 

results of student extended discourse sets with individuals, rather than a 

systematic nomination of students. In addition, open teacher questions 

resulting in SR moves were the dominant teacher questioning behavior. 

In university lectures also, SR responses ate more common than SDR 

responses. Karp and Yoels (1976) found that among stimuli to student 

participation in lectures, 46.3% resulted from indirect teacher questions, and 

only 9.9% from direct questions (presumeably, teacher nomination of 

students). My results for student SR responses in lectures are similar, since: 

SDR responses were only 3 % of student moves in my study of lecture 

discourse. 

Many of the sequences in English 106 classes, especially with Teacher R, 

involved students taking part in strings of 3-part exchanges containing 

teacher question, student response, teacher evaluation. Some exchanges do 

not have specific teacher questions (for example, TQ/SR/TE; [TQ]/SR/TE), 

in which the later SR move is a reply to the original teacher question. Such 

strings of 3-part exchanges are frequent because certain transaction types, 

especially discussions, lend themselves to exchange patterns in which 

students are showing their proficiency at responding within the teacher's 

chosen discourse patterns. 

In my data, some student responses were thoughtful, as in 

student/teacher conferences, even when they occured in teacher-controlled 

exchanges, so that SDR moves do not necessarily involve unthinking 
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student responses. Also, teacher evaluation (TE) moves did not always 

indicate teacher approval of correct answers to known answer questions. 

Some teacher evaluations occured as acknowledgments of SDR or SR 

moves which contained information unkown to the teacher. Students also 

responded to each other's moves, mostly by giving information in the labs. 

Since the student response move is so prominent in my data and in the 

literature on classroom discourse, an important question concerns the 

response move's function in both content learning and second language 

acquisition. Dillon (1981) challenges the value to student content learning of 

teacher questioning/ student response behavior. He contends that the 

structuring of information into question/response form by the teacher can 

lead to student passivity, and he questions whether "higher level thought 

questions" will really lead to Socratic discussion. He claims that teacher 

declaratives produce more thought or genuine disuC5sion, with longer 

student contributions. In the field of SLA in the classroom, Long (1981b) 

supposes that teacher questioning is useful in facilitating learner production 

because then students have to speak. However, Chaudron (1988) in his 

review of literature on second language classroom learning suggests that 

questioning limits student responses, and therefore may not necessarily 

promote more target language production practice. 

In answer to such concerns, I have already pointed out that SDR responses 

do not necessarily have to be short, unthinking, automatic responses. My 

data shows that student responses are characteristic of teacher dominated 

academic situations such as English 106 and conferences, and less so in large 



lectures, but not of lab discourse. Thus, in academic situations in which 

teacher discourse control results in frequent student response behavior, 

content learning and SLA will have to be accomplished through such 

discourse moves, while other student moves may be more appropriate for 

student-oriented discourse situations such as lab sessions. 

Back Channels 
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In my study, I have treated back channels as extra discourse features, 

rather than as turns or moves. According to my definition (s.ee Chapter 4), 

back channels are utterances which indicate attention, interest, agreement, or 

encouragement to the present speaker, without being separate turns. It is 

probable that this cooperative role of buck channels is culture-specific; for 

example, studies in the ethnography of speaking have shown that in some 

discourse situations, listeners play an active verbal role which may involve 

speaking at the same time as the main speaker, or giving encouraging 

responses, some of which are types of back channels (see Sacks on joke 

telling, cuLd Reisman on contrapuntal conversations in Bauman and 

Sherzer, 1974). 

In academic situations, little has been written about back channels. Meier 

(1985, cited in Cazden, 1988) found that in student/teacher writing 

conferences during a 6-week college course in basic writing, students at first 

mostly responded to teacher moves. However, students later took more 

initiative in the discourse, and increased their use of back channels during 

teacher turns. 
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In my data there are no back channels in lectures or English 106. 

