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Part of a year-long sociolinguistic study of teacher

ard pupil perceptions of classroos discourse, this study focused od
the following sethodological guestiorn: how eight the sfgroach
selected for smalyzis of language as @ linguistic systes affect vhat

{e learzed about language in a giver social situation? Subjects vere
; 165 children and their teachers in six second, third ard fourth grade
- Classrooss in a lower socloeconosic, wsultiethnic elesmentary school.
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si{x teacher-planned lanauage arts lesscns were videotafed ip each
| class-00n Over the course of the vear. Transcripts of the lessons
- ware tlsc made. The videotapes andsor traascripts vere
}‘““fﬁil‘ different approaches *o anelysis of classroos lanbguage: 3
language dimonsions approsch, a speech act analysis, and an nriysis
of the structural seguancing of question cycles. After cosparing ths
3 dets derived fros the asbove three approaches, the conclugior vas
resched *hat the initiel findings of the original study, (vhich vas
based o5 the language dimensiums agpproach), vere not orly supported
by ¢the two slternative approaches, but more isportantly, vere

i consideradbly clarifiad, exterded, and strengthened. (huthoI/RF)

aalyzed using

-

frop the original docusent.
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ARSTRACT

This report presents Jetails of ore aspect of a vea¥<long sociolinguistic
study of participant perspectives eof classroom discourse, and focuses on the
methodological question of how the findings about relationships between claspe~
roon language factors and pupil success in achool pay he affected by the selac-
ticn of one of saveral alternaiiwve lingutstic systoms for analysis of classroom
language. The subiects were 163 pupils and their teachers in six second, thivd,
snd fourth grede clasarcoms it a lower socioeconomic, sultiethnic elementary
achod]l located at the southerm end of the San francisce Bay. Six laaguage arts
lessons wers videotaped fn each clariroom detween Septesdor and January. Each
lesson wes plaged bach im three four-afnute Segmenis to pupils in the class,
ob the same dag it was teught. Pupils were faterviewed individually, and asked
atter each segaimt, "What did you hear anybody saying in that part of the lesson?"
The videotapes were used to produce transcripts of the ledsons. Pupil reporie
of what they Ward vers compared to lesson transcripts to jdantify language
events which were moat “sdlient™ vo pupils.

The videotepes and/ot tramseripts of the lessons were analyred by three ;
di{ferent sats of researchers, using three i fferent approaches to snalysis
of clossroon lamguage: a language diwensions approach, a speech act asnalysis,
snd ax analysia of the strustural sequencing of question cycles. Descriptions
darived Trom these threa approsches were compared in saveral wvays. The elements
of clasaroom lamguage that were smost salient to pupils were snalyzed, based or
each of these three descriptions, to tdentify what each approsch might reveal
adout pubil perceptions of classroom discourse. Two claserooms that were sig-
atficently diffevent in final reading achievement wete conpared, based on each
of the three dsscriptions, to identify what each approach afight reveal about

- classroom language factors that may contribute to succesa in school, Finally,

the three amalytic approaches were compared, to identify the ways in which their
descriptive findings supported and supplemented each other, as well as the ways
in which they coatradicted each other.

It vas comcluded that the inftial findings of the study, based on the lan-
guage dimensioms approach to analysis of classtoom language, were supported as
a result of this comparative anmalysis. Morve {mportantly, they were clarified,
extended, and atrengthened connideradly. As a result of this {avestigation,
the method of "triahgulation” of findings from alternative systems of claszroom
observation was strongly recommended for use in further research on teaching.
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This final report fs organized int¢ five separate parts, which are:

Part It what Did Anybody Say? (=alient features of classroom
digcourse) \

Part 11t WAy Do You Ask? (interpretations of the question evele)

part I11: Rules of Discourse, Classroom Status, Pupil Participatiom,
and Achievement in Roading: A Chaining of Relationships.

Part 1V: Wow Do We Know? (alternative descriptions of classrcom dis-
courve)

Part V: Attending to the Discourse of Classmates in Flay Settings
Copies of other parts of this report can be obtained from Syracuse Undversity
at a nominal fee,

A number of pecple have contributed in a variety of ways to the conduct
: \

.of the study and the preparation of the final report, and we are grateful to

th2a all, Rosedith Sitgreaves of Stanford University gave us invaluadle advice
on questioas of statistical analysis. Roger Shuy of Georgetown University and
the Center for Applied Linguistics was a major censultant on the sociolinguis-

tic analysis of the data and was assisted in his analyses by Steve Cahir, also

" of the Center for Applied Linguiatics. Ammulfo Ramirep of the State Univer-

liity of New York at Albany ponducted a sub-study that provided a speech act
;ﬁl—lﬁil of all thirty-six lessons. Margaret lay-Dopyera of Syracuse Univer~
éty conducted a sudb-study that provided a description of pupil's communica-
é& patterns in play settings. K

Research assistante who bBravely waded with us through the masses of
dﬁa. contridbuting importmmt ideas of their own along the way, included Mary
mltﬂ st the California State University at Hayward, and Gary Gallueeo,
Fred Pagel, end Patricia Craham at Syracuse University. The hardy souls who

sat on the floor talking with pupils throughout the schoel year of 1978-79,
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. ard who enabled us to gather a wide variety of relevant data hecanne they ;
¢ #0 quickly won the trust and cooperation of those pupile, were Ruman Lytle,

Kitiy Norten, Btephanie Gannon, and Creg ‘Nierman.

¥ wish to express our appreciation te Kent Viehvever and Virginia
Koehler of the National Institute ef Fducation for theix Advice and ansis-
tavee in dealing with administrative idiosyncracies of the project, aml to
Barold Shatzen (Research Foundation, California Reate University st Hayward),
William Mough, and William Wilaon (Office of Sponsored Programs, Byracuss

oy

University) for their assidtshce in dealing with budget matters,

"

Prodwction of this final repext proceeded according to schedule because
of the skillful typing of LAurig Battelle apd Linda Woeniak. We are indebted
to them far their cheerful assistance.

Most of all, we owe ocur thanks to the pupils and teachers of the "South
Bay School,” who shared with us their thoughts about language in classrooms,
t» the parents, who welcomed ur in to their homes to videotape family conver-
sations, and to the principal, who provided the support and resources to make
us feel at home in his school. We have learned much from all of them, and

will not soon forget any of then.

Greta Morine-Dershimer
(Syra-use University)

Morton Tenenberg
(California State Univereity, Hayward)




TARLE OF CoMTRRIG

i“etﬁ*ﬁttiﬁniiitiaLiazii»iiii-:;;;iét~-ig1il§b:i-;.§.;Aa.rz4;;(;.xa;;

' Conpiing Analytle MOtHOMR. ..ooiiiiisiiins e
The Pfﬂﬁ%&! Under IAvesEl@atlen. (..o . . oo aras iy

PrOCOAUBRR: s s st assshaassarstsasssaan s irsatar it aafian it sr sty
sub;‘ét.filﬁi)l&iiliitiliiiiil-iis’A‘c!;&lti!;l.liiil;iiiliilsasza
et Culiockion Procsdure®, oioe i iiiiiiiararasr s i
B.E‘ Aﬂil’gi!i‘;i‘u%lilliiiii!liis&.s;iral;;lls;;a‘,;5& ,,,,, PRE R
?1ﬁaialsi‘illiiiiigitilniltl‘iii-ilha-o.aia;;at-i-;.s;a:sgix;;;:gts‘}

g

tdantifying the Dimensinng of Cleaaroum LAnguage. . cooonrnonn v 1

Whate the talk takem plase. ... ... i

How the talk takee PIACE.. . . ..oiiviairsciaiesasnaaan s

Talk ond MANBREMBNE, ... xoaraiaiiaair s iia it

TOBA s st iassasitsasaatosnsasssaaradsriresassirsdadiandacns

SQ f‘t‘f!fé“ginattltlﬁt&ii-.-3 ,,,,,,, s sz Fzire £ E A BE A& e s Fald

Bup@tsegMeRtalE. . ... coia i

“‘tur‘l“‘!’iilillintdli(ci.liAiiiiQtll::;;ié-tv»lgaao::u-x;o

= m‘.g t- talh m‘ﬂ!iinlliitininnl;lﬁiti&liiinn!!)!lnl;&itlli;bl

Salienvy of language events to nbaerver and participants.......

Analysing the Bpeech Acts in Langungs Aris Leamonf. .. .ccasenuis

Bxchanpee Afd BOVER. .. oocorerroreintoansaiisiriarsasansatasos sl

| Types of speech BrtB....ciiiesiiases it

| Bpesch act FOELOB. 4t v iineivassaciirabsaatararisansitsiasatsaes

Busmary of elassroom differencem....cocviiiniiciiinainares

( Sallency of moves and-spessh acts for 1111 1] 1 L TP

s“ﬁ.i‘iitiliiii‘l!iililii!iiilliioitll!§tvltgnlli)n;i--nnil

plagrasming Lesson Stfucture Through Question Cycle Sequences,....

An introduction to the system. ... .c.icescsesiiviiirinaseciarene

The lamsons In graphic ford. ... ccvviiaiiaansiiraismmessscraas

Measurss of conjunctive and embedded development...............

Sllilﬂty Qf r"pil r"pe“.egt¢;ai‘bl:l;ito-ea-‘ittnoai-innqg’iii

sm‘fyi;lﬁntiiotulsioi;in;au.-:.nllud!l.nissooni;bi(ti;ipt-a;.
Clasatoom Language Pactors and Succebs in Schoolt Three

m'gtiptigﬂslll‘lliii!!!i)illti!..Qiill.l...Ililvllll‘!‘l.!!;l-t

Contrasts Among the Three Descriptive Bystems.........ccaveeeccns:

The Possibilities of Desceiption by Triangulstion.....ooeeevaeneas

c‘aeluuiﬂﬂ‘tgnuiloogi.ontnonuiiaacnd...--oaccoaga-xu.;¢-s--.--..-.;n.

Lt.t a' hf!r.“e"...an&‘..!liitld!l!lil.llliill.s.lllicn(.nl!!!-tna!

Mm‘i‘co(liilnlcltloi!totillclon-owil!ogocciluu-ctu.otootan;;-n.u.(

“Spatch Act Analysis Category RYBEOMe v socsncrsnsrerstarassrsasssss

83
90
93
99
97
99
99

Inter~Rater Reliability in Use of 3y;tgm..................,.i.....IOI

Ad‘lc1°ﬂ.1 A“pt.!ioﬂ‘ 1“ ﬁ. 0{ sy.t-‘lttﬂi!!ltitijﬂﬁiQil!.lll!i'

102




T RERAICT LOR

Moat clasarsos ssacarchurs wnuld agres 1hat “a majnr provlom 1o study-
tng slanaroom hehavior 1 that 10 1abes o trensndove effurt 5 reslly sse what
18 happaning, rather tnan almply tabing the scans for granted and Intsrpreclng
16 in terms of eomvent lomal ﬁ!s’&é@ﬂtg” (Krubiba, 1976, pg. 1. Proponsnes
of élaservos lorersct ton analysia heve dealy vith this probles to anme &i-

¥

tent by having the tcacher code the Intersction and make hia/her twn Intsrpre-

tnelane (Flandera, 19705 Parcons, 1968 Warine, 1979). Kthnogrephle studies,

sneialinguiatis atudies, and studies of tescher Infurmation procenning have
deait with 11 by making # conceriad affort vty gether data abour the pertiel-
pants’ intsrpretations of the behavior, chislly through e varisty af intarvievw
techniquas. HNoclalinguista parcicularly have emphasized the naed 1o study par-
tieipant faterpretations of the social sftuationa In whirh languags uccurs,

Hymes (1971 points put thet:

f,
"Authority acctues to an investigator from knovwledge of o wids

range of relevent materiale, from mastary of wethods of enslysis, from

sxperiunce with & type of problesm. But the suthority alse scerucs from

mastory of dctivicies and akilln, from experfance vith s varisty of

language in & community. An investigator depends upon the sbilities

of thoss In the situstion, whether 1t is a question of sejentific fin-

quiry or practicel applieation.” (pg. XV)

Btubbs (1976) argues that: v -

"Ragearch on childran and clasurosms fs usually doms by outsidere,

but ultisately it is only the paiticipants in & sftuation who have full

sccass to all ite Televant aspects. Ultimately o sociolinguinstic

deseription of classroom language must coms to gripe with the values,

attitudes, and socially losded meanings vhich sre convayed by the lenguage,

and only the psrtizipants heva full sccess to thess values.,” (pg. 76)

In addition to an scknowledgement of the iwportance of participants’ in-

’

terprecations, two ovher mathodological matters are of concers to sociolinguists
engaged {n classroom rasearch or studies of lengusge developmnt {(n children.

The firet is the problem of stuoying the ‘"natursl situation,” ¢ problem ‘or

#

==
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a1l clasnra r~asarchare, tor 1t has frequent]ly bean noted 1hel having sa
vheerver prasent in Irealf crestss sn unustursl situstion. Thia la partice- B
larly trus whan the sgeld]l sotring 1s wiat is Laing studied, fur 1t ia the I
sirlal sepects aof the sirustion which say he 3ot 4ffncead by the presance
ul & outwide ochesryer. Yride (1510 sadtv;ru;fn this njcely an he pulnte
gul the Aditftculving Inharant In oheayviog privare ysrhal hehavior, fur with
tha presense ol an ouservyer, privacy dgslppﬁﬂfc.
Srudisa Aiffar widely in how clansly they seeple the uavural languaye
satiing, #6d In wisther they raport szamples of artual lengusge uasd. HRacher
tamoved from the natural efitustion are studiss where partis ipenta’ retrn-
epective rapnrts ara uand as the hasic dars, suppnrted by ohaervations of »
fow a:tual romauniration events (s g . Yoods, 1973}, Childrec’s langusge in
saper inenisl or teal t!tuszlqh; har heen szamined in & swries of srvdies (e.§.,
Heider, Casden & Brown, 19685 Hawbins, 196%9; Brandis & Handerson, [910).
HUaban (1971) han arguad thar & child’a language abiiity is oot an abanjure
qualisy, but rather the cutcote of & &crial encnunter, thus suyggeating that
the tesr aitustion lteelf "rimsteucra” the child’'s shillvry, end ip oot & valid
meagure of his/har actusl uss of language.
f A lergn prepeomderanie of studies have heen rondyrred through ohservstion of
and partictpation in the natural spesch sftustion. Laboy (1911, 191%) in par-
ticular has besed hia work on long-ters intenaive flald work and parvicipsnt
oheervetion in the spesch communities he has Investigsted. He grovides detailad -
snalyses of the actusl lengusgs recorded in thess natural settings. i 1
Soma investigitors obearve and report on only ooe type of socisl situs-
tion, fucussing primarily on the classroom or instructional setting (e.g.,
Bellack, 1966; Barncs, 1989 Atkinson, 1975). Guwperz snd Harasischuk (1972)

varied the social situation by varyiug the role relationship vhen they compsred
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the discourse of an adult teachsr with & group of thildren to & & year-yl4
resching & S-year-old child. Several lavestigsinrs have comparsd children's
Language uvse 1a two dt8farsnt socisal sttuatinne, thus obtaining further insi nt

{ato characteristics of clessrocum discourse. Philipe (1972) compared schonl

setiings to coummity settings ia har study of Bative hmarican rhildren. 5
Boggs (1972) recorded and cheerved Havaiian children in lessuns, ou the play-
ground, end in convergstion with &n adulg observer, and 1dentificd differant '

perrerns in theiy spesch tha cotrespondsd to thess different situations. In

" studying the fuactinns of sftsnce 1n Sioux and Cherokes classroces, lumont g

(1972) cbserved children in classtooss sné 1n the cowmenity. —
Takan in their totslity, thesa studies demcnsirete that sot lolinguists
have made ¢ concarted effort to cuserve language in naturs]l social situaricos,
tn record it as coapletely end ecrurately as possible, ard to compare class~
room lenguage to langusge used in other cucisl situarions in order to Letter
understand the socisl meaning of classsoos dimcoures.
The second methodological aarrer of comcern has o dn with the fesrurss
61 language that ought o comprise the Losic dara for analysis, and to soue
exrent this appears to be based upcn the "whim of tha researcher” (Stubbs,
1976, pg. 107}, as well as upon the grfslem wder study. The selscted fes~
tures have included silence (Drasont, 19723, chiidren's responses (o and ucen
of quastioné (Boggs, 1977;, the topiz under dircussion (Torode, 19145, tus:hés’
use of spacialized terms (Barnes, 1969), rele-about-talk, or patacommnicar fon”
(Atkinson, 197%; Stubbs, 1976), disruptive events (Ateinson, 19:5), and ip-
stances of miscommunication (Adelman & Walker, 1973). Some studies have used
s combinstion of festuras, such as werds, syntax, sod interchanges {(Mishler,
1972) or words, santence forw, and iantonstion (Cunperz & Barasimchuk, 1972).

There are relatively few ezamples vhere researchers have anglyred class~
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ro08 langusgs A% 8 AyRlTE, rather tngn focuseing on isclaved fearures f the
languege. Ballack, ot el (1%44), Schlegoff (1968), end Turner (1949) are

important ezamples of :his apptoach. Sinclair and Coulrhard (1974 rave iden-

RN

tifivd & hLierarchica} structure of classrovs discourss in which artn (e g,
ali-1tation, proapt, comisation} build up into Koves {e.g., irstistiocn, re-
sporse; frams, focusj, whick combine to furs teschiog wrcharges or boundary
exchacges. These wichanges La!;ib:m ta fors transastiors, &nd o aerfes of
trsusactions form & lesson.