However, in the lab sessions, there were 54 back channels by Pilar, Carlos, 

Obe, Ahmed and Kanit, plus 30 by other students when nearby (see Table 10.6 

for details on individual students). In the conferences, the number of 

student back channels (total 334) is actually higher than the number for any 

individual move type. All students made some back channels in the 

conferences, although Li, Chen and Kanit made relatively few while Obe, 

Leni, Carlos and Pilar were high users. Li, Chen and Kanit were consistently 

very low users of back channels, while Obe's 134 back channels were much 

higher than those used by other students. It is possible there are cultural 

norms for the use of ba.ck cilannels. For example the low users Li, Chen and 

Kanit come from Chinese and Indonesian cultures, which perhaps do not 

use back channels as much as others do. On the other hand, Obe's African 

background may account for his high use. It is also possible that back 

channel use is a mark of personal qualities such as confidence or a desire to 

maintain face-ta-face interaction in an overt manner. Thus, the moderately 

high use by Pilar, Leni, Carlos and Ahmed may be cultural and/or personal, 

since they seemed to be confident in their conference interactions with the 

teachers. 

Back chan.--,els evidently played important roles in maintaining lab and 

conference discourse. Even though work is being accomplished, and in the 

case of the conferences, the discourse is heavily teacher controlled, still the 

discourse is more conversational in its organization and in participants' 
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perceptions of what is appropriate, and back channels are evidently a feature 

of such talk. 

Multiple-move Turns 

Multiple-move turns by students were not common. There were ten in 

English 106 classes, 57 in student/teacher conferences, and 71 for the subject 

. ISs in laboratory sessions (plus 17 by other students when nearby). The 

students who made the most multiple-move turns were Obe, Carlos, Pilar 

and AhL"'l\ed. It seems reasonable to propose that their relatively high 

number of such turns, plus their use of back channels and higher total 

amount of talk across the academic situations is part of their individual style 

of academic discourse. Many multiple-move turns contained a student 

evaluation followed by a student offer move (SE.SO), in which the SE was 

often a simple acknowledgment of the the previous speaker's turn. 

However, as mentioned above in the discussion of back channels, cultural 

backgrounds may also contribute to such discourse moves. 

This discussion of the moves made by the eight IS subjects, and the 

references to literature on similar moves show that my analysis covered a 

wide range of student initiating and responding discourse moves in 

academic situations. My major findings are: 

• Student offers (SO) were an extremely frequent student move in 

academic discourse. Even when other moves ranked first in frequency in an 

academic situation, the SO move were always a fairly high percentage of 

student moves. 
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• Student direct responses (SDR) were the second most frequent move in 

the total for all situations, showing that total student moves are divided 

between offers and responses. 

• However, the most frequent and second most frequent moves in the 

four academic situations included combinations of SO, SQ SE, SR and SDR 

moves, showing that there is considerable variation between situations. 

• Student questions were the most frequent move in lectures, student 

offers in labs, student SR responses in English 106, and student direct 

responses in student/ teacher conferences. 

• Student evaluation and back channel moves occurred in fairly high 

percentages in labs and conferences, showing student efforts to take part in 

maintaining discourse, rather than to merely respond. 

• Student questions were less frequent than student offers or responses, 

but were frequently used to initiate exchanges, especially in lectures, or in 

English 106 where they were often related to class business, showing their 

role in expressing specific student needs. 

Participation in Exchange Patterns 

In my approach to the analysis of exchange patterns I have tried not to be 

bound by previous work on teaching exchanges, which seems to be too 

narrowly focussed on 3-part exchanges. 

The analysis of discourse exchange patterns stresses interaction, and 

therefore gives insight into the IL discourse of ISs. Also, my analysis of 

initiations of exchange patterns focusses on the role of students, as well as 
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teachers in promoting academic interaction. Therefore, I believe that my 

analysis of the exchange patterns found in the four academic situations adds 

new information to descriptions of college teaching situations. 

An exchange is a minimal interactive unit, which consists of an initiation 

and any contributions which tend to close that topic (Coulthard and Brazil, 

in Coulthard and Montgomery, 1981). Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) claim 

the exchange as a defensible linguistic unit, related to particular structures 

for a particular situation (for example, the IRE in classrooms). Thus, there 

are both functional and topical aspects in the definition of an exchange. 

The concept of the exchange as the basic organizational unit of interaction 

has been well established. In addition, discourse analysts have made use of 

the conversation analysts' concept of the adjacency pair as a major means of 

explaining how utterances are related to each other. For example, Mehan 

(1979) points out how a classroom 3-part exchange can be seen as a series of 

two adjacency pairs. On the other hand, Tsui (1989) questions the adequacy 

of adjacency pair concept as a description of the basic unit of conversational 

organization, proposing instead that the follow-up third move "is an 

important element in conversational interaction" (p. 561). McCarthy (1991) 

also shows how a conversation consisting of strings of adjacency pairs can be 

arranged into 3-part exchanges. 