Scubbe (1975, 1976} hee roundiy crivicized the terdency for reseatehers
to select as evidence any fsature of language vhich strives them ss lover-
esting, and urges tha ioportence of analyzing langusge as a self-contained
syster with &z inherest organization In particular, ke calls for close atrens
tioe v language sequences (¢.g., sequentes of words, arsd sequenres of comier-
saticonsl acts) a8 @ criticsl feature of lpnguage organization.

The critical aspects of sethodulygy discuseed above have beer #ptiy
wamarized by Stubbs (1976) in ths following statesents:

"The denands vhich one has to sakk for work un language 16 educe-
tico are thevefors as follows. The work should be based prizarily on
asturalistic obeervations and recording of language lo real social situ-
ations: me in the ¢ tooe iteslf, but also in the hose, and in
the peer group, vhich is the most poverful lisguistic influsnce on
childres. The work must be based on 8 linguistically sdequars analysis
of what is said. This sesns both being explicit sbout’ the rejatloo be-
tween language forse end lanjuags functioas and also analyesing the language
e linguistic systeps. It is oot enough, however, for the analysis o
be rigorows in & mechenical wvay: vhet is required is an analysis of the
| e s conveyed by language and an anslysis of people’s atti-
% te Pioully, if we are 1o understond the gesers] princi-
4 wnderlyisg the sociolioguistic forces at work id schools, the gnaly-
ois of lsmguage in educatiopsl settings must be related ro wvhat ve enov
of sociolinguistic behavior in other se’”inga.

These demanis arc stringent, and ... oo work ... yeu satiafies them
oa sll couats.” (pg. 112)

The stady reported on here was designed vith these critical methodglogli-

cal elements in mind. MNaturslistic obssrvaticns and recordings of language ;

10
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were made in veal socisl situatiocos: 1o the classroom, ta the home, and ix
play groups. & variety of tasks vers used with pupils asd teackers in order
10 identify the social msanings ol language for the participants ia thaoe
social settings. A specisl stuily vas nade of participact percepticns of
fore-functice ttb;ion:bipo* A socinlioguist anslyzed videctepes of class~
rova Lesscos aud described clagsroos differences with regard to & utiof
basic sociclisguistic concepts. Comparisons were aade betwesn the sociollio-
guist's perceptions of classroos languege, aod the participants’ perceptions
of the same language. CoSparisons were slsc mads Letvess pupile’ percep~
ricas cf classroom laoguage and their perceprions of w ip faaily
conversaticas and in play group {nteractions. The findisgs with regard to
all of these aspects of the {nvestigat ion have been presented in the first
thres parts of tuls final report.

This particular past ot the fical repcrt lddf&s;&tt separate, but
highly related, sethodological concern. hov sight the spproach that we select ]
for the analysis of language as 2 lingulstic system sffect vhat we learn about

lazguage in 8 given social situation.

Comparing Amslytic Mar hods

Stubbs (1976) bas poioted out the limirstions of oheervations of class-
room lapguage based o0 use of selected features or categuries, but he has
cot sddressed the issue of varistion in approaches to amalysis of larguage
as a linguistic systas. He aseems 1O ipply that any snalysis waxﬂ; zamines
language as a self-contained sysres, end attends to larguage sequesces, vﬁli
provide an sdaquats description. It is 8 fect, hovever, that & varisty of
snslytic approachas &xe currantly in use by sociolinguists, and we have ifttle
informstive ea what sctual difference these various spprosches might sake in

what we know.

11



This study provided us vith & unique opportunity to iuvestigate this

quastion. A set of thirty-six language arts lassons, taught in slx different

classrooms, wes availedle for snalysis. These lessons were recordad oo video~
tape, and Written transcripts were prepared from the videotapes. Ihres dif-
ferent spprosches to linguistic anilysis were used over the full set of les~
sons. By cosparing the descripticos which resulted, we can begla to ideati-
fy sinilarities and differences in vhat we "know” about the langusge in these
hm‘m ve uﬁct one oystem of anslysis as oppo@ to anorher.

The Prcbles Under Iavestigation

This study is one cf eight sociolinguistic studies funded by the Matiocnal
Iasritute of Educaticn, to examioe the general problem of causes and effects
of inadequate learming of the rules and processes of classroos discourse. The
geoeral pecedign that bas been used to guide this s%udy is presented io Figure
3. 1 this mcdel the child’s perceptions of discourse at bome or at piay and
at school #ad his/her participstion in clarsroom discourse are seen as {nter-
vening variables between family lacguage factors, or ciu&m language fac-
tors, and eventual euccess in school. The 1ides indicate the types of re-
lationships we are axsminisg in the total etudy.

It will be claar frca even & quick exaaination of this model that the
{ssus addressed in this paper is 8 critical one for the study. 1f different
approsches 0 the analysis of classroom language yield vary different descrip-
tioas of that langsege, tben our tracing of relationships between Classroom
Langusge Pactors sad Succass in School, through the intervening variables of
Pupil Perceptions of Clazercos Discourse and Pupil Parti:ipaﬁm 1o°Class~
roum Discourse, will yield different findings with esch nev spproach. It s

pot just & satter of 3dle curiosity, then, that leads us to ssk how such
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similarity ve cam expect to find in descriptions of classroom language that B
derive from altexunative ashiytic approaches. A

The variables }o be specifically addresaed in this part of t* final re~-
port are Classresm Language Factor ' Pupil Perceptions of Classroom Discourse,
ané Success i School. Three different descriptions of classroom language fac-

tors will be pressnted, based on '(l‘sru different approaches to the analysis

- of classroom lamguage. Pupil patterns of repo\rcing what they heard in les~

sons (i.s., the elementa of classroom language that appeared to be most “sa-

lient" Yo pupils) wili be compared tc each of these descriptions, to identify -
vhat each approach may tveveal to us about pupil petc;ptibu’ of classroom dis-
course. Two classrooms that were signiffcantly different inm final reading
achievement (entering reading controlled for) will be compared, ‘based on esch -
of the three machea. to identify what each approach may reveal to us about
classroom language factors that may contribute to success in school. Finally,

the ﬁnag analytic approaches will be compared, to identify the ways in which
iheir descriptive findings support and supplement ¢sch other, as well as the

ways in which they contradict each other.

PROCEDURES
Subjects
The subjects of this study are 165 children, and :hei;' teachers, in six

second, third, and fo;frth grade classrooms, in a single school located at the
southern end of the s.;; !n'nci:co 'Boy. The six teachers are al.lifmlc. and

all have been teaching for many years. " Four are Anglo, one is Black,’ and one
is Portuguese. The school is located in a lower »ciohwf. aultiethnic,

urban area, comisting mainly of amall, single fanily dwellings. Stable, two

parent families predominate, and the school population is also remarkably stable
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for a lover S35 commumity. About 45% of the pupils are Mexican-American, 33%
are Anglo, 11T Black, and 9% other minority groups, including primarily child-
rén of Asian and Portuguese extraction. The school appears to us to be re-
markably well integrated, with mumerous friendship choices that cross ethnic
"lines." - .

While several Mexicsn-American grandparents, and a few parents, spesk
only Spanish, most of the H-xtc,n-A-nrican parents are st least bilingual,
ani many speak primarily English. Almost all of the children we worked with
weré reasonadbly flncnf {n English. There is community interest in saintaining
the Mexican-American t&lturc {n the family, but parents are also actively in-
terested in hlvin;\tilir children succeed in the American school culture.

Data Collection Protsdures .

The basic data collection p?ocedure for this study involved videotaping
six language arts lessons in each classroom over the first half of the school
year (September through January). Teachers qelec:ed their own content for
these lessons. We specified only that they not teach spelling or handwriting,
and that the lessons should include the whole class and should involve some o
verbal ‘nteraction (i.e.,.not be conuprised merely of -individualized seatwork).
The lessons covered a variety of topics (e.g., capitalization, nouns, poetry
analysis, creative wvriting) and a variety of activities (e.g., pantoniﬁc, sen~
sory avareness sxercise, textbook exercises). 1

The videotaped lese-ns were piayed back to pupils and teacheih\fn thé
saze day that they. vere taught. Each pupil viewed three different %‘lsens,
working individuslly with a data collector, and responding tc a variety of
data collection tasks. Each teachar viewed all six lessons, and r;lponded to
the same set of data collection tasks as did tﬁ. pupils. The data collection

task most relevant to this paper involved identifying the classroom language

that was "heard" by pupils.

- 16
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Adproxtmtaly 12 minutes of a classroom peridéd were videotaped, in-
cluding twe te three ;Mtu from the "opening” of the period, one or more
segnents ia which verbal inzeraction among pupils and teacher occurred, and
tvo to three sinutes at the end of the lesson. The videotaped lesson was
played back for participants in three segments, each about 3-4 minutes in
hn;th.\ At the end of each segment, each researcher asked the pupil with
wvhom (i)bs wes working, "What 4id you hear anybody n}in; in that part of the
lesson!™ The ansver vas quickly recorded verbatim on a 3 x 5 card, and the
rasearcher thes asked, "What else did you hear .nybody saying in that part of
the lesscn?!™ This continued until the pupil eould think of no more responses.
The next videstaped segment was then played, and the procedure repeated, until
the complete videotaped sequence had been vieved.

Videotapes of. thc lessons were used to produce written transcripts.
Student reports of what they heard being said in the lessons were compared
to these trsascripts, to identify the language events that appeared to be
most "salieat™ to pupils.

Data om meading achievement were collected based on results of the Metro-
politan Achievement Test, which was routinely administered by all’ teachers in -
the school ia October. ”'!nt}ting" reading achievement was measured in the
fall of 1978, at the bc‘;i.nuﬁu of our year of data;;:ollection. "Final" read-
ing achievemsst was measured in ti.e fall of 1979, following our year of d\an
collection. Inm uuixﬁn. the claasroonm languign fac. s that might be related ‘

to final achievement, we have used regression analysis to control for entering

" . reading achievement.

Dats Analysis : .
Three ssparate sociolinguistic analyses were carried out, using the video~

tapes/transcripts of the thirty-six lessons. In the first analysis, conducted
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by Roger Shuy, with the assistance of Steve Cahir, both of the Center for
Applied Linguistics, the videotapes were viewed and rcvicvod: and the tran-
scripts were studied in addition. On each of three occasions a "pair" of les-
sons vas analysed fcr each of the Jix teachers (2 lessons taught 1n¢¢ar11

and late Scpgcibif;‘f”iénson--tnught in October and-November, and 2 lessons

taught in December and January) and & protocol description of the language

_4ipn each pair of lessons was prepared. At the end of the school year the

videotapes, transcripts, and protocols for all six lessons were rgvicwad‘
for each teacher, and a summary description was prepared. These summary
dcacrtp:loq:\wcrc then examined, and a set of basic features or "dimensions"

appearing in‘most of these descriptions was identified. Finally, an overall

N

" report vas prepared éxplnining;theae language dimensions, and describing and

comparing the six classrooms with regard to them.

In the second analysis, conducted by Arnulfo Raulrez of the State UnivcéE
sity of New York at Albany, with the assistance of three graduate students,
the lesson transcripts were coded, using a system of speech act analysis. This
syate- wvas adapted from Smith and Coulthard's model (1975) and used in a
Stnnford‘l:udy of discourse patterns during composition lelsons (Ramirez,
1979). Some additional reginementl of the system were made for use in this
study. Coders vc;e trained in use of the revised system, and inter-rater reli-
ability was established by independent coaing of three lepafatk lessons, with

percentage agreements among observers ranging from .75 to 1.00 on all categories of

- speech acts. Each lesson was coded separately and the frequencies of exchanges,

moves, and the various cntegofies of speech acts within each move, vere {iden-

1]

tified by source (tcachor or pupil) for each lesson. Means, standard devia-

tions, cnd rntioo were computed, and the Friedman two-way snalysis of variance

\\g ranks vas used ;o,t&cntify-lignificnnt differences in patterns of language

\

18




? . i Y
12

use ever time atd across teachers, . T
In the third ln;lyqiu of classroom language factors an adaptation of an

appreach proposed by Joﬂnoo; (1979) was used. In this approach the question

cycla, lolicit-relpond-rcact, idcntifiod by Bellack (1966), is viewed in

taras of three types ef\kcqucntinl rclation-hipa:

i

1) a "conjunctive" yclationship, where the same question 1s re-
sponded to by more than one student;

2) an "embedded" relationship, vhere the reaction takes the form

of s nev (e.g., probing) questicn, thus beginning a cycle vithin
a cycle; and

Ry

3) a l;ructurnlly independent relationship, where one cycle 1s clos
out anﬁ a nev question 1s asked of a nev respondent.

Grets Horinc-narohinnr and Gary Galluzzo used this approach to categorize
the question cycles in each lesson, spd developed a way to diagram the sequen-
tial structure of the lesson. The categorizing was done independently by thce
two coders, Morine-Dershimer being thoroughly familiar with both videogape-
and transcripts of the lessons, and Galluzzo being thoroughly familiar with
the ttanlcriétl.* In thg'raro instances where dllagrecnentl occurred, the cod-
ing was dincuuaid and a concensus reached. '

For bdth the speech act analysis and the disgramming of question cycle
-oq-.ncoa an analysis vas made of the saliency of vatioua types of speech
events for pupils. A "salient" event was dcfindd as one Hhich vas specifi-~
cally reported as heard by 4 or more pupils (12 to 14 pupils viewad each

- videotaped lesson, and were thus “available" to report aii given cvcni). Ia
the case of the speech act analylia. a propbrtion of salient events vas com-
puted for cnch type of move, and for each typc of speech act within a lDVC.
!ri.d-nn'- two-way analysis of variance by ranks was u-cd to identify -1¢n1-,

\
ficamt differences in the saliency of various moves or qct-. In the cllo‘of

the diagramming of question cycle sequences, a psoportion of saliant events was
‘ -~ ( v ' P

H
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computed for pupil responses within each typs of question cycle. Friedman's
two-way analysis of variance by ranks was usad to identify significant dif-
ferences in this fsstance as well.

* It should be aoted that ‘t’hc mathods of synthesis and susmary presenta-
tion of descriptiwe information differ somevhat for each of these three ap-
proachas, but that each is appropriate for the analytic approach baing used.

2

*

Tdentifyl e Bimensions
of Classroom langesge

The .’.ouwingi,guctiptio:\ was wricten by Roger Shuy to sussarize his

FINDINGS

" f#indings with regard to the charscteristics of talk in the six classroons
uadar investigation. It is divided into three parts: where the talk takes’
place; hov the talk takes place; and what the talk means. *

Where the. talk takes place. One must begin 8 sociolinguistic analysis

of classroom talk by noting that languaje is used for many different purposes
in many different ways. ' Consequently, any description or 1nc¢rpre;ntio;\ of

a given exchange of talk must be set in the many conceptual and phynicni. con~
texts in which such talk occurs. All classrooms, for example, have multi-
pl\:\f purposes, institutionally and individually. School, for exanple, 1is
au;‘y\poud to develop learning of content but it is also designed for learning
ncc\x;ptnbl; social behavior. That is, the teacher's role is to further both
com: tive growth and social development. These concerns are sometimes mutu~
ally supportive and, at other times, ! odds vith each oth;r. I}n addition,
vhile learning can only be individusl (that is, someone cannot Aearn fo: some-
one nh\b). our schooling system requires such learning to take ’placc in the
contaxt gf\\ thirty or more children per teacher who are together, in the same

room, the majority of the time. This rather obvious fact must be stated be-

" cause it s such an important constraiat on classroom talk. Perhaps the
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majo- distinction between classroom talk end other daily discourse s ihnt

the latter is most often one to oue snd the former is moct often thirty or
more to one.

It 1s also an unfortunate fact of education thst the social function of
talk is more visible than the content or cognitive function. Evidence of
this is thc‘frultrction of the languasge arts in getting beneath the surface
of learning to what linguists have referred to as the deep structure. Else~
whera, 1 have characterized this difference with an "{ceberg illustration,”
here depicted in Figure 2.

Figure 2 shovs, essentially, that the focus of instruction in ths teach-
ing of reading, writing, and lp;iking is most frequently at the surface level.
We give lip service to the importance of the deep levels, the functions of

these concerns, but relatively little instructional time or focus. Educa-

'
]

tion is not alone in having responsibility for this aitunélon. The genarsl
publiz finds it most convenient to be critical of education at the pol%zl
vhere education can be seen--the forms. They fail to understand that learn-
ing tanes place from deep to surface (the exact way babies learn their na-
tive language) rathur than from surface to doep.

It 1is not lurprilihg. then, that the teachers in this study tend to
focug on the aspects of language arts which are, on the whole, surface: the
sociili:ution aspects rather than the content aspects. This is not to say
that chere socislization aspects are unimportant. They are most certainly
the crucial delivery system of the content and the latter would not be ac-

tuali ~d without such a delivery system. The question, rather, is one of

focus and balance. It is my position that, just as it is more inportiuc to -

have -a good idea and say it poorly than to have a poor idea and say it well,
80 i is more important to have a good languago’arta content with poor de-

livery than a poor or zero concept wvith good management and delivery.

21 | A
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Baturally, the best of sll possible worlds would find a good concept wall
delivered.

The siz teachers in this stidy approach the content of the language arts
lessous in eomewhat different waye. It say be useful to symbolize this
range from content to delivery &s & sat of concentric circies {see Figure
3).

When we speak of "whera the talk takes place”, then, it 1o clear from
Pigure 3 that the mejority of talk does pot take place in the content as-
pect of language arts. This {3 not :0 say that no content is gertiored or
iesrned. On the othtskhand, very little language arts content was provided
to the lt;dantl in any of these twelve leszsons. In the twelve lessons of
Teachers B and 7, for example, there are sagll aaounts of lané;age arts con-
tant taught——for ezanp;a. the capitalization of “I". The lessons of other
teachers wvere octen;ibly ebout such things as antonyms but the buildups
wvare so removed from the topic that there 13 little chance of any language
arts conteat learning taking place. Teachers A and C had no lenguage arts
content at all. Teachers D and E had even less language arts ceniln: than
Psachars B and ¥. TFigure 3 attempts to recognize that the classrooms of all

six teéschers contained s great deal of galk about “doing schogl” which means

the socisl aspects of being ir school such as management, directions about

taking out books, beisng quiet, etc., (the outer circie). Four of the teachers

calked about (and permitted talk about) the form of doing the content. By
this I mean that there was talk sbout the way one would behaVe or talk {f
one were to focus on & language arts content. This sort of talk appears to
be useful ss a vay of getting into the content or leading up to 1t. All
thirty-six lessons studied, however, vere disappointing in terms of the ac-

tual ratio of language arts content to the forms about that content or the

23
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Uhere the Majority of Classrom Talk 'r;ka Place
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Ia terss of discourse spslysis, vhat Figure 3 reprasents is :hu
:uchutl.b.!u&!dlh::dmd:htwmoimmomm:
mm:oaxy :mm:lmrmw:bummmmtouot resclo~
tion. By analogy to wormal conversstiom, it {s equivalent 0 brin;.nz-up
sn appropriate sudject for discussion but zhen not taking that subject
(topic) to any lntul destination. ln. conversation, topics eventuslly
get tesolvad in some vay. in these classrooms, the topic of laaguage arts

1 expocted 1n 'sll twelve lessons. It is clearly fntroduced in ouly the
lessous of :e.mnl. D, Zand I, l:u:mlvdmmimofthuc

S

lessons. Tmhtta B and Y occasionally ruolva ' unpusc arts :opic by
focusing tbe content of that topic’ and by leading the ltndtnt.l to it.
Teachers A and C expend most of their effort on the topic of school sociali~ -
2ation, never getting around to the topic of language arts at all.

Bow the talk takes placs. The "hov" of classroom talk is snalysed
here in terms of dtmnm of language. They ;rc: talk and mansgesent;
topic; self-referencing; super uT 7 s; and paturalnass. ach of t&u
dimsnsions is explored in some dap

1 T&%k and mansgesent. One of the keys to good sanagepent is in
haviu mie wve are and vhare we are about to §o. ldentificarion of ooe~
ulf in ap agenda 1is maunaged by these teschers in quite different ways.
Teacher D consistently inforas her class about whare they are vithin the
lesson plan; explaining as she directs the losson. BHer lum contain clear
sequence markars—openings, cont inuation Lndiiuou. and closings, .uu—
complished with langusge. Likewisé, Teacher ¥ uses couversational senage- -
ment strategies vhich are quite consistent u:rn'.u lessons. The first of

these strategies is her openings of lessoms, the trmiticn point from the

\
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opening exarcises to the Yesson itself. Nost frequ;tly. this transition
{s accomplished by Teacher ¥ as follovs. Her introduction coneists of a
guml snacdote topically ;ygtwtllte for s discussion with almost asy-
coe. While the content might well be suitable for apy conversation, the
pressataticn is much sore tflmucent af*ciassroom speech: pause to get
gveryone’s sttention, silence, beginning of anscdote with a very high intona-
tion, anecdite, and completed by a leading question vhich offars the class
[ ] on;ornmity to bid for & turn to join the coaversation,

Within the lesson, this :u;hcr dmmtfatu & vafie:y of sechanisms
for directing the discussion. Note the following pivotal utterances which
the tescher strategically ph;u to move the lesson forward:

(1) 1'4 like to turn something around s sinute, then, did the all see you?

(2) Now 1'm going to come back to yov because you scrt of triggerec sole-
thing in sy thiaking there.

(3) Wall, something that Rachel zaid sort of ties in with & short little
poem that I'd like to read to you today.

Teschas B, in contrast with Teachers D and F, uses languageé to manage
in a different vay. Her focus {s on the manner of child response more ihan
on tha ccat.en‘r:pf tz. In all of the lessons exasined for Teacher B, the les-
son quest fons contain instructions vhich require that students give appropri-
ate ansvers in appropriats forz. At least two lessons &re the "guess vhlt't_

in =y bead" variety vhere children are to ask yes/no questions designed to

bhelp them discover what the teacher has in mind. GCne of these legsons con-

-

tains the following exchange:

Seudent: What shape s it?

Teacher: Can you say that another way?
Student: BHow big is 1t?

Tescher: No, why don't you ‘ask me vhat shape you think it is,
ask me that. .
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Scudent: Is it square?
Teacher: MNo. ° . - '
‘This discussion 1is represshtative of the omlmei:; of language tasks that |
teachers ncmnt. Teacher B has to conr.rol for the content of the gquastion,
vhich in this case is uccpnbh. She has work to do, hawu:, on thc form.
When focusing on form, the content changes from a gquestion of shape to ons
of size. Teacher B has to re-establish the content whils still working on
the form. O;fnrtmtdy for the student vhen it all comes together, the
ansver is still "no."” 7'1'ucbu° B is generally skillful at these manipulations.
'n} language teschers use most fulfills a variety of claas:oom needs; the in=-
tercating question of the uiationshipu ‘that exist between teacher langusge
use and teaching still remains. Or, from -another perspectivé, does 'the
student learn-the rules dr doc~ the student learn? ‘

Teacher B um;l the class in sctill s different way. Very strong
‘on :'rmu ion procedures-- ‘hands dowvn, clear desks, listen closely, etc."'—
she runs a tight saip in terms of the conditions for talking. Teacher E
is alwvays ‘in control, inching forward slowly, never.fully revesling the
righ: mx‘o .nd often giving only hinn of them, She permits many turm-
taking uchnnzu. of.fatinc-l wide range of class part} cipation. but very
little progress toward content soal. 'nm is a clear case of the social
squality of clauroo- nnu-.nt being at odds with the prob:ln of real know-
‘hdac. Mansgement, for Teacher E, 4is done primarily by well controlled
buun; (h:nﬁ-uium), with short turns and little response on her part
which would indicate vhethar or not progress toward resclution is being
made, It is management by vttléholding information, She doles out precisely
the indormation needed, no more and no less, and only vhen it is needed.

This use of language sllows the teacher to enforce verbally her lines of con~

2o
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trol. This is further exemplified when a student raises his hand to ask
™fhat page of the book " Teacher E answers: "1 haven't told you yet",
immediately !oilovcd by "“Would you please open your books to page 18."
Maintaining control through withholding of information is certainly not
limited to the classroom; meither, however, 1s it uncomeon in the class-
TOOW. 7

Teacher C sets the ground-rules of her lessons via language, but not
with clarity. She often presents tﬁe rules inductively without explicicly
stating the rule itself. Uhen Teacher C does attempt to explain the giound
rules of tha lesson doduc:i#cly, the explanation is lengthy amd unclear.

The studintl are notillwnyi clear about what they are to do and are occa-
sionally frustrated by this. Teacher C attempts to overcome this conft

sioa by seeking the help of'one of her better students. She uses this pu-
pil by giving him many turns, and praising his answers ("Oh, I hadn't thought
of that!™). Like many teachers, Teacher C has found a student on vhoa she
can depend ;or participation and cooperation. In a sense, she has appointed
an assistant manager.

Teacher A manages with ritualized language. If Teacher F is a classic
example of éntural language in the classroom, Teacher A provides a classic
example of ritualized language use. The language used in this classroom is
unlike anything heard by children in the other contexts of life. It is as
though the teacher has decreed a special language domain to be used in that
classroom to the exclusion of all others. The students in her class, by
the time ;n see them, manage this language rather effectively, all things
considered. From the perspective of education, it is difficult (if mot
{mpogaible) to determine what (if snything) is eve- learned. - language

arts are defined almost entirely as social etiquette, ritvalized choral be-
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havior, npd "gatting ready" for something. Perhaps there is a kind of

“following dirsctions” learning which is remotely associated with compre- ;
hending oral instructionm, but the price the children pay to learn it -is R
quite great.

Almost as though ritualization of talk were not enough, Teacher A also
mangages with her haads. "She actually conducts the class much as an orches- :
tra conductor conducts an orchestra. She uses her hands to sit the class &
dowm, t» conduct counting functions and, of course, to lead the singing of
“america”. With her hands (virtually the only movement she makes) she
quiets, elicits, and moves.

These six teachers, then, use language to manage in a range of ways.

Since the conditions of fpod management never operate in isolation from what

is ‘ein; managed, it ia'difficult to assess the quality of such effort on .
any basia but clarity. Teacher A, for example, manages very strongly but ‘
produces a soporific effect. Teacher F manages with natural language (con-

versational) strategies. Teacher D marks the lesson points moat effectively

in a setacognitive manner. Teacher B manages toward get 3 the form of

school and the form of content right (qnd also covers content in her lessons).

Por Teacher C, classroom language follows rigid turn-allocation (non-language)

rules. Teacher £ manages by controlling and withholding information.

2) Topic. Topic introductioun, branching, maintenance, recycling and
resolution are of great interest in any verbal exchange.4!0n1y recently has
such vork been seen to be of interest in education, and the lessons examined
here offer hints of different'teaching styles.

Teacher ¥, for example, is adept fé topic branching. This term can be
used to refer to pivotal points in the discussion vhen the answi.r to the

quastion "What is being talked sbout?" changes. While theoretically any
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utterance of any participsnt in a conversation can serve to alter the topic, . s
classroom language has ccftnin characteristics that constrain this xener‘li— .
sation. Most obvious is the role of the teacher as discourse director, the |
person whose responsibility it is to steer the verbal interaction so as to . |
attain the goals of schooling. In order to nchi;ve those goals, topics which

aépcar peripheral are more often ttuden&-inttoduced and teacher-truncated

than those which {mmediately relate to lesson topics, which are teacher-in-

troduced and class-developed.

The poem, "Accidentally,”" presents Teacher F's class with the rather
common sssignment of linking their own experiences to that which.has been pre-
aented. The open-ended instructions: "What I'm going to ask yvu to do is -
think of anlexperience you've had that's simil.r to the poem, that you might ) o
1ike to share with us..." lead the students to literal associations via the .
word "swallow". The conversation develops the notion of accidentally swal-
lowing something until the teacher asks the question: "How'd you feel 1f you - ' f
svalloved a bug, and you swallowed dirt or dust, and you want to tell some- ;
body sbout it, what would you be feeling?" A studenéhanswé;s that people o ~;
might laugh. Teacher F evaluates the response by réphriging: "You'd be 8 ;
little bit embarrassed." Building on this evaluative paraphrase, Teacher F j
branches the topic sad develops the lesson in another direction: 'Can you
think of anything else that ha- happened to you, not--besides swallowinﬁ--
vhere you felt embarrassed...” In contrast to the student controlled branch-
ing in the first instance, this case illustrates this discourse mechanism
as the teacher might use it. This initiative is a successful one leading to
several "embarrasssl moment" stories; further on, there is a teacher tﬁtu

which resembles in scue ways s potential topic branch. "Is there anybody in

here vho has never been embarrassed?” Students unanimously reject this open~
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ing move by predictably answering no. - -

One of the main features of Teacher F's teaching style is the fluidity
of her lessons. She seems to be very attentive to a need for topics to flow
ssoothly from one to the next. Teacher F responds to student cos._cits in &
way which builds on what the student has contributed while at the same time
allowing herself to design precisely where the to . . will go.

In sharp contrast is Teacher A's class, in which the students have such
insecurity about what a "safe" topic is that they recycle old "safe" toﬁicc
even after Te{chcr A has signaled a topic change. During sharing time in

her class, for ex‘nple the following topic cycles occur: lunch money, B-B

-

B

guns, -;;w. Thinksgiving. Even after Teacher A signals change of toﬁic.

there is a counon return to the topic, used by a conversational preﬂececnor.

vhich has been declared safe and acceptable. The B-B gun topic recurs, for
‘example, after it has been declared ended. Once the B-B gun topic is ex-

hausted, snow becomes the recurring subject and finally one girl returns all

the way to the 1ntroductory classroonm business and declurel that lhe hnl B
also forgotten her lunch money. When the topic is once again shifted td
Thanksgiving, the snow topic is recycled near the end of the tape (see
Figure 4). 7 ‘

What are we to learn from thia? It appearaithnt in such a highly re;u-
lated classroon. ven the topic of converantion in sharing time is thought
to.be restricted. Children who are so closely managed appear to ‘be 1nsecure
about estahlishing even a new topic, so they cycle back on older lnfenels.
to avoid error making. Teacher A's séress’on ritual actually serves to
elininate original topic introduction on the part of students, whose effot%l"

to suggest npplicationa or to extend the topic Are summarily dismissed or~i;

ignored. The more this rituality is encouraged, the more the students resort
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to safe tcpics. By qigatin; such an atmosphere, the class becomes topic-
isss. Since Teaclter A has no paritcular topics hersalf and permits the .
students to have none, the class becomes a sleep-walk of ‘ritual movement
and incantation. ' -
Teachers B..b and E fall somevhere between the extremes of Teachers

F and A. Their topics-are 1ntroduced uintained and switched almost ’ |
1nvar1ab1y by the teacher. Tcnch.r E has iron-fintod control, while
Teachers B and D ire at least amenable to suggestion. Teacher C runs into
trouble with her lack of clarity of topic introduction and maintenance. In
fact, hgr topic shifiing is probably one of her weakest characteristics as

a teacher.

3) Seli-referengi:i. Identification of self is another interestiné

aspect of teacher talk in our sample. A consistent feature of Teacher B's
language is her use of third person referen;e forms (pronouns of proper
nouns) to refer to herself. For example: '

Téicher B/ 1 have a good ors. Mrs. B. 1is thinking about a

teacher at XESchool. And I want you to ask me

OB ...
In this 1n-tancc. the toachcr begins by referring to herself in the first
person, switches immedistely to her name and back again to the  first person.
Pronominal reference again changes, this time to the first person plural:
Teacher B: No. What do we know so far about this animsi?

What color isn't it? What do we know so far? A
Hhilc it is rare outside of -classroom discourse to heir someone use other

chan the llra: po:oon singular for -olf-roforanco. this teacher's shifting

from one form to snother may well correspond to wvhat portion of the loaaon

 is happening. It appears 811: opening portions of her lessons are more 1ikely -
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- to have propsr noun self-reference while sumation/evaluation points in

Athc lesson may be marked by tlu "we" usage.

* .. Likcviu, Teacher D nho relies \huvily on refcrcnce forms, both as
openers ("Boys and girls, we're going t; eee") and as lepauting social in-
dicators. References to herself as "Miss D" solidify the socisl distance
between her and her pupils. It appears that her ;.'nther open and emotional
style of teaching causes her to' need some device for putting the brakes on
total informality. She seems to &ve chosen this device as a way of check-
ing what might mll lead to over-informality.

Teachers A, C, E, and ’F', on thz other hand, dor not make use of this
ulf-rnfcrct;cin; strategy to frame the lesson as Teacher B does, or to pro- .
vide social braking, as with Teacher D. \

4) 'Supersegmentals. The study of the supersegmentals of language--in-
tonation, pitch, stress, juncture.:nd pace--has been largely ignored in
classroom interaction. Yst tﬁ;/geacherl in this s.tudy mfkc use of such
language features in diffarent and interesting ways. To stucy superseg-
mentals, however, one needs 8 base of comparison: what do these features
of intonation, pace, etc. compare with? The pace and 1ntonntion.of lesson
talk can be compared with that of natural conversation. ‘Teacher B makes
use of supersegmentals as follows: at the start of her lesson, her pace is
slow and deliberate and the intonation and stress very teacher/lesson
orientatad. At one point, however, thuse features, ‘u vell as a decrease
in volume, svitch into parameters sore descriptive of natural converution'.
= What ;ignnln the change ig an interruption of the lesson focus to s mangage-~’
sent task. Amoag the reasons possible to speculate is the m.dincy of ;hc

teacher's nesd for help at that moment} the students at that table can help

her set up for the next lesson round by moving the blocks into the starting
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‘pOlition. Th; utterance that follows slips back into characteristics of
lasson talk as the teacher begins the next round with ";fecinl instructions".
The juxtaposition of these sequentisl utterances within one telcher>turn 1is
hopefully illustrative of some of the distinctions discernible when talk and
its task ara co-observed. 7

For Teacher B, the intonational variation between lesson language and
that of announcements is noteworthy. There exists an interplay of pace,
intonation, and topic that seems to covary in the following manner. As the
plcd slows down and the intonitional range increases, it is likely that the
language is cbncerucd sore with the instructional segment than with the open-
ing exercises. Within the instructional part itself, the pace seems slow;;t
and the intonstion highast during the explanation phases and least distinc-
tive during the round-robin-like q;eationing.