There seems to be a danger of assuming that nearly all exchanges can be 

reduced to 3-part exchanges, particularly in classroom interaction analysis. 

Thus, exchanges which on the surface have two parts, may still be arranged 

by Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) in three functional columns with the third 
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column left blank (as in exchanges with an initiation and a response, but no 

evaluation move). Or, if there are four or more parts, such a variation of a 

three functional pattern can be arranged in three functional columns, as in 

Mehan's "sequential organization of a typical extended sequence" (1986, 

p.94). This sequential organization by Mehan is horizontal, based on the 

three functions which label the columns. In contrast, I layout interactions 

vertically, with teacher and student turns alternating. 

I contend that by defining exchanges on the basis of topic and sub-topic 

(with the admitted difficulties involved in deciding on topic boundaries), 

coding the moves by function, and counting the number of turns, allows an 

alternative way of SP.eing what sorts of interaction patterns occur, without 

forcing data into a pre-determined exchange pattern. 

Table 10.3 (B) shows the percentage of exchange patterns occurring in the 

four academic situations. These figures show that 2-part exchanges were the 

most frequent pattern in which students participated (41 %). While 35.6 % of 

exchanges in which students participated were 3-part patterns, such patterns 

were the most frequent type only in English 106 classes. 

There are varitations in the initiation of 2-part exchanges across the 

academic situations. When student initiations of the 2-part exchange~, are 

expressed as percentagp..5 of the total numbers of 2-part exchanges for each 

situation, we find that 62.8% of the 2-part exchanges in lectures were 

initiated by students, 78.3 % in English 106 classes, 51.5% in labs, but only 

33.3% in the conferenCE". In lectures and English 106 classes the 2-part 

exchanges initiated by students usually involved student questions or offers, 
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to which the teacher responded, but students did not follow up with student 

evaluations. On the other hand, in labs 2-part exchanges occurred with other 

students, or with the teacher, while in conferences, many of the 2-part 

exchanges were initiated by the teachers. It is interesting that in these two 

latter situations teacher-initiated 2-part exchanges often involved questions 

to which the teacher did not know the answers, and which were followed by 

other teacher moves, which began new exchanges, rather than by the teacher 

evaluation moves which completed an IRE 3-part pattern. 

In my data, the 2-part exchange is an exchange type in its own right, not a 

defective 3-part exchange. I have coded interactions with sequences such as 

TQ/SR, TS/SR, SQ/TR, SO/TR as 2-part exchanges, even though there are 

also exchanges with similar moves on similar topics in which there is a third 

move, such as TE or SE. It could be argued that the third move is optional, 

yet if it is not there, its absence seems reason enough to code the exchange as 

2-part. The only exception I have made to such a coding rule is for SR/TE 

exchanges which dearly are part of a 3-part exchange in which the response 

is being made to a teacher question further back in the discourse sequence. 

The 2-part exchange is more likely to be a student-initiated, except in face-to

face student/teacher interactions in conferences, and is much more likely to 

be student-initiated in English 106 classes. The literature contains very few 

references to 2-part exchanges or to the high student initiation rates for such 

exchanges. Stubbs et al. (1979) found some 2-part, student-initiated 

exchanges, and Lemke (1990) noted 2-part exchanges when students 

questioned teachers. 



The 3-part exchange was dominant only in English 106 classes, where 

93.1 % were initiated by the teachers. However, in total terms, it accounted 

for 35.5% of all exchanges, behind the total number of 2-part exchanges 

(41%). In the conferences and lectures the 3-part move was also usually 

teacher-initiated, but in the labs, 63.1 % were student initiated, in 
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student/ student interaction. Students also made SE moves in 3-part 

exchanges as they interacted with teachers in face-to-face exchanges. 

However, in my data, 3-part exchanges initiated by students can contain 

rather mixed sequences (i.e. not necessarily SQ/TR/SE). These findings are 

supported by Dod! (1965), who found sequenres initiated by student 

questions such as SQ/TQ/SDR exchanges, in which students answered their 

own questions, under the prompting of a teacher question. 