In Teacher B's cli;lroom,intonation correlates with topic, activity,

participants, and other situational features. This teacher demonstrates a

wide range of intonational and stress patterns that she consistently uses to

nchievc certdin desired effccto. In cht. he£ use of language in general

is interesting to look nt if only to confirm certain aspecrs of what has
come toibe called "teacherese". Thus she uses 1ntonation both to identify
her role as teacher from her role as helper or friend, 8s well as to set off
parts of her lesson.

Teacher D nlqo uses - intonation for role marking. Prior to the beginning
of one lesson, Teacher D says the following: "Does anyone-be very careful
of the lictoébonc—-docl anyone have a na; practice...” The part of the ut-
terance arbitrarily Qct off by the dashes is perceptively lower in volume
and intonation and more rapid than the rest 7! the sentence. fhia is evi-

dence of & lansuiho strategy that might be referred to as "intonational slot-
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ting”, whes eme utterance is embedded in another, the iwo seemingly unre-

lated topicsily except in terns of their co-occwrrence. This is obviously

by no means a complete ch;rnctoriution; it is, however, an interesting re-

ssarch topie both linguistically nzd educationally. Among the features ) -
thlg are p‘i'iﬁc&nt are the places vithin an utterance where the enbedding
does (or cas) take place, the portions of the initial utterance that are
repsated immdiately after the embedding, and the semantic comnections
_poulbh §-on the two parts. Questions about the possible different in-
~ tended audimces for the \;ttounces. the comprehensibflity of these slotting
stragegies & young or non-native speakers, and-the func‘tions nccomplisl;ed
by slotting information as opposed‘ to cons:ructing two separate utterances
are also sigificant in Teacher D's style. " ‘

A simfiar effect is accomplished by Teacher F who, on one occasion,
utuizu the pause to great effect. Many possible explanations could be
ct;nctmctd to specify why a speaker pauses when talking: to clear her
throat, to mit for noise to subside, to gather her thoughts, and so on.

In this putlcu].ar case, the reasons for the pause zould be any of the nbove
or some coskination of these and others. The f\mcticnal role that this -
pause piays is, however, less 9pcculnr.1ve. The class focuses more atten-
tion on the teacher in anticipation of her next move. This is s discourse
environment ripe for the 1nt1¥’&uction of a nev topic and the transition
into & new lesson. After the pausc teacher says: "I was sort of curious
the other day when we vere working with, tnluni about words and language,

1 was u;rtcf curious with the fact that most of you, when you talked, put
p. rases tagether." At the onset of this statement, the teacher's voice

pitch 1is mmkedly higher than usual and her intonational pattern is more

emphatic. Although there are no vocative attention getters (boys and girls)
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and none of the other lexical items indicative of topic switch {0.K., all
right, mlli. the pause 9l:us intonational rise sequence appear to funct‘ion o=
simjlarly to sonounce s be;innin;.

Teachers C and E also make use of some intonation as sequence markers.
Teacher E tends to lack the intonational emphasis that normslly accompanies

openiugs, partly because of her desire to underscore the requesc for quiet-~

_ness. There is, however, also a controlling pace she uses to dole out in-

formation when needed to har students. Likewise, on one occasion, Teacher
c oburvel, n1'qd 1ike for you to think for a few secoads--put your gum in

tk2 trash can--l d like for you to thi for a few seconds about..." Here, -

ey

the slotted portion between the dashes definitely has a diffefent addressee

than the utterance meant for the whole class. The "gur" portion-is more

The interrupted -tatmnt is completely repeated after the -lotted informa-
tion. Thias total recycle contnsts with the second example: "How can some-
thing bc ~(PUPIL'S NAME), you 11 ... that means do this--be both broken and -
round?” In this mmple. only the word *be' is repeated. The addressee _ -
is stated so that it is clear that the statement is not intended for the
whole group. The other charaqteristics mentioned previously for intonational
slotting hold true. '

Once again, it is Teacher A vhose use of snpetumntals/ contrasts
mcgt sharply vith the other five teachers. In her classes, whatever expec-
tations the students may have developed about educstion sre lulled to pothing- .
ness by a deadly slov pace. She remains seated throughout all classes,
asking uninteresting questions which have litt!.e or no continuity or‘ con~ -

tent, in a deadsming monotone.

S) Maturalness. It is very difficult to segment any of the utcgor.iu
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- in this section from their occurrence in other cntegofie.. Naturalness of
| 'tnlk underlies questions, management, topic cycling, -elf-;efcrencing and
supersegnentals. It 1s clear, hovever, that Teacher ¥ comes closest to .
making use of natural conversational style is her classroom. Rather than
.using the more animated and widely ramging intonation tggt is associated
with teachar/ledson talk,{Teacher F is more conversational. Intonational
-, slotting is less evident. She shifts prisarily when she reads to the claaa.
But this svitch is predictable for anyone vho 1is reading aloud, particulnrly
given the stylized format of verse. Her questions are naturalistic., Her
managesent by language is real, not contrived. Topics are introduced, re-
cycled, and switched ‘as they wggég be in normal conversation. Control is
sacrificed to a quality which {s difficult to lab;l but which might be
. called the quality of friendship.
¢“J Slightly less natural in intonation and other supersegnentals ig Teacher
D. But Teacher D makes good use of other natural conversational devices and

strategies. For exaople, Teacher D makes use of & conversational technique

called "one-upping” as follcws:

Pl: "This red ball ... was chasing somebody.”

7% "I seen this th{cc headed red snake." )
P,: "I saw a red horse running around 'cause a cowboy was chasing him."
94: "1 seen this guy catryiug a red rectansle and there was blood coming

off of 1t." ]
fbc one-upping development permitted and encouraged by Teacher D is & natural
convnrlationni strategy, heard at adult cocktail parties, for example. By-.
developing or cacour(;in;lit in chis way, Teacner D is actually (but it is
ot sure that it is inctentional) developing a useful language functiou. The
sodel looke something like this: ™~

(Topic = rved) -
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P,: prossic exasple ;plus vague, general reference;
Pt wore unusual example; i ;
Pi: moTe ucij:ing example plus cguntivo plus action;
P, - 0dd. example plus shocking resultative. -
" n doing this, Teacher D encourages highly specific and descriptive
language uss in har stu&enu. possibly as much by her dramatic verbal bebhavior
as by her official requests for it. Unlike Tescher A, vho restricts lsnmn .
use by containing crestivity and esliminating topic from her teaching (thus
providing nothing to talk about), Teacher D elicits specificity and descrip-
tion through her own hnmig use. Likevise, Teacter D's pre-lasson activities '
1u-e d;stinc_:ive in that conver‘g’ntion proceeds in ways which dt; more closely
resemble "natural” conv&ncion than school talk. Teacher D asks about V
" old or nev business and students introduce topics of interest to then (¢.8.,
" theé "Haunted House," & P.T.A.-mn;orod Halloween attraction). Character-
istically, school ralk is notable for the role the teacher plays &s possessor
of all knouhdga. controller of each turn, introducer of every topic. In
Teacher D's pre-lesson sctivities the conversation develops such that chud-
ren ask and answer their own questions, ssemingly 1nfon1n3 the teacher u
well as eack other. This can be seen in contrast to the more typical teacher
queries, known-information questions, which are used to test/chack otud:::;' -
comprehensior. and knowledge. The use of repetition on points to a more
atursl convu;ution, ﬁth the teacher toquu:u;g repeats for purposes of
getting information, as opposed to the more didactic functions of repetition.
"With Teacher C, we see 3 -ouwha: different type and degres of ucum-
ness of talk. A.lthough it 1s sometimes possible to get an overall hptu- ‘
sion of a relaxed, naturalistic lesson, it appun, drom other analyses of

her classroom, that :hu saturalness dctually stems from an ‘as yet undeveloped

*
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ability to do "tescher talk” effectively. Whereas Teacher F and D appest
to have passed through the desire to talk like teachers and to have rises

* abova it, r C seems to be still in ao early developmental stags of
acquiring teacher talk and, for this reason, she ssems to be more natural. " s
Teacbers B and £ provide the best exenples of the special langusge of « - E

clagsroom teacherssa. Théy are masters of the special intonation, the sat

teacher phrases for management, the self-referencing, and the form-ovér-
xfmuon trap. Tescher A is the.extrems polarity of stereotyped language
in teaching. Her lacsoage goas beyond teacher talk to a rituslized ot&m—
tyve of it. 1f slow pace is thought to be good, even blower 1 bacter. 1f
freedoa is bad, total anarchy is her answer.

Whereas Teacher 7 s personal (adding her own experience to the con-
versation) and natural, the others are wore guarded end aloof. Ths role
of téacher dominstes in the minds of all but Tuche; F and, to a mors limited
extent, Teachers D and B.

What the talk means. Talk in the classroom is the major, device for-

assisting in luintns. Books are helpful, and so are audio-visual aids,

but the vay a tescher talks can, as Robert Frost observed, make all the

difference. Children come to school from an environment in which taik is
l, conversational. Thay n;eer. a new kind of lnngu:nge use which requires thes
to learn nev rules. They have to learn that one cannot talk at will with-
out making a bid for s turn (visual or verbal). They need to learn a new
set of uymtriénl interruption rules. They need to learn the aubtletiu
of indirect language use. ("I see someone whose hands aren't folded” ac-
tually is un Mn:tvo. even though ir “as the fors of an observation).

The learning pattern may be described as follows:

Home conversation 1 —) School talk

A '
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.direction rather than to expect the ifatne:n to be immediately proficient

‘problems are not\canentinlly language problems; they are teaching/learning

34

With tuchwa developmental pattern élearly.evidcnt. it would seem resonable

that ;ftcctive classroom lahsnage would ‘attempt to move in the learner's -

in s language system they have not yet mastered. Such a strategy would

look like this:

Home languuge C > School talk

That is, the effective teacher would attempt to reduce the mismatch of
school and home talk atyles by: 5
1) eliminating the unnecessary characteristics of school talk;

2) accepting the ervors in stylistic conflict caused by the mis-
match; and

3) aqetting a reasoﬁnble and gradual pace for acquiring those as-
pects of school talk which are necessary to be learned.

Some of the traps into which teachers can fall ar‘:

1) wvaluing the need to cbntrol (and using language to gain
this control) over the need to learn;

2) ser*inz individual learning beneath group socizlizing;

3) e¢mphasizing managing (through talk) over the learning of
content;

Do~y -

4) failing.to take advsatage of the students’ natural ‘develop-~
sental learning by not permitting them to tatk, by ignoring
what they talk about, and by not capitalizing on what they
do say snd then steering that talk toward the content topic;/
and - .

5) failing to build on the natural conversation style with
which children are familiar. -

The sociolinguistic analysis of talk used in‘mandgément, topic manipu-
lation, self-referencing, supersegmentals and naturalness, <3 discussed in
this report, all provide aspects by which these traps can be seen.” Some

teachers do better than others at addressing or avoiding these traps. These

41
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issues. But by studying the language used, we can -; more clearly some
aspects of what 1is actually goins onm.

Something positive can be said sbout the use of hnztfase in the class-

QAtoo- by all six of thess taachers, even Teacher A. This report is not

. meant to be evaluative, although it certainly delved into this territory \‘
wvhether it intended to or not. What it should poim out is that there are \‘\
sany dimensions to talk im the classroom, and that wot all teachers work
in the same wvay. 1If the six teachers studied here provide any sort of

-'d.crocon of a larger univ:r:e; it is abundantly claar that any assessment
of teacher competence in using lang‘uage is highly ecological rather than

’ um;:al, To isolate any one language feature from the overall task and
from othcr language features is not possible in the usual quantitative pr -
_ digm. 'ro say that ritualized language is bad, per se, is not possible,
since such language does accomplish certain desirakle goals. That a natural
conversational stylesis more effective seems intuitively righy, but it may -
well not be right for every child or for every occasion. What is offered
here is, instead, only a set of dimensions for analyzing the use of talk

_in the classroom, illustrated by a set of samples of six teachers in one
sciacol. ’ |

.o i a
Saliency of language events to observer and perticipants. Roger Shuy's

analysis of these lessons, presented above, focuses on the language used by
.teachers as 8 fundamental factor in the social system of the classroom, and

eaphasizes the ways in ‘which classroom differences are created by subtle

. ~differenccu in teacher use of language. Using Shuy's approach to analysis,

a comparison of the perceptions of participants and outside observer can
be mede with reference to the language features which appear to be most

salient to each.
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In an earlier report (Part I of this £inal report) we have exsained

in detsil both fupil and teacher pactam of reporting vhat they beard in.

lessons. Pupils reported the comments of other pupill oigniﬁuntly more
of&'n then teacher quutim. Furthermore, they tended to report pupil
cooments in isolation frpn the questions wh;lch elicited i:hal. Teachers, on
the other hand, while they also \reported more instances of pupil talk than
teacher talk, tended to repoxt question cycles.“ At s nin:l.mn, these con-
sisted of a question and respome. Several teachers, however, reported i
long sequences of qhestion cycles. Thus, while teachers and pupils agreed

in their focus on pup]il talk, and on question cycles, they d:l‘.ffe‘re}d somewhat ’
in how strongly they focused on pupil talk, and how broadly 6-1' narrowly they
focused their a:tention‘wi;higx the question cycle. .

From Shuy's rgport. we conclude that for him the most salient feature
of the lmge §1n these classrooms was the way in which the various dimen-

: .‘ions of clhs:;oon talk contributed to or detracted from the ﬁnediate
unction (managing the flow of talk). and the long }me function (leaminé)
£ the classroom. It also seems apparené that he "heard” more teacher

talk than pupil talk. The instances of pupil talk that are présented in his
report are there primarily to i{llustrate the ways in d:ich teacher talk )
serves to ﬁnagt or control the flow of pupil talk.

Figure 5 illustrates these three perspectives of the saliency of class-
room language, with regard to the language source. Yor the pupils in this -
study, pupil talk predominates and there is no clear relationship between |
teacher talk and pupil talk. For the teachers, bott; teacher talk and pupil

ca.lk are salient, with pupil talk having a slight edge, and there is a re-

Feryh i}h‘ L hy

ciprecol relation between the two. For the sociolinguist, teacher talk
predominates, and fupctions primarily to manipulate o direct pupil talk. -

Each perception contributes to our understanding of ¢lassroom language.

’
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that appear to be most salient to pupils.

Anslysing the Speech Acts
in Language Arts Lessoms

The following nnalysi. vas preparcd jointly by Arnulfo Remirez and Greta

’Horinignerlhuer. It presents a brief- general picture of exchangeo and moves

i{n the thirty-six language arts lessons, examines differencqs in patterns of

speech scts over time and across teachers, and identifies the speech events .

Exchanges and mowes. The picture of exchanges and moves presented in

 Table 1 :lndicati. that these lessons in general follow a pattern of predominant-

1; teacher-initiated exchanges, ;nd that within these exghanges there tends
to be a higher "density" of acts within the opening move than in the anwedné
or follow-up moves. !upil- initiated exchanges are infrequent in general, but
there 1is greater variation among classrooms in frequency of pupil-initiated
exchanges than there is in frequency of te__acher-initiated exchanges. Within
pupil-initiated exchanges there is n‘é\ high density of acts in either the open-
ing or answering moves for most clas%;\mms, though Classrooms B and C do have
a higher density of acts in the answeri\g move than other classrooms. Pupil
follow-up acts withia pupil-initiated qxcha:\/ges are almost non-existent, .ex-
cept for Clagsroom F. This picture fits our genex:;l expectations for teacher-

+

directed lessons.

Within this general pattern, however, there are differenc;s among teachers
and differences over time. ‘Iabley 2 presents ratios of pupil-initiated gxchanges
to teacher-initi_ated exchanges. Friedman's two~way analysis of :&nce by
uni:s shows significant differerces among teachers (p£ .01) on this measure.
Teachers A and D consistently rank high 1in pﬁpil-initiated exchanges, while
Teachers B and C ccu:lstenti.y ratk low. There are no significant differences
over time on this measure.

Table 3 presents information on the "density" of acts within each type

of move in an exchamge. Friedmm s two-way analysis of variance by ranks

o



cﬁntoén A
Classroom B
Classroom C
Classroom D
c1éarm E

Classroom F

Classroom A
Classroom B
clalilrpon c
Classroom D
Classroom E

\ Classroom F

. :‘m ‘\
I~

Mean Frequtncies of Exchanges and Speech Acts

TABLE 1

Per Lesson, By Classroom
(=6 lessons fotr each classroom)

raaéhctémﬁatdd Rxchanges

Teachers Pupils’ . Teachers'
Exchanges Opening Acts Ansvering Adts Follow-Up Acts
Mean | S.D. | Mean D¢ Mean | S.D. Mean - 8.0
20.67 | 9.65 | 77.50 | 14.72 | 38.83 |19.16 | 19.83 8.97 |
50.67 11.08 |132.00 | 8.35 | 40.17 | 10.01 | 44.33 |12.91
43.00 |14.51 |110.00 | 23.30 | 4800 ;13.59 | 42.33 | 10.04
38.33 | 9.87 |117.17 |18.95 | 43.50 | 14,34 | 32.33 12.49
.00 [11.08 |114.17 12.67 | ‘48.17 |15.46 | 33.50 | 14.59
40.3% |11.60 [149.00 | 31.26 | 37.83 |10.59 36.50 | 17.52 _

P\tpil-initiltedK Exchanges

Pup:ll; ' Teachers' Pupils’
Exchanges -Opening Acts Ansvering Acts Follow-Up Acts
Mean | S.D. l}em s.D. Mean s.D. Mean | S.D.
11.33 | 7.63 L 12,50 6.95 | 1050 | 5.1 | .33 .15
67| 82| .83 ] .89 | 57| 2.2 33| .15
3.00 | 4.98 |~ 3.83 | 4.74 | 10.00 4.28 .33 | .47
}15.33 14.28 | 18.17 | 14.50 | 18.17 | 9.53 .00 | .00
4.83 | 5.78 | 6.50 | 7.37 | .80 | 6.18 .00 | .00
2.83 | 2.1 | 307 | 2.27 2.17 | 1.717 1.33 | 2.98

‘.4‘6 .




Retios of Pupil-Initiated Exchonges
to Teacher-Initiated Exchanges
Oxgshised by Tescher and Time

Teacher
A

.097

1.533

.158
.m

- 545 |

.190

Ranks for Teachers by Time: x “=19.20;df=5;p<.01

Teacher

47

Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher
C D B ) 4
.000 .026 .077 .077
.026 209 .116 .056
036 .156 .129 .100
.591 1.148 .000 .000
.000 471 .276 .043
.059 .655 .027 .154
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up:ﬂu
QOctober

Early
September
late
September
October
Novembér
Decanber
January

Early
September
Late,
Septesber
October
Novesber
December
January

Retios of Acts to 'ruehlr-xniuaud !xehmu
Organised by Teacher and Time

: -Initisted Exchange /
Teacher ‘rnchn Teacher Teacher  Teacher
L y
‘l"ﬁ!’ T%!' '2"9'52’ T‘BT_ 72,949 “%.513
3.667 3,049 3.000 2.837 2.721 4972
2.2% 3.871 2.018 3.994 4.06% 4.700
3,400 3.463 4.909 4,407 3,846 2.500
1.708 - 2,464 2.1%0 2.588 1.65% 3.426
2.143 2.992 2,176  2.018 . 3,541 3.154
Ranks for Times by Teacher: xr2-12.13S;dt-5;p<.05 ‘
Pupil Answering Acts: Tescher-Initiated zxchg.' '

Teacher Teacher Teacher  Teacher  Teacher Teacher
A - ' c D ¥
—&5 1000  1.097 . 1.000 _‘g'ff‘ 872

- .933 1.146 .769 1.326  .907 944
9%  1.19 982 .87 .903 .900
1.000 1.073 1.09: .889 1.231 .958
1.121 . 1.107 1,087 1.059. - 1.155 .957
.929 .939 1.294 1.182 1.027 .962
Teacher Follow-Up Acts: Teacher-Initiated Exchanges
‘ Teacher  Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher
A, B c D E F
548 1.038 .823 .949 .846 897
667 111 1.026 .767 1.000 1.111
" 21 1.226 1.018 .750 .677 500
.120 1.244 1.091 .815 ,615 .875
333 .625 .891 .618 .966 .89%
.667 1.367 1.235 1.036 .865 1,135

Resks :for Tedchers by Time: xt2-14.06.d£-5;p< .02
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shows 10 significent dittarcnceo among teachers in the density of acts in the

opening or answering Joves, but there are significant ditfurcnces (p<: 02)

in the density of acts in the follow-up move. Teacher A consistently ranks

low on this messure, while Teacher B consistently rlnkl:hiéh. Over time, there

are lignificanﬁ differences kp%:.os) in the density of acts in the opening

;ovc. The density is consistently lover in Decenmber and January lessons,

suggesting an increase in th‘ "pace" of ieolona by this point in the y:nt.
Types of speech acts. Hithin each move a variety of types of speech acts

can be used. The categories used to code speech acts are prelented in Tables

4 to 6, and are definod in detail in the appendix to this report. For the

most part these category labels will be fairly familiar to sqciolinguistl and s

classroom researchers alike, but a few terms deserve speéial clarification

h;re, We have diatinguisﬁed betweeq‘"participant“ and "non-participant"” infor-

qptivés, replies, and reacts in order to examine how much of the language in

these classrooms involved personal experience, and opinion, (pa;tiéipant)‘ -

“as opposed to impersonal information (non-participant). Our distinction betveen

"reply" and "react” may be unfamiliar to classroom researchers, and is based

on the type of teacher speech act that immediately preceeds the pupil's follow-

up move. A pupil reply follows a teacher question. A pupil react follows

s teacher directive. Thus, if a teacher calls on aApupii after asking a ques-
tion,‘the pupil response is coded as & "reactz" for the teacher nomination ] f
is coded as a directive. '"Meta statement” may also be an ﬁnfamiliar tern to |
some. This is a statggent which informs about the structure o; organization ‘i
of the lesson, and/or indicates 'where we are" in relation to that ‘structure .
at a given point in time.

Table 4 presents the various categories of speech acts in the opening, .

answering, and follow-up moves,'and indicates the frequencies of their use in

each classroom over all six lessons. Friedman's two-way analysis of variance
k] .

by ranks shows a significant difference (p¢:.001) in frequzncy of the various

P
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Varistion in Frequenc
Within Bach Move in Teacher<Initisted Exchanges

Organized by room
" . . Pewedo - - Resl ~Directive ‘Directive Indirective Indiuetivo Participant Non-Participant Mots :

Question Question Management Mansgement Management ~agement Informative Inforutive Sm

(general) (lesson) (general)  L.vss0m) - -

" Classtoom A 55 3 25 s6 - 36 - s 92 ‘78 14
Classtoom B 127 135 41 . 147 18 5 139 160 o
Classroos C 107 8s 81 162 8 1 19 117 2

"g‘&‘&‘x%i
Classroom D 74 _ 75 9 127 118 16 91 T80 &7
Classroom B~ 68 21 1 169 104 0 55 116 38
Classroom P 94 68 79 175 63 0 " 126 202 28
x 232,61 df=8;p <. 001 _ ‘ ?
$
('c ] i
- !
o0 N

ol




i:lusroo- A
Clasasroom B
Classroom C
Classroom D
cm"oo- E

Classroom ¥

Classroom A
CIni;rooq 3
Classroos C
Classroom D
Classroom B

Classroon P

TABLE & (contipued)
Pupil Acts in Answering Movés

Reply . React
~ Neo= _ _ Hon~ Non- Real Read/
Participant Participant Verbal Participant Participant Question Racite
? 40 7 39 20 7 25
1 61 8 - 53 88 23 7 :
. 81 2 28 99 16 21 jf%
3 70 3 32 99 a2
7 10 4 43 135 10 '} B
U 5 10 55 95 \0 15
xr2-22.59;d£-6;p< .001
- o -
Teacher Acts in Follow-Up nHove
Accept Praise bo_gment Repeat Correct Paraphrase
.17 12 20 6 2 2
1 3 00» 58 s 5
153 . 10 29 41 12 2
93 18 25 45 4 8 ,
121 4 - 24 37 14 1
i27 33 28 26 5 0

xr2~26.92;df~5;p <.001

22
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types of :pccch acts for each of the moves. 1In opeqias -nv-a. directive nanasc-

ment of the lesson and nnn-pltticipnnt informatives consistently rank hiah

P N TNT Y UL T

in frequency of use, while indirective management of the lesson and meta state-
ments co. istently rank lou. 1t is worth noting here that "real” questions
(1.e., qua:tions to which teachers do not dlready know the ansvers) and partic-
ipant informatives both fall in the middle range of frequency of use. These

types of speech acts are not as rare in these classrooms as we might expect.

In answering moves, non-participant reacts consistently rank high in frequency

of use, while non-verbal reacts {e.g., physfcally carrying out a teacher dir-
ective), real questions, and participant replies consistently rank low. Par-
ticipant reacts, non-participant replies and teadlrecites all fall within -
the niddle range 1n frequency of use. In follow-up moves, accepts consistently‘
rank high in frequcacy of use, while corrects and paraphrases consistently
rank low. Praise, comments, and repeats all fall within the widdle range.

When variation in frehyeucy of use of types of acts within each move is
examined in éela:icnaco timé of year, in Table 5, the same pitterns are ¥e-*' ")
peated, with the same significant differences (p<.001) ewerging. It would e

appear then, that the tendency to use certain types of speech acts more frequent-

_ ly than others holds across all six classrooms and across all fiye months of

the first half of the school year.
Speech act ratios. To examine patterns in use of speech acts more closely, ‘

we have calculated s series of ratios, and ugsed Friedman's two-way analysis -

.of variance by ranks to identify significant differences among teachers and

over time. Table 6 presené: ratios related to the giving ané seeking of in-
fornatiog by teachers in opening moves. The ratios considered are real ques-
tions to psuedo questions, ~articipant informatives to non-participant iuforma-
tives, and seeking information (all questions) to giving information (all
informatives). There are no significant differences smong teachers or over
time on any of these measures. In most cases there are cléar variations across

53
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TABLE _ / . '

Variation in Frequency of Types of Acts

\ Within Each Move in Teacher-Initiated Exchanges
' _ Organized By Time of Year . =
* Tescher_Acts in Opening Moves %
Pesvedo Real Dractive Directive " Indirective Iudirerctive Partficipant Non-Participant Meta . %
Quaestion Question P‘“ t agsment ag agement Informative Informative Statement
Early 112 84 121 139 70 19 101 109 29
September ‘ .
Lite 76 63 56 130 68 6 79 176 28
September ' * :
October 62 /j 67 30 124 51 18 119 124 23
November 86 56 37 140 61 8 113 112 26
December 95 82 40 163 24 . 10 78 il5 14
January 94 63 61 140 73 10 96 . 117 12
xrz-u.u;df-s;p( .001
I{ ‘ : \
o
Lo
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TABLE 5 (continued)
Pupil Acts in Ansvering Movas

~
o

React

Early 2
, September
: Late 5
-Septesber
October G
- November 7
- Dacember 21
January 0

38

26

24

30

. 56

119

Non-

‘ xr2-26.02;df-§;p<.001 ‘

17

27

13

Teacher Acts in Follow-Up Moves

Accept

Early 107
September

. Late 109
September

Jetober 98

November 108
December 95

January 154

Prais

19

18—

20
13
13

29

‘Comment

30

26

36
14
24

< 38

xr2-27.94;df-5;p £.001

Participant Participant Verbal Partici

17

52

54
25
93

9

Repeat

35
48

14
25
34

57

Non-

pant Participant

112

85

64

71

68

136

Correct

6

Real Read/
Question Recite
5 30
1 5
9 13
8 27.
23 5
0 2
Paraphrase
2
3
6
3
3
1




Early
September
Late
Septemter
October
November
December
January

Early
September
Late
September
October

" November

December
January

Early
September
Late
September
October
November
December
January

Seeking Information -~ Real Questions:

Teacher Teacher  Teacher Teacher . Teacher
A B C D E 4
.286 1.375 © 1.000 1.154 .043 ! .640
1,000 4.000 .308 2563 .250 647
.357. .563 1.900 1.500 .100 9.000
. 400 .618 .333 1.800 1.142 .615
1.000 1.080 .600 14,000 1.000 .333
.875 . 857 1.823 448 .154 .600,
Giving Information - Participant Informative: Non-participant Informative -
Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher
A B c D E F.
.« 400 1.148 .333 2.000 .583 1.047
.278 . 304 . 800 2,857 .292 .232
1.071 1.217 1.231 1.200 486 1.042
2.750 1.588 541 1.143 .625 .900
1.285 . 846 ,538 .600 .900 .500
3.000 .810 . 786 .267 .263 .703
‘Seeking Information: 'Giviﬁg Informatior )
Teacner " Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher
A - B c D E F
. 321 .655 2.800 1.037 1.263 .953
.087 .667 .756 .926 .323 406
.655 .490 1.000 .758 .212 .408
. 700 1.250 .281 467 .377 .553
1.250 1.083 2.000 .625 .7137 . 545
. 341 1.368 .680 1.448 .600 «254

v

TABLE 6

Tgncﬁct Acts in Obening Move:
Ratios for Seeking and Giving Information
" (Organized by Teacher and Time)

Psuedo Questions

Teacher
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lessons for each individual teacher, vhich suggests'that patterns of giving
and s?ekipg information nai vary according to the particular kind of lesson
being taught. (We will examine this further at a later point.)

Table 7 presents ratios related to management acts by teachers in opening
moves.‘ Tor the ratio of management (directive and indirective) to giving and

séékiqg\;nformation (questions and informatives), there are significant dif-

ferences ;EBﬁg\tgachers (p< .01). Teacher E consistently ranks high, and Teacher

B consistently ranks low. For the ratio of indirective management (general and
lesson-related) to directive management (general and lesson-related) there are
also significant differences among teacher; (p<:.001). In this case, Teacher

D ranks high and Teacher C ranks.low. For~the }atio'of general ranag:ment to
lesson-related maﬁagemgpt, th"e are again significant differences among teachers
(p<.01). Teachers D‘and E rank high on this measure, while Teacher B ranks ’
low. Thus we see clegr differences amornig teachers in their patternms of language
with regard to management acts. Teacher B has low ratios for both the manage-
ment to information measure and the general management to lesson-related manage~
ment measure. Teacher C has low ratios for the indirective to directive manage-
ment measure. Teechér D has high ratios for both indirective to directive
management and general to lesson-related management. Teacher E has high ratios
for both management to information and general to lesson-related management.
Teachers A and F fall in the middle ranges for all these ratios.

For the general management to lesson-related management ratio there are
also significant differences over tine (p<:.05). This ratio tends to be high
in September and January, and low in December. Our tentative explanation for
this patcern is that teachers may use more general management in September
when school is beginning, and drop off in use of this type of speech act as
the classroom routines become established, reaching a low point 1;'December.

In January, after the long holiday season, it may be necessary to reestablish

general management routines to some extent, resulting in an increase in this

5%e.




Directive and Indireciive Ménaggment: Seeking and Giving Information

TABLE 7

Teacher Acts in Opening Move:

Ratios for Management Acts

(Organized by Teacher and Time)

. Teacher
A .
Early 1.216
September
Late- . 480
September
October .729
. November .569
December .500
January .475

Teacheru

.240

+«526

.343
. 380
411

Teacher
¢
. 882

.468

L84S

- 452
.567
.762

Teacher

|
1.127

1,231

.793
1.182
1,051

.634

* Teacher

B
1.372

1.512

.746
1.000
1.479
1.825

Ranks for Teachers by Time: xr2-19.526;df-5;p< .01

Indirective Management:

Directive Management

Teacher
’ A
Early .667
September
Late 1.667
September

October 3.000
gavember 1,250

ecember 2.000
January 4,000

Teacher

B
.692

.000

.667
.000
.250
.000

Teachef
C
.065

.000

.000
.500
.000
.063

Teacher

D
3.181

. 2.111

12.000
, 4,000
. 385
1.375

Teacher
E
.240
1,733
1.818
3.750

4.333
2,384

Ranks for Teachers by Time: xr2w16.85;df-5;p'(.001

Lesson-Related Management

General Management:

Teacher
A
Early .800
September
Late 2.000
September
October .296

November 450
December .500
January “)556

Ranks for Teachers by Time:
Ranks for Times by Teacher;

Teacher

B.
.955

.200

1.000
.214
.152
.276

Teacher
C
.971

.370
140
.833

.308
1.133

o9

Teacher
D
2.875

.778

1.300
1.363
.783
731

Teacher

E
1.107

1.952

1,043
.864
.348

1,517

xr2-13.91;df-5:p< 01
x'2-11.28;df-5:p< .05

Teacher
F
.857

.629

- .188
.966
431
.759

Teacher
F
. 345

1.200

.000

. 1.714
.100
1.571

Teacher

F
1.181

1.178

464
.500
.333
1.059




.ratio.

Table 8 presents ratios comparing teacher use of meta statements to other
informatives (participant and non-partieipan.) and to lesson-related management.
Meta Statemeats are, in & Sense, i{nformatives about the overall management
or progress of the lesson. There are significant teacher differences for each
of these types of ratios (p< .01 1in each case). The patterns of differences
are the same for both measures, with Teachers D and E ranking high, and Teachers
B and C ranking low.

In Table é we examine ratios for pupil acts in the answering move, com-
paring replies to reacts and participant responses (replies and reacts) to
nori-participant responses (rep‘ies and reacts). There areAno significant
differencés among teachers or over time in the reply to react ratio. It 1is
very consistently the case that reacts predominate over repl}es (1.e., Ehat
teachers tend to call on pupils just before the response occurs), but the
degree to which this occurs varies randomly across lessons.

There are significant differences over time (p<.01) in the ratio of par-
‘ticipant‘replies and reacts to non-participant replies and reacts. In this
{instance December ratios tend to be highest and January ratios tend to be
lowest. That is, pupils appear to be reporting more personalized information
in December, and more impersonal information in January. This December to Jan-
uary shift parallels the shift noted earlier in the general management to
lesson-related management ratio, and supports the supposition expressed earlier
that January may be a time for "getting back down to business" after the holi-
day seasom. This attitude 1s readily recognizable among teachers, and these
findings saggest that it may be reflected in classroom language patterns as
well. e

There are no significant differences among teachers in the ratios of par-
ticipant replies and reacts to non-participant replies and reacts. Certain

lessons stand out with very high ratios here, and most teachers exhibit a

b()




Early
Septeaber

Late
September

Octbber
November
December

January

Barly
September

Late
September

October
November
December

January

Meta Statenments:

TABLE 8 .