In English 106, students initiate only 6.9% of the 3-part exchanges, and in 

conferences, only 14%. Since the 3-part exchange was the most frequently 

occcurring one in English 106, it is clear why classroom discourse analysis 

has paid so much attention to the IRE exchange. Yet the 7-part move was 

just as clearly a student-initiated exchange in English 106 classes (78.3% of the 

2-part exchanges were initiated by students), and the number of 2-part 

exchanges was relatively high (161 2-part exchanges, or 30.4% of all 

exchanges, versus 231 3-part exchanges, or 43.6% of all exchanges in English 

106). 

Four-part exchanges accounted for only 12.6% of total exchanges, or 11.1% 

if we exclude the 4-part exchanges in lectures which involved silent hand 

bids, and are much closer to being 2-part exchanges. Over 50% were student 
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initiated, and the exchanges usually involved Ir:~nor misunderstandings, or 

short negotiations or discussion of the topic. 

The 5+ -part exchanges accounted for 11 % of all exchanges, with 24% of 

them initiated by students. There were none in lectures, where exchanges 

were short and hurried. The highest percentage of 5+ -part exchanges (15.5% 

of exchanges) occured in English 106, where negotiations, discussions or 

misunderstandings seemed to occur more often. 

References to long interactions are found in the literature. Sinclair and 

Coulthard (1975) found long sequences of initiation, evaluation, evaluation, 

evaluation in committee meetings, which seemed to form one long 

exchange. As mentioned before, Mehan (1979) analysed 29 anomalous 

sequences in his classroom data, which did not fit the 3-part IRE pattem. He 

characterizes these extended sequences as "getting through" the lesson after 

interruptions to the IRE norm pattern. Erickson (1982) notes similar 

complicated classroom exchanges, which he sees as "adaptability to the 

exigencies of the moment". 

While there may be a case for regarding anomalous interactions in which 

students call out, give incorrect answers, and so on, as variations of 3-part 

exchanges, it does not seem justifiable to code long discussion exchanges as 

variants of the 3-part exchange. Most researchers note that genuine 

discussion is rare in classrooms. However, discussion can occur, even in 

small bursts. Cazden (1988) points out that as the focus of a lesson shifts 

from teacher transfer of information to student ideas, then the IRE pattern 

shifts. Cazden cites Meier's work (Meier, 1985, in Cazden, 1988) which traced 
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how adult college student participation in student/ teacher conferences 

changed from responses to teacher moves during the early part of the course, 

to initiating topics in extended exchanges. My data also shows that the 

expression of students' ideas can result in longer exchanges, such as those 

with 5+ -parts. 

In my data some of the longer exchanges involved requests for repetition 

of statements or questions, while others were extended because other 

students joined in with additional comments. Thus, while the number of 

exchanges longer than three parts was relatively small, they cannot all be 

categorised as variants of a 3-part pattern, and should be recognized as 

independent patterns. 

Within the four main exchange categories I have used, there is great 

variation of possible moves. For example, not all 3-part exchanges contain 

teacher initiation, student response, teacher evaluation. Thus, with my 

method of coding exchanges, it is the number of turns, not the type of 

functional move which is important. 

To sum up my findings on exchanges, only the English 106 classes 

correspond with previous interaction research in classrooms in the 

frequency of 3-part exchanges. My work shows that both 2-part and 3-part 

exchanges are frequent in academic college discourse. Longer exchanges 

often result from negotiation and discussion, and can be regarded as 

exchanges in their own right. In addition, the percentage of stude.~t-initiated 

exchanges ranges from 26.7% in the conferences to 65.8% in the lectures, 

showing that while the amount of student talk and number of exchanges 



varies across situations, student initiation of exchanges is an important 

aspect of academic oral interaction. 

Implications for Teaching and Further Research 
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By focussing on the oral discourse of eight International Students, this 

research has shown the discourse level interlanguage of the individual 

students as well as the general characteristics of discourse in the four 

academic situations. Such knowledge feeds back into the English language 

teaching of International Students, both before and concurrently with their 

tertiary studies. It is worth remembering that the hope of producing better 

materials for teaching ESL, EAP, ESP was an early motivation for doing 

second language discourse analysis (Larsen-Freeman, 1980). As noted by 

McKenna (1987, p.96), coaching EAP students to ''higher levels of 

communicative skills" with a focus on contextual factors of communication 

is essential. However, it is hard to do such teaching without a better 

understanding of these higher level skills and the contextual factors. 