' Teacher Acts in Opéning Move:
Ratios for Meta Statements
ﬂOrgunizcd by Teacher and Time)

Other Informatives

Teacher

A
.179
.130

.034
.133
.000

.023

Teacher Teacher
B C
.000 .000
.017 .000
.020 .034
.023 .018
2000 .000
S

. 000

'Teacher
D

.310

.148

.152
.500
.292

. 158

Teacher
E

.211
.323
.250
.192

.000

.250

/3 .
Ranks for Teachers by Time: xr2-19.36;df-5;p<.01

Meta Statements: Lesson-Related Management

feacher

A

. .200

.750

.037
«200
.000
.056

Teacher '

kd

.000 /

050

.050
.03%
.000

.000

Teacher
C

.000

.000

023
.056
.000

.000

Teacher
D

.813

.111

.250
.682
.304

«115

Teacher
E

* 143

476

565
. 227
. 000

. 207

Ranks for Teachers by Time: xr2-15.67;df-5:p <.01
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Teacher
F

.163
. 145

. 041
.000
. 106

.032

Teacher
¥

.212
. 356

,222
.00G
.212

.059




Early
September

Late
. September

October
November
December

Januarxy

Ear1y§
September

Late
September

October
November
December

January

TABLE 9

"Pupil Acts in Answering Move:
Ratios for Replies and Reacts
(Organized by Teacher and Time)

Reply: React .-
Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacﬁer
A B € "D - B F
.053 .130 435 . 300 .200 .030
.250 .114 579 .196 .026 143
.111 125 .282 329 .000 417
1.300 .281 .222 .353 125 .045
.933 .688 ,808 .385 .132 .077
.737 .800 1,563 909 .000 1.579

-

Participant Replies and Reacts: Non-participant Replies and Reacts

Teacher Teacher Teaéher Teacher Teacher Teacher
A B c D E F
167 .130 111 .261 .000 174

1.500 8.750 .034 .100 .350 ,286

2,000 .857 .515 .043 .692 15.000
667 028 ,000 .05G .260 1.250

1,900 .107 741 2,000 .935 1.500
.269 .000 ,026 ,000 .028 .000

Ranks for Times by Teacher: xr2-16.99;df-5:p< .01

62
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"fairly wide range im ratios, again suggesting that shifts in these ratiou ;ay
reflect the particular kinds of lessons being taught. To examine this possi—
bility further, we combine ratios from Tables 6 and 9, to form Table 10, on the
following page. Here we can compare individual lessons with regard to ratios
f,r real to psuedo questions,‘teachers',particiﬁant to non-participant iqf;r—
matives, and pupils® participant to non—participant responses.

Tﬂree lessons s;and outrbecau*e of th;ir high ratios for real to psuedo
questions. These are the leSSons’iaught by Teacher B in late September, by
Teacher D in December, and by TeaJher F in Oétober. Ratios for these lessons
are circled in Table 10, to highlfght them. Note that the cérresponding ratios
for pupils' participant to non-participant responses are alsq high for all three
lessons. 7That is, in Fhese lessons teachers are asking questions for which

- they do not know the answer, and pupils are responding with information drawm
from their own experiences. Teacher F's ratio for participant tc non-partici-
pant informatives is also high for this lesson, indicating that she 1is contri-
buting information from her personal experience as.well. This is not the case
for Teachers B and D, however. Their ratios for participant to non-participant
{nformatives are comparatively low for these lessons, thus it would appear that
they are not providing persoralized informatiom 4r pinions.

By way of comtrast, we have boxed in ratios for three lessons taught by
Teachers A, C, and E, which vank quite low in thei: ratios of real to psuedo
questions. In these lessons teachers were asking questions for which they
already knew the amswers. The correspgaaing ratios for pupils' participant
to non-participantlresponses are also quite low, as might be ;xpected. Pupils
are not reporting personalized information in response to these psuedo questions.
For Teacher A the ratio for participant to non-participant informatives is
also relatlvely low (in comparison to her ofher lessons), indfcating that

she is following the same pattern as the students, and providing abstract

rather than persosal information. Teachers C and E both exhibit moderate

63
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! Early

' September
Late
September
October

January

TABLE 10

Comparing Ratios for
Individual Lessons

" Teacher Use of Rsal~ggeitionn= Psuedo Questions

Tescher  Teacher  Teacher  Teacher  Teacher Teacher
A ] c D E P
286 1.375 1.000 1.154 o3l .640
1.000 500 .563 .250 .647

.357 .563 1.900 1.500 .100 9.000
400 .618 .333 1.800 1.142 615
1.000. 1.080 .600 . 1.000 .333

.875 .857 1.833 -%48 154 .600

Teachor Use of Participant' Informative:

Early
September
Late

" September
October
-November
December
January

Non-participant Informative

Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher Téacher
A B c D E F
[.'A:oo) T 1,148 .333 2.000 .583 1.047
.278 .304 .800 2.857 .292 .232
1.071 1.217 1,231 1.200 486
2.750 1.588 .541 1.143 .625 900
1.285 846 .538 .600 .900 .500
3.000 .810 . .786 .267 .263 .703

Pupil Use of Participant Replies and Reacts:

Non-participant Replies and'keacts

‘!
Early
September
Late
September
October
November
December
January

Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher _Teacher
A B c D E F
167 130 .11 .261 S Y )
1.500 -\ (232 .100 .350 .286 =
2.000 .857 . .515 .043 .692
.667 .028 .000 .050 .200 1.250
1.900 .107 L7641 .935 1.500
.269 .000 .026 .000 .028 .000

-
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ratios, however, .and are clearly making relativ;ly more personal statements
than their pupils.

This comparison of ratics within lessons serves to support the auggestion
that even when variation in these ratios is not signifiéantly different among

teachers or over time, it is not necessarily “randon.” Rather, at least some

of the variation appears to derive from the type of lesson being taught.

We move finally to consider ratios for teacher acts in follow-up moves.
Table 11 presents ratios for praise tc accepts, and correc;ive,feedback (corrects
and parabhrases) to accepts. There are significant differences among teachers
for both of these ratios (p<:.62 and-p<:.05, respectively). Teacher B is con-
sistently high in ratfds—of praise to accepts, while Teacher E is consistently
low. Teacher D is consisténtly high in ratios of corrective feedback to accepts,
while Teacher A is consistently low. It is worth noting that the ratios for
corrective feedback tend to be quite ;Bw generally, since both corrects and para-

phrases ranked lowest in overall frequency, while accepts ranked highest. '

Summary of classroom differences. The significant differences among teachers.

are sucmarized in Table 12. Each teacher/classroom stands out as being somewhat
different from the others in patterns of language use. Teacher A is high in
pupil-iniciated exchanges, and low in both the density of acts in follow-né
moves, and in the ratio of corrective feedback to accepts in the same moves.
Teacher B, on the other hand, is low in pupil-initiated exchanges, and has a
high censity of acts in follow-up moves, as well as a high ratio of praise
to accepts in those moves. She also is low in ratios of management to infor-
mation, general to lesson-related management, and meta statemeﬁta to both in-

/

formatives and lesson-relatcd management. To state this another way, Teacher B

tends to make more informative statexents, in proportion to management statements,

than the other teacheré. and the management statements she does make tend to
be proportionately more lesson-related. {The minus signs here do not imply

a negative evaluation of the behavior observed.)




Early

September -

Late
Septenber

October
ﬁbv;lbor
Decenber

January

Early
September

Late
September

October
Novenber
Decenber

January

Teacher Acts in Follow-Up Moves:

TABLE 11

Ratios for Praise and Corrective Fesdback

(Ogglnizod by Teacher and Time)

Praise: Accept

Teacher
A

.154

071

Teacher
B
2.000
3.000

.900
.088
1.400
.150

k)
-

Teacher
0506
.087

.070
<333
;0b3
.000

-Teacher

D

<333

.273

- 100
250
.000

> 161

Teacher
E

.063
0N

.000
.000
.000

077

Ranks for Teachers by Time: xtz-ls.ze;af-s;p<:.oz

Correct and Paraphrase: Accept
Teacher Teacher Teacher
A - c
.000 . 300 .056
. 0090 .000 .087
176 . J00 .000
.000 .000 1.333
.000 2.600 L043
.07 .025 043

Teacher

D

.056

L2713

.200

.032

Teacher
E

.125

071

.583
.000
.026

230

Ranks for Teachers by Time: xt2-9.58;df-5;p<£.05

Teachert
.214
.272

.000
.138
.138
. 485

Teacher
F

.00%

.091

R I




TABLE 12-

Summery of Significant Classroom Differences

A -
| Pupsi-Initiated
' Exchanges:
Teacher-Initiated +
Exchanges
fpacbor Follou-Up

Acts: Teacher- -
Initiated Exchanges

Ha‘ugunn:;
Information

Todivective
Management:
Directive
Managesent

Ganeral Managenent:

* Lssson+Relared

Management

Meta S:itgnenu :
Informatives

Meta Statemsents:
Lasson-Related
Managenent

Classroom Classroom Classroom Clasaroom Classroon

B C D £
- - +*
+
~ +

- *

+ +

- - * »
- - + +
+ -

Praise: Accept

Correct and
Paraphrase: -
Accept

+ signifies that
in the study

- aignifies that
in the study

! +

classroom ranks high, compared %o other classroons

clagsroom ranks low, compared to othersglassrocms

67
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Teacker C stands out bccause she i{s low on foﬁr ratios. She has few

pupil-initiated excharges, she 15 low in relative use of indirective managem?nt,

and she 18 low in use of meta-statements in comparison to both informatives

and lesson-~relal =d mapigement. Teacher E, by contrast, is high on four ratios

(not necessarily all positive features). She uses a high proportioz manage-

ment statements to informatlves, her management starements are more hignly

focused on general nanggemenf, as oppos‘d to lesson-related manageme. t, and she )
is high in use of méta statemeatz compa. « to both informatives and iesson-
related management.

Tcacher D stands out as belng significantly different from other teachers
on the(wide;:‘rariety of language f~atures. She is high on pup{l-initiated
exchenges, on use of indirective va. directive management, on general vs.
lesson-re'ated management, on meta stoledents Vs, both informatives and lesson-—
related management, and on use of corrective feedback vs. acqpts. e is low
in use of praise in relation to accepts. Teacher F, ' d‘etrast, stands out
because she is neither markedly high nor low on any of the mgasures that indicate
| significant classroom differences. The language patterns in thi§ classroom
are either varied from lesson to lesson, or moderate across most lessons.

Thus Teacher F becomes unique overall sicply becacse she does not display a
distinctive pattern on any single ratic

We scc from this compararive summary that the speech act analysié presented
here does {dentify differrnces in palterns of language use (i.e., classroom
language factors) whick can be examined forx pos§ib1e relationships to pupil
p. “ceptions of classroom discourse or Lo pupil success fio school. The possible

relattonships to success io school will be addressed in a later section.

Saliency of moves and speech acts for pupils. We conclude this report

by addressing the questicn of whether speech act analysis can serve to identify

speech eveats which have particular saliency for pupils. Table 13 presents
v

the relevant ratios. To relterate, we have cefined a "salient' speech event -
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TABLE 13
Saudcy of Moves and Acts to Pupils
. . (proportioms of moves or acts reported as “heard"
. by four or more pupils)

Proportion of Salient Acts in Each Move of Teacher-Initiated Exchanges

—~ Salient Acts in Salient Acts in ~ Salient Acts in
Opening-Move Answering Move Follow-Up Move
Classroom A .079 .297 .042
' Classroom B .023 .394 .011
’ Classroon C .035 .232 .020
Classroom D .082 s .010
Classroom E .054 .195 .005 |
Classroom F .01° L2 005
1;2-12.017;d£-2;p-.00013
Proportion of Salient Pupil Comments
- Partieipantt Non-Participant Leal Read/
Replies and Reacts Replies and Reacts Question Recite
" Classroom A .478 .083 ‘ .294 440 .
Classroom B - L3710 . .376 .783 .143
Classroom C . 154 .228 | ‘ .577 .000
, Classroom D a1 .195 .381 .000
CIAs;rom E .120 . .200 .133 471
Classroomn F . 420 L410 .000 .200
Proportion of Salient Teacher Opening Acts v ) t
Pseudo- Real Direccive Indirective Participant Non-participant
Quesgion Questior Management Management Informative Infomative‘
Clascsroou A 109 .032 .025 .128 .109 .064
& Classroon B .016 .007 .021 .000 - .058 . 019
Classroom C  .037 012 .025 .000 .038 077
Classroom D  .054 .067 .034 .104 . .110 .100
© . Classroom E .029 .000 .050 .096 .055 .052
—

Classroos F .000 044 .020 ©.032 .032 .015 ‘
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as one which was reported by 4 or more pupils (i.e., more tham 25% of those
pupils available to report on any one lesson). When proportioms of speech acts
that are salient to pupils are compared by the move in which they occur, there
are significant differences (p = .00013, exact probability), with acts in the
answering move (i.e., pupil responsea) having the most salience for pupils,
and acts in the follew-up move (i.e., teacher reactions) having the least salience.
Although the'.e is a higher frequency (density) of speech acte in the opening
move, these acts are clearly not as salient for pupils as those in the answer-
ing move.

shen the various types of speech acts within the answering move are con-
sidered separately, however, there are no significant differences. Pué}ls
do not consistently report hearing participant respomses proportionately more
frequently than non-participant responses, for example. The same lack of sig-’
nificant differences appears when the saliency of various types of speech
acts in the opening move is examined. Perhaps surprisingly, real questions
are rarely more salient to pupils than psuedo questions, and participant in-
formatives are not sharply or consistently more salient than non-participant
informatives. Thus, at the level of the speech act, this approach to auaiysis
of classroom language does not serve to identify clearly the speech events
that stand out for pupils.

Summary. To summarize, a speech act analysis of these thirty-six lessons

e

presents a picture of six classrooms in which discourse is dominated by teacher- ¢

{nitiated exchanges, with a relatively high density of speech acts occurring

in the opening move. Within this general pattern, there are clear differences

in patterns of language use from one classroom to another, as well as differences
over time. In addition there appear to be diffgfences in speech act patterns

£
associated with the particular type of lesson being taught.
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Diagramming Lesson Structure
Through Question Cycle Sequences

The following report was.prepared joir tly by Greta Morine-Dershimer and
Gary Galluzzo. It utilizes an adaptation of a system for categorizing question
cycles that was developed by Mary Canice Johmson (1979). It presents diagrams
of the thirty-six lessons, desigﬁid to dis;iéy the structure of each lesson
in relation to the sequencing of three types of question cycles (independert,
conjunctive, and embedded). Measures calculated to reflect two basic character-
istics of the sequential structure of lessons (conjunctive development and A
embedded development) are then analyzed to identify possib%gy@;ﬁﬁefent§§“gﬁggé
teachers, over time,-and a~ross lesson types. The sal;;;cy to othe;—éU§ils of

pupil responses to questions is examined in relation to type of question cycle.

An introduction to the»system. Bellack's (1966) organization of classroom

language into question cycles (solicit-respond-react) is well known to class-
room researchers. Johnson's (1979) organization of what she terms "classroom
discussion cycles" in.o three basic types 1is probably less familiar, and there-
fore deserves some introduction. Johnson defines three\types of cycles in terms
of structural relationships.

The “topical,” or "independent," relationship is one in which two adjacent
question cycles are structurail§ separate, though frequently related by topic.
The.first cycle is closed out with a reacting move, and a new cycle is begun
with a solicitation addressed to a new pupil. An example of this type of re-

latirqnship is:

Teacher E: On page 106 is a poem that we're going to read and
discuss this morning. What is the title of the poem?

Solicit Ellen?

Resgong Ellen: Antonio.

React Teacher E: Antbnio.

Solicit lAnd'the person who wrote this poem is who? Herman?
Rggpondﬂ Herman: By Laura E. Richards.

React Teacher E: By Laura E. Richards. OK.

The "conjunctive" relationship 1is one\iq_which two or more question cycles

.‘f

X 7"1
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are tfll.lbgether because the same question is asked of more than one pupil.
Johnson defines this as occurring when a question is unanswered, or answered

incompletely or incorrectly. We have found that this relationship also occurs

. when divergent questions are asked, and a variety of correct responses are given.

An example of this type of relationship is:

Solicia Teacher D: What is a sentence? Julie?

Respon Julie: It's a little story.

React : Teacher D: It's a little story. OK. (nods at James)

Respon James: It tells you something.

React Teacher D: James says it tells us something. A 1littl~ story that
tells us something. Cheryl.

Respond Cheryl: It's a little story that starts with a capital letter
and ends with a period.

React Teacher D: Starts with a capital and ends with a period.

—] What are the three things we need to make a good

Solicit sentence, then? Mark.

The "embedded" relationship 1s one in which one question cycle is contained

. within another, because the react move involves a new solicitation of the same

rupil, as in the case of a probing question, or a question of clarification.

An example of this type of relationship is:

Solicit Teacher F: Has anyone i.cre ever accidentally swallowed any-
thing? John?
Pespond { John: Dirt.

Teact (Solicit)] Teacher F: How Aid you do that?

(Respond) John: Clinmbing up a hill on my motorcycle and I hit a rock

and uh...the front wheel popped up and I turned
around so the bike wouldn't fall, but it fedl on
me and my head hit the dirt, and I ate some dirt.

(React) Teacher F: Your face told, me how you liked the taste of that.

i

(laughter)

. Johnson's cys;gm~of analysis includes many subcategories within each move

/ \

N
and each type of cycle, but we have confined our application and adaptation of

the system to the diagramming of these three main question cycle types, as they
occur in sequence. A series of "topical" or independent question cycles are

displayed in a werZical sequence, as below:

1
2 »

3

A series of "comjunctive" cycles are displayed in a horizontal sequence, as
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follows:

12 3 4

An embedded cycle {s shown as & subscript.

Thus, a single probing question

occurring in reaction to one response in a conjunctive series would be diagrammed

this way:

1 2 31

A series of three probing questions occurring in reaction -to a response in a

non-conjunctive cycle (each probe would begin a new embedded cycle) would be

displayed in the following memner:

w N =

To illustrate the procedure further, we present a brief interactive sequence

which includes all three t

that sequence.

Solicit

(same Q) Respond
(same Q) Respond

(same Q) Respond

.

Teacher D:

Michael:
Teacher D:
Robert:
Teacher D:
Mark:
Teacher D:

Mark:
Teacher D:
Gavino:
Teacher D:
Chris:
Teachexr N:

Chris:
Teacher D:
Judy:
Teacher D:

Pupils:
Teacher D:

ypes of question cycles, and display our diagram of

Can you give me some nouns that are people?
Michael.

Presidents.

Presidents are persons.
Butchers.

A butcher is a person.
Directors.

A director is a person.
What do they do?

They direct movies.

OK, movie directors.
Parents.

Parents are persons.
Ancestor.

Ancestors are persons.
1living or dead?

Would most of them be

Dead.

They would be dead, huh? Judy.

Sisters.

Sisters are persons. Very good. Now, can

you remember what a noun is? let's do 1t
again.

A noun is a person, place, or thing.

Very good. That was a very good review.

Diagram .

12 31 4 5,6

2

P

1
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In this sequence, then, a serles of six conjunctive (horizontal) question
cycles occurred, and two of these contained embedded (subscript) cycles within
them. This conjunctive series was followed by a new, structurally independent,
or "topically" related cycle (vertical). We have attempted to make the diagrams
which display these relationships qdite simple in design, so that the "bare
bones" of .“e lesson structure stand out. The sequence of the question cyqles,
for purposes of reading the diagram, moves from left to right and from top to

bottom.

The lessons in graphic form. The structural diagrams for each of the thirty-

six lessons are presented in Figures 6-11, with the six lessons for a given teacher
all included in a single figure. The reader is thus presented with a graphic
display of the lessons themselves, from which (s)he may form some hypotheses
or generalizations in addition to the conclusions that we will present.

An underlining of a question cycle indicates that it was initiated by a
pupil, rather than by the teacher (i.e., a pupil asked the question that began
the cycle). Where a series of embedded cycles occurred, andésome of these were
initiated by the teacher while others were initiated by pupizs, the number of
lines indicates how many were initiated by pupils (e.g., a question cycle which

included six embedded cycles witnin it, three of whi%h were questions initiated

by pupils, would be diagrammed thus: 1.).

=)

*

The topic of each f‘sson is noted above the diagram. In several instances
these teachers used specific instructional strategies, or "models" (Joyce &
Weil, 1972), which they had learned in connection with a Teacher Corps project.
Where a specific model or strategy was used, this is noted. Where textbooks
were the primary source of materials and questions for discussion, this iglnoted.
1f a lesson utilized a special activity other than discussion, this is n;;ed.

What stands out immediately on these graphic displays of lescon structures
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FIGURE 6 a —

. {Continued) - "
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. is thnéxeach teacher shows some variation in structure from one lesson to the
rext, and that some teachers show marked variation between lessons (e.g., compare -

.

the November, December, and January lessons of Teacher A, in Figure 6, or the

December and January lessons of Teacher B, in Figure 7). There ;;e other inter- ;
esting aspects of these diagrams that may not be so immediately obvious.

- | Consider th; lessons taught in early September by Teachers E (Figutg,lO)

; and F (Figure 11). These hagpened to ;; two lessons dealing with e*actly the
same page of the same textbook, though taught by. two different teachers to two
different classes on two different days. Note the similarity in the structure
of these two lessons. Now cémpare these to other "textbook less?ns." (See
Figures 8, {O;and 11;1in each figure,ifour lessons are designated as textbook
lessons.) In all but one case, these lessons tend to'be more vertical than
horizontal in strUcture,ggdth several IE;E;;;es of conjunctive sequences which
are short to moderate 1n’1ength. The single exception to this general pat;grn
18 Teacher E's December lesson (Figurel0), where many students were invited to
int/ .pret a poem presented in the textbook by giving their own opinions and ideas
about the problem raised in the poen. -

1f textboék lessons appear to have a sonéwhat distinctive structural sequen-

cing of(question cycles, this is even more true of fmodel" lessons. Consider, -

for example, the two "inquiry training" lessons (Teacher B in December, Figure.
7; Teacher C 1§ November, Figure 8). These lessons stand out becgus;‘they are
almost entirely vertical in structure, and beca;se a large numb;r of question
cycles are initiated by pﬁpils. This lesson ;trategy involves having students
ask questions that gradually zero in to identify critical variables that may
serve to explain s "puzzling situation' introduced by the teacher. Thus, the
lesson ltructur;~dilplayed in these two ineta;ces appears to be appropriate

to the model. In contrast to these two lessons are three which follow &

"synectics" model (Teacher B in late September and in November, Figure 7;

ERIC '
= \ .99

= - e e iy s~ oE s

ey e Eews o



79—

Teacher C in October, Figure 8). These lessons show much more horizontal, or

: conjunctive, development in relation to vertical development. The VSynectics

>

. Model" involves pupils in analogical reasoning, asking them to make comparisons

between two rather dissimilar things as a way of developing creative thinking.
. | - .
! Since divergent responses are desirable, it 1s appropriate to have several stu-

.
ii i ? dents respond to any given question. This pattern of question cycling is clear-
ly evident in the diagt;ms for these three lesséns.
The impression deriQed from studying these graphic displays of the lessons,
E‘ then, is that the structural sequencing of question cycles can yafy a great
deal from lesson to lesson, and that much of this variation may derive from
N -
the instructional strategy, or teaching procedure,-being ;ed. As a descriptive
device, the structural diagram appears to-reflect some impcrtant similarities )
and differences between lessons.
) _Measures of conjunctive and embedded development. The data containea in -
\_gl/fhe lesson diagrams can be used to quantify certain aspects of the lesson struc-
ture. We have developed two different measures for this purpose. The measure -
of conjunctive development of the lesson is calculated as follows:
Number of Questions Which V ’ ‘
Initiate a Conjunctive Series Average Number of Questions in
Number of Questions Contained | a Conjunctive Sequence
in the Vertical Sequence
This measure is dééigned to give some quantification of thé degree to which _
questions are developed "horizontally," by giving several pupils an Opportﬁhity
to respond to the same question. 7
) The measure of embedded de;élopmcnt of the lesson is calculated in a similar
wvay, as follows: | .
Number of Question Cycles 7
- Which Include an Embedded !5‘
Cycle Within Them | Average Number of Embedded Cycleg
Total Number of Question Within a "Main' Question

Cycles in Lesson, (Including
Conjunctive Cycles)

ERIC 100
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This measure is designed to quantify the degrea to which pupil responses are
developed, expanded, or refined through use of probing questions.

These “measures are presented for each lesson, organized by teacher and
time, in Table 14, Friedman's analysis of variance by ranks shows no signifi-
cant differences among teachers on either of these measures, but there are sig-
nificant differences over timeﬂfor conjunctive development (p<.05) and differ-
ences that approach significance for embedded development (p<:.10). In each
case the December and January lessons tend to be ranked highest, suggesting
" that questions may tend to be pursued in somewhat more depth in the middle pf
the school year than they are at the beginuing. However, the November lessons
tend to be ranked lowest, and we can offer no logical explanation for this
pattern.

" It is also worth noting that measures of conjunctive development are quite
similar for lessons based on similar instructional st;ategies. For example,

the two textbook lessons on word o;der and senteﬁc; meaniég show'conSugctiverv
development me#fBures of .334 (Teacher E in early Septewber) and .250 (Teach;r

F in early September). The two inquiry training lessons show measures of .094
(Tegéher B in December) and .060 (Teacher C in November). Conjunctive develop-
ment in the three synectics lessons was calculated at 3.636, 1.633 (Teacher

B in late September and November), and 3.003 (Teacher C in October). These

~ measures, therefore, confirm the impression derived from the pictorial display,
that the question cycle structure ;f lessons may be related to the instructional

strategy being used.

Salien.y of pupil responses. When the saliency of pupil responses to other

pupils is examined in relation to types of question cycles, significant differ-
ené;s are found. Table 15 presents the proportions of pupil responses which
were reported as heard by more than 252 of the pupils reporting, organized by

type of question cycle. When pupil reports~of structurally independent, con-
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TABLE 14

arison of Lessons

in Terms of Structural Characteristics
(Organized by Teacher and Time)

Measures of Conjunctive Development

Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher
A B C D E R 4

Early September .999 /.686 572 .700 1.334 .250

Late September  2.860 3.636 .814 .835 . 809 .945

October .600 499 3.003 .601 1.499 1.125

November 423 1.633 .06'0 - .578 .250 1.000

Decenber 1.998 094 1.000 5.661 3.830 1.5‘23

January 1.136 2.500 1.052 2.761 « 350 1.283

| Ranks for Times by Teacher: x “=11.849, df = 5; p< .05

Heasuresrof Embedded Development 7 7 -

Teacher Teacher ‘Teacher Teacher Teacher /Teacher

A B C D B F .

Early September  .146 .070 .220 .329 .13 .440

late September .000 .070 .375 .1;59 .zio .399

Octobgr <267 .224 .090 . 700 040 503

November .118 - .120 .000 .140 .165 .070
December 2.078 462 .594 .240 .301 . 342 .
January .37 1,082 31 L2718 .50 .338

Ranks for Times by Teacher: xr2-9.39§; df=5; p<.10
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.. galient to .other pupils. Pupil responses that occur in guestion cycles that

junctive, and embedded question cycles are compared, Friedman's analysisg of

variance by ranks shows & highly significant difference (p=.0017), with pupil
responsas that occur in conjunctive question cycles being most salient (reported
ss heard most frequently), and pupil responses that occur in embedded cycles
being lcast salient.

The embedded cycle referred to here is the question cycle which occurs ir
reaction to a pupil's response to another (main) question, that is, the cycle
which 1s contained within another cycle. To examine saliéncy of pupil responses
further, we have also cumpared reporting of pupil respouses in question cycles
which contain gé embedded cycles, question cycles which do contain embedded
cycles, apdvthe embedded cyéles themselves. These data are presented in the
gecond half of Table 15. Friedman's analysis of variance by ranks again shows

a highly significant difference in the proportion of pupil responses that are

contain embedded cycles (i.e., pupil responses which are probed by the teacher

or other pupile) are most salient to other pupils, and pupil responses that

occur within the embedded cycles themselves ({.e., pupil responses to the probing
quegtions) are least salient.

Taken together, these findings suggest that pupil corments are most salient
to other pupils when they occur in response to a question that 1s pursued (ex-
panded, developed) by the teacher in gome wa’, e.g., by asking a probing question
of the same student, or by asking another student to respond to the same ques-
tion. This interpretation fits well with findings presented in Part I of this
final rcpo;t, relating to pupil interpretations of the functions of questions,
responses, &nd praise in lessons. These esrlier findings suggest that pupils
interpret the function-of the question cycle as follows:

1) Teacher questions serve to identify the things that one ought to know;
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TABLE 15

Saltiency of Pupil Comments
Compared By Type of Question Cycle
(proportions of pupil comments reported
with high frequency) .
. Pupil Responses in Pupil Responses in Pupil Responses in
" Independent Cycles Conjunctive Cycles Embedded Cycles

Classroom A A7 .291 .154

Classroon B .333 L4462 .258

Classroom C .229 .322 , 055

Classroom D 2 .259 .042

Clagsroon E .235 .300 .120

Classroom F .167 464 .213
2

x “=10.350; dfe2; p=.0017 |

——Pupil Responses fﬂ,,ﬂw Pupil Responses in Pupil Responses in

Cycles Without Cycles Containing

Embedded Cycles Embedded Cycles
Classroom A .248 +250 154
Classroom B .379 bk .228
éiassroom c .255 ” .333 } 365;
Classroom D .216 ' 333 .0‘2
Clrssroon. E .262 a3 .120
Classroom P . .349 .213

xr2-12.017; df=2;' pe.00013
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2) The snsvers to guesticns serve to {nform other pupils, so that 1if
_one pupil knovs what ought to be known, soon 81l may know it; and

3) Praise serves to mark the pupil respoases vhich sre particularly "good"
(most accurste, most informative), so that pupils should give special
~ attention to those ansvers vhich are praised.
Given the findings on saliency of pupil responses Eo other pupils just reported
here, we can now add an additional point to this summary:
" 4) Teacher extension of a question cycle (by making it a conjunctive cycle,
or by embedding & new cycie vithin it) verves to indicate to pupils

that this is a particularly important uestion, so that pupils should
give spacial attention to the response(s) which it elicits.

Summery. This systen of analysis appears to S;Ai;ientinlly productive for
use in other studies. It ptovides a graphic display of the sequential structure
of question cycling.in lesaont; as well as permitting quantification of the
degree of "conjunctive development” srd "embedded development" contained in the
lea;on. In its application in this study, the-systenm dif not provide evidencs

of systematic differences among teachers, but it did show significant differences

over time. The structural diagrams appear to rellect sintlaritiesand-differences

in lessons that relate to ie*chers’ use of particular instructional ctratciic:.
InAthis p;rticulat study, th; nuzbers of lessons following a.given s:rntegy.
or model wdtg too ;nall to permit & test of significaﬁce, Sht this is a good
question £0t\future investigation. ‘

The saliency of pupil comments to other pupils vas explaived, at lasst $n
part, by use of this soalysis system. Pupil comments that occur in response
to a question that is extended by the teacher (by use of conjunctive or embedded
cycies) are aost galient to other pupils. This finding is readisy integrated’
into earlier findings sbout pupil interpretations of the functions cf questions

in lessons.

I -
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Claasroom Language Factors
and Success in School:

Three Ducrigtim

As ve noted in our imtroduction, one mortant reason for considering

three different analysis systems is to determine whether using different #p-
proaches to snalysis of classraom language factors will result in {dentifying
sharply different ‘relationships betveen classroom la.ngnage factors and success -
in school. 'He have a {nited opportunity to examine this question by compar-
ing the. ;hr'ae approaches with regard to their descriptions of Classroom E

and Clu;rocn F. A regression analysis (reported in detail in Part 1 of this
final nﬁprt) ghowed that there wvere significant classroom differences in

final reading achievement, when entering reading achievement was conzrolled
for. In particulas, tilire was a significant diffetencerbetueen the two fourth

grades, Classroom E and Classroon #, with Teacher F's pupils scoring higber.

We turn nov to consider what each of the three descri.ptive systems tens

— 2. _us about differences ir the language patterns in these two clasnrooms, for

these dﬁmﬁ:am}gw« factors which may contribute
to differential pupil success in school. B \\\\\\

Shuy has con:rut‘cd these two teacheis in a variety of ways, based m —
dimensions cf langusge that he described. Ihege contrasts are summarized v

in Figure 12. The classroon language factors that stond Su; here as possible
coatributors to teachhg-cffectiveneu are: focus on contex;t rather than ~
form of the lasson; vatural uuj of language rather than talking “teacherese;"
£luid movement of discussion topics rather than tight control by teacher;
adding personal information rather than vithholding informatinn. These factors
are 211 clcunt; of vhat Shuy calls a strategy to reduce the misnatch of
school and home talk styles. This strategy would: eliminate the unnecccsufy

characteristics of school talk; build on the natural conversational style

with which children are fanilisr; and permit studeats to talk, capitalizing

/; 47/
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'FICURE 12

‘Contranting Tvwr, Teachers '

Alogg Languagy YOinensions

[

-

Teachcr B

1. placiiant in the “form of

2.

3.

4.

eding content” circle

L

 one of the "bast exarmples

~of the special lemmguage
of classroom reacheress’

“iron-fisted contrel of

the topic:”™ she is "alvays
in control, inchisg forvard
slowly, never fully re -
vealing the right ansvers"

'

ske 1llustrates a tachnique

of "management by withholding
{aformation”

1.

2.

3.

Teacher F

placament in the "do content”
circle

the most "natnral” use of
language of a.il six teachers

"adept st topic branching:"

8 nain feature is "the fluidity
of her lessons:" she is "atten-
tive to the need for topics

to flow smoothly from- one
another "

she "1g perscnal (adding
her own experience to the
conversation)"

:
E
:

+
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» \ﬂf\s,.
on what they say, and stesring that talk toward the content of the lesson.