Some of my findings seem to have direct relevance for teaching. For 

example, the frequency of student offers (SO), even in academic situations 

where it is not the most frequent move, shows that this is a move favored by 

ISs, although its use varies across situations. Since this move has been 

described in the literature on classroom interaction, and I also noted its use 

by NSs in the labs, it therefore seems important that the teaching of spoken 

English, especially in EAP and ESP classes should focus on student offer 

moves, both as exchange initiation and non-initiation moves. 
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Although student questions appear with lower frequency, my study shows 

that they are an important discourse move in lectures, and in transactions or 

episodes in which students need. specific information in order to do 

assignments or tasks (as in English 106 classes and labs). Such questions are 

also often likely to initiate exchanges, particularly with teachers. On the 

other hand, my Vlork shows that in student/student interactions (in labs), 

student offer moves when talking about work, rather than questions, may be 

more appropriate. Such information might be incorporated into EAP and 

ESP materials. 

In addition, the importance of making offered student response moves 

(SR), rather than waiting for direct nomination to respond (SDR moves) 

needs to be emphasised to students from different educational backgrounds. 

A final consideration in teaching academic oral discourse might be to 

point out the role of student evaluation moves (SE) and back channels. 

Attention to the role of these discourse moves in achieving a relaxed, 

"conversational" type of interaction could be pointed out. 

Concerning patterns of exchanges in academic discourse, I have shown 

that characteristically students are the initiators of 2-part patterns, and 

teachers of 3-part patterns. However, my findings also show variations 

across situations, such as student-initiated 3-part patterns in labs, and 

teacher-initiated 2-part patterns in conferences. hl addition, the longer 

patterns occur with negotiations of meaning or expansion of topics. Such 

information could be irtcluded in textbooks or teaching materials which 



show students examples of how people talk to each other in specific 

academic situations. 
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The above suggestions for teaching ISs might be useful in preparing them 

to participate orally once they begin their academic content studies. 

However, more research is needed in order to be sure that IS discourse 

approximates to the NS norms for academic discourse. Oearly, we need to 

know more about NS discourse in college level academic contexts so that 

comparisons between NS and IS participation in academic discourse are 

possible. Such comparisons would also be useful in the consideration of 

issues of concern in high-level contextually-based SLA and IL, such as 

fossilization. 

Finally, research on the interaction between ISs' cultural and educational 

backgrounds and the norms of oral acadeIIlic discourse, and research on 

changes in IS intE:language over time (even over the course of an entire 

degree program) would be extremely useful to university level teachers of 

EAP and ESP in helping students to break through the frustrating high-level 

barriers to improving their second language. 



APPENDIX A: Research Questionnaire 

Joanna Tapper 
Department of English 
Modern Languages 434 
University of Arizona 
Phone: 621 3866 or 621 1836 

Research Questionnaire 

Your name (please underline family name) 
English 106, section ___ _ 

Date 
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Graduate Undergraduate _ Degree you are studying for __ 

Major field of interest ___ _ 

Please list the classes you are taking this semester: 

Name and number Department 
of class 

Type of class N arne of 
(lecture, lab., seminar, instructor 
discussion, etc.) 

Would you allow me to come to classes with you? 
Yes, please come __ _ No, I prefer not __ _ 

I am collecting data on different academic situations in which international 
students participate, and the language used by everyone present. To do this, I 
accompany volunteers to classes, observe the interactions, and tape-record 
everythmg said by everyone present. If you agree to allow me to attend 
classes 'Yvith you, I will usually sit at the back (not beside you). Other students 
will not know why I am there, but I will ask permission from the instructors. 
If I use this material for my dissertation, your anonymity will be completely 
protected. You will be welcome to listen to the tapes, read the transcriptions, 
or to withdraw your participation at any stage. A separate consent form will 
be signed by both of us. 

Many thanks for your help, (signed Joanna Tapper) 



APPENDIX B: Interview with Subjects 

Name 

COt~ntry of origin 

Languages spoken 

How learned English 

Educational background 

How long in U.S.A. 

How long at U of A 

Future plans 

Student' 5 feelings about courses observed by researcher 

Anything else relevant 
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Date 
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