Ramirez' speech act analysic ‘of these lessons has resulted in the identi- K 1
fication ot’acvernl yrcls'pf significant classroom differences in language
use. Using thi- approach, Classrcom E and Classroom F are contrasted in the
following ways. Teacher E is consistently higher than other teachers in this
study in the ratio of lanagément acts to informatives. She is also high in /
the ratios of general -lnégemen: to lesson-related management, meta statements
to inforuativesf and mets statements to lesson-related management. Teacher
F, in contrast, was not cad;istently high or low on any of the speech act ratios.
According to this analysis, she is not "extreme” in any of her language pat-
cerms. | -

This compérison sugg;sts that classroom language factors which may con-
tribute to pupil success in school are: the avoidance of "extremes' in general
(i.e., not consistently using some types of speech acts in disproportionate
amounts to cther type;); and the avoidance of disproportionate use cof manage;

ment staterents relative to informatives, general management relative to

lesson-re! «ted management, and mets ntatemen:syrelative to either informatives

or lesson-. . ' mansgement, in particular. -

The disgrams of structural sequencing.of question cycles show no obvious
differences between the classroom languaga of Teachers E and F, other than |
the fact that Teacher F seems to be wmore consistent in conjunctive development, |
using a number of short conjﬁ#ctive séries in zlmost all of her lessons, whereas
Teacher £ tetds uore'to extremes, with several lessons almost completely de- |

void of conjunctive cycles, and one that is heavily laden with several long

_ conjunctive series. (In Icache} E's case, this sharp variastion is not due

to use of a "model,” for none of her lessons are "model lessons.") The measures

of conjunctive deveiopllnt of lessons showed no significant differénces among

teachers, but it is the case that Teacher F shows less variation in this measure '
than any of the other teachers. Th? overall mean for the measure of conjunc-
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tive development is 1.337, and the standard deyiation is 1.225. Teacher E
has a meap of 1,179 and s standard deviation of 1.381 for her six lessons.
Teacher F has & mean ;f'1‘021 and & standard deviation of .432. Accordiug
‘to this system of snalysis, the;, s classroom lang' ge factor which may coné;ib—
ute to pupil success in school is the establishment of a fairly stable pattern
of & moderate amount of conjunctive development of lessons, as opposed to a
tendency to show extreme ;ariation from lesson to lesson. It should be noted
here that pupil responses in conjunctive cycles are significantly more salient
to other pupils fhan responses in other types of cycles, thus when a stable
pattern of moderate conjunctive development occurs, puplls may have more
opportunity to "learn" %rom other p;pils.

Each of tﬂ?ne three approaches, therefore, identifies a different factor
or set of éactors that may contribute to pupil success in school. Interestingly
enough, hbwevet. some of the Aifferent factors lend support to each other.

For example, Shuy's desgcription of language dimensions highlights the rrobaﬁle
importance of & "natural”" use of language as opposed to "teacherese,” while
Ramirez' speech act analysis notes the probable value of avoiding language
extremes (i.e., not hsing certain types of speech acts 16 disproportionate
apounts). In addition, the language dimension approach suggests the probable
importance of focusing on content rather than form of the lesson, while the
speech act analysis notes the probable value of avoiding a disproportionate
use of both management statements and meta statements in relation to {informa-
tives.

It would appear then, that the findings based on quantification and
statistical significance derived from the speech act analysis serve to specify
and "harden" the distinguishing classrcom language factors identified by Shuy's
language dimension approach. Alternatively, the findings from t£e lanéuage

dimensicn analysis serve to “flesh out" the distinguishing classroom factors
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_identified by either of these two approaches. It is a component, however, of

sy

{dentified by Ramirez' speech act analysis, and place them in a broader context.
Considered together, the findings from these two approaches, with regard to
prcbable relationships between cluslroom‘ilnguage factors and pupil success

in school, provide important clues for variables to be considered in further
research on teaching. Considered separately, the findings from each of the two
approaches are somehow incomplet?, and not entirely convincing.

In addition, we must note that each of these two approaches, as presented
here, only provides infurmation about probable direct relationships between
classroom language factors and pupii success in school. The intervening
variable of pupil perceptions of classroom discourse is not an important

component of tne factors which distinguish Classroom E from Classroom F, as

the distiqguishing classroom lgnguage factor identified by the question cycle
sequence aﬁbroach. The stable patterns of conjunctive development of lessons,
which ?istinguish Teacher F froﬁ Teacher E (and all cther teachers in this
study) are tied to pupil patterns of attending differentially to pupil responses
that occur in comjunctive cycles. Thus, this method of analysis points to &
potentially impcrtant 1ink between classroom language factors, pupil perceptions
of classroom discourse, and pupil success in school. The reader will r;call,

however, that initial analyses using this approach yielded no statistically

significant classroom qifferences.

We must conclude that although each of these three approaches tq analysis

of classroon language factors provides different findings about classroom

H

language factors that may be related to pupil success in school, thé findings
/

‘do not contradict each other. Each system contributes something of value to

our understanding of sociolinguistic variables that may be important to pupil

success In school, bu. each also leaves something to be desired. Is it pos-

sible that no single system is adequate to this task?




Constrasts Among the .
Three Descriptive Systems

There are more similarities and differences among these three approaches to
sociolinguistic analysis of lessons than can be revealed by a comparison of
classrooms E and F. We turn now to examine these more {plly.

Certain global differences stand out sharply. To begin with, the presenta-
tion of data in each system highlights the most basic diffor;ncc among them:
the fac- that one is a conceptual approach, one is'a categorical approach, and
one is & structural approach. The analysis of language dimensions, & concep-
tual approach, presents a verbal descript%on of the lessons. The speech act
analysis. a categorical approach, presents a numerical description of the
lessons. Tﬁe snalysis of question cycie sequences, a structural approach, pre-
sents & graphic description of the lessons. .

Each system reveals rt least one aspect of classroom language that is 1ig-
nored by the other two. The language dimension approach provides information
on supersegmentals and topic cycling. The speech act annlyn;a approach pro-

vides information on the frequencies with which discrete types of speech acts

' occur, and distinguishes between use »f real vs. gpuedo:queltions. and parti-

cipant vs. non-participant informatives. The analysis of quesiion cycles pro-
vides information on patterns of sequencing questiox cycles, and demonstrates
‘that these patte ns are related both to t;e instructional strategy selected, and
to pupil patterns of attention.

It is also the case that certain topics are addressed by all three analy-
sis systems, and when this occurs each system tends toeazvgal rather different

S
kinds of information. One such topic is "form vs. content.” The language di-

mension approach arrays the six classrooms on & continuum, reporting the ob-
servers' general ilprcalioﬁ that some teachers focus attention almost .ntirily

on the nppropr}ate "fora" for using laﬁéuaae in the classroom, ignoring con-

.
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tent almost entirely, while other teachers focus attention on the form of the R

_lesson in which the content is presumably emﬁedded. and still others focus
i

-

attention more on the content 1itself than on the form. The speech act analy-
sis zcompares the texchers on specific language ratios, describing the frequency
of management statements to informatives, and metastatements. to informatives, .
thus providing objective measures of both attention to form of using larguage
vs. eqsention to lesson éontent. and attention to form of the lesson vs. atten~
tion te\leeeon content. The enelyeis of question cycles illustrates the fact
that lesson "form" is independent of . lesson content. dfhere are two lessons on
noune,\q<n on compound words, and three on word order and sentence meaning, OT B

ngorambled sentences,” and in each such set of lessons some differences in

N

lesson form are obvious.) . , ’

These types of distinctions among the three systems are 3ll interesting,

-

but they tend to be differences whict are complementary rather than contradic~

" tory. If these were the only types of distinctions to be mpade, then we might

conclude that choosing to use one of these analysis systems rather than another
would probably yield findings that differed more in form than in substance.’
But ‘there are some clear coniradictions in the findings of one system v8,
another.

Fo} example, to return to the topic of form vs. content, the language di:
mension approach tells us that: Teachers A and C are similar in that they
focus on the “form of doing school," and never get to content; Teachers D and
E are similar in that they focus on the "form of doing content" (i.e., empha-
size lesson form over lesson content); and Teachers B and F are similar in that
they actually "do contene" (i.e;, provide noticcable amounts of information in
their lessons). The data from the speech act analysis support part of this

contention, in that Teachers D and E are both ranked higher than other teachers
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.« on the ratio of meta statements to informatives (lesson form in relation to
lesson content), and Teacher B is ranked lover than other teachers on the same
veasure. In addition, Telacher B is ranked low on the ratio of management to
{nformatives, luggea;ing that she does deal with relatively more content than
the other. teachers. ‘ here the similarities stop, and the contradictions be-
gin. We note that teacher E 1is the higlest ranked teacher on the ratio of
management to 1nfotnat’v¢l, while Te;chers A an; C, who supposedly rarely ?eal
with content, rank in éhe middle ori this measure, along with Teacher F, who 13‘
_ﬂesignated as "doing countent.” Furthermore, Teacher C is similar to Tpacher

-

B in ranking low on the ratio of meta statements to informatives. Thusﬁ\if

N

we arrayed the six teachers on a continuum based on these frequency ratios,

it might look something like this:

E D AF c B

|
High Low
Emphasis on Form vs. Content
(Speech Act Analysis)

in contrast to the coatinuum presented by the language dimensions approach,

which would look like this:

A,C D,E B,F

L
High Low
Emphasis on Form vs. Content s
(Language Dimensions Approach)

Clearly, *+ith regard to this feature of language, it will make a difference

in our findings if we select one system ratheqkfhan another, particularly with
#

regard to distinctions between Teachers A and
How do we resolve this conflict? One way is to generate some additional
speech act ratios. ée can, for example, compare the frequencies of informa-
tives to non-informatives in the two classrooms, to see whether these ratios
provide any evidehcc about differences in the amount of hcontent" dealt with.

‘The fltio of teacher informatives to non-informatives in the opening act 1is

.64 for Teacher A and .65 for Teacher F. These are clearly not very different.
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But the ratio of pupil informatives to non-informaéives in the answering act o
18 2.72 for Classroom A and 6.76 for Classroom F. Classroom A's ratio is the
1§uelt of all six classrooms, and Classroom F's is the highest.

Thus we learn that the pupil language is distinctly different in the tvo
classrooms Qith regard to attention to content. This item of information was
not apparent in the initial reports of either of the two systems. Had it not
been for the appa::nt discrepencies in the firdings of the two systems, it »

I's

might never have been revealed. i
Contradictory evidemce, then, should not lead us to choose one system and

. discard another, necessarily. It may more profitably leaé us to probe more = .

deeply intc the data, and promote further insights. The fact tﬁat contradic-

tory evidence exists, however, makes it clear that choosing one analysis sys-

tem ov;r another may lead to critical differences in our final conclusions.
Contradiétions are not necessarily the most critical type of contrast

among the various systems, however. There are important differences in what 1s

revealed and whgt 1s concealed by alternative systems of analysis. Perhaps the

most striking e#ﬁmple ;f this is the fact that the speech act analysis reveals

;?gnificant classroom differences in language us2, but only hints vaguely at

lgpguage differences related to instructional strategy, or lesson "model."

The snalysis of question cycle sequences, on the other hand, reveals the language

patterns that emerge vhen particular instructional models are used, but masks

classroom differences. What do we lose in descriptive power by selecting one

se aystéﬁs and discarding the other? Ty

The Possibilities of
Description By Triangulation

It 1s abuﬁdnntly clear from this excursion into a comparative analysis of
three different systems for locf&linguiatic analysis of classroom language (a

i
non-statistical approach to meta-analysis), that selecting one system vs. another
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_can affect both tne form and substance of our findings. What may be even more
important is the fact thaé vhen analysis systems are compared in this wmanner,
both complementary and contradictory findings gin be productive of further in-
sights. Perhaps the most important point of all has to do with the distinctive
features of the systems, which allow one system to reveal what another concéals,
for vhen the various systems are laid side by side, a much fuller picture emerges
of the phenomenon u-der';tudy.

Certainly none of these results is totally unexpected. Anyone who has ever
worked with more than one system of describing ofeqnalyzing classroom interac-
tion would‘hlve predicted such an outcome from thekstart. What is ratler sur-
prising to us is how well the }fhdings from ;hree such diverse systems interre-’
l‘fe. As we try to construct a picture of these classrooms, the systems pro-
vide us with interlocking pieces of the puzzle, where we might have expected that
each would help us to build a discrete segment of the tot;l picture.

We are intrigued by this o#tc ‘e. We began this study in the belief that

a triangulation of the per tions of pupil participants, teacher participants,

" and an outside observer woulld enrich our understanding of relationships between
classroom discourse and sdcé ss in school, and the eiplorations reported in Parts
1, II, and II1 of this final report have confirmed that belief. We now cou-
clude that a triangulation of the perceptions prbvided by three different "out-
side observers" (or observation systems) can be equally powerful in developing
our understanding of classroom language. ‘

The complexities of classroom interaction have long been acknowledgeda by re-
searchers. To date, the most successfuliattempta to deal with these complexi-
ties have involved extending the number and types of behaviors observed, adding
i{nformation on the contexts in which behavior occurs, and using statistical

techniques which allow for consideration of multiple variables and multiple
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 “levels of analysis."” The method of description by triangulation, which has been
explored here, could add an important new weapon to oﬁr arsenal, enabling us
to be even more effective in our struggle to understand the world of the clasa-

room. Certainly it is deserving of further developmeat and testing.
A
CONCLUSION

The question whilh instigated this particular piece of our investigation
was: how might the approach that we select for the analysis of language 8s a
linguistic system affect what we learn about language in a given social siiua—
tion. A more specific concern was: would the findings of this study with re-
gard‘to relationships among classroom language factors, pupil perceptions of
classroom language, and_pupil success in school be different 1f we had selected
a different appréach to the analysis of classroom language factors.

On the basis of the analyses presented here, we conciude that the relation-
ships among variables that were originally identified through use of the lan-
g::ge dimensions approach to anslysis of classroom l;nguage factors have £ot
been called into serious question by the descriptions of classroom language
factors derived from the two alternative analysis systems. In several instances,
{information from the speech act analysis corroborates the descriptions presented
by the lgnguage dimensions approach. Where contradictions have‘appeared. further
probing of the data has tended to reveal additional information which, in the
final analysis, supports the findings of the language dimensions approach.

2It 1is ;omforting to know that the initial findings hold up after this rather
intense scrutiny. But this is not to say that the findings are unchanged as
a result of this comparison of alternative systems. From the point of view of
many of our colicngues!_wn—art sure, the descriptions of classroom differences
pro&ided by the language dimensions approach are considerably more persuasive

because they have been corroborat2d by findings of statistically significant

classroom differences based os the speech act analysis. Beyond that, the re-

.4 s
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lationships betweeam teacher expansion or development of questions thfough use
of comjunctive or embedded cycles, pupil patterns of attending to responses of
other pupils, an¢ pupil success in school, revealed by the analysis of question
- ecycle sequences, add an important new insight to our total understanding.

Thus, v@il‘ the initial findings have not been seriously challenged by
the finding; from the alternstive descriptive systems, they have been consid-
erably expanded and strengthened. Much the same sort of statcnent_couid be n‘hc
had the initial fimdings been based on & speech act nnalyn§s. rather than &
iangungc dimensions sporoach. However, had we begun the study with an analysis
of question cycle :Lqucuces, ve would have concluded that there were almost
no classroom differences in patterns of language use. In this instance, the
initial findings would have been considerably sltered by f;sting then against
descriptions from alternative systens. The analysis of question cycle sequences,
therefore, would seem to be & poor beginning point in attempting to identify
classroom language factors pelevant %o success in school, but had it been ex-
cluded entirely from the comparative analysea, the final results would be con-

siderably less rewealing with regard to the chaining of relationships among
variables.

It is clear that what we know is highly dependent upon our ways of knowing.
The analyses presented here merely provide concrete evidence of the specific
effects of different ways of knowing with regard to an understanding of class-
room language patterns in six elementary classrooms. Ome response toO these
results could be to shrug our shoulders, acknowledge that any way of knowing
must be 1nconp1qt¢; and resign ourzelves to accepting that fact. Our preferred
response is to continue searching for methods that will aake our underltlnﬂins
of the classroom sore nearly complete. It is our strong balief timt the method
of triangulation of findings from alternative systems of analysis can greatly

contribute to that more complete understanding. We virnestly recommend its use

in future research on tsaching. .
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APPENDIX

- Speech Act Analysis Category Systes
. Developed by Arnulfo Ranirez

Opening Move
1. Real Quegtion - RQ - ssking for informstion, clarification, reasosm., not
koown by the speaker. Usually expressed in question form.
E: Who said that? :
Axs you afrsid?
How many of you agree with her?
—

2. Psuedo Question - PQ - vhen the teacher ts asking for information, clari-

3.

b

5.

6.

7.

fication, reason, etc., to knowledge previously known. It is usually ex-
pressed in quastion form, .
E: Where'does the capital letier go in the sentence?

Is he right? .
Direct ﬂmt'm';mnt)- DM - Commanding the student to answer or £o

act. They are expressed in the imperative form. (Lesson related * )
E: Open your book. ’
Tell ma, vhat is a sentence?

Direct Raquest gnincignne) - DD - commanding the student to act, using the
imperative form. i
E: Be quiet!

Stop talking!

Indirect Request (Management) - IM - commanding the student to answer or
act, expressed through the use of a modal.
E: Will you tell me X?
| YOU o0 .
Why don't you ... -
. #

Indirect Request (Discipline) - ID - commanding the student to act, usually
expressdd in question form. -
E: Why don't you stop talking?

Are you going to stop talking?

Informative (Participant) - IP - providing an opinion, idea, example, situa-
tion, atc., which includes the speaker (T or §). It is usually expressed
in sentence form. NOT IN QUESTION FORM. :
E: 1. I thiok she's at the wrong room.
.2, It sounds like a sentence to ms.
3. Scmetimes we get some strange ones at the door.
4, I think, I feel ... '

Informstive S%ntggut) - NPI - stating fact, idea, example, observa-
tion, Teason, ch doss not include the spaaker directly, usually expressed
as a statemsnt. : .
E: 1. Sous people go to bad to sleep. -
2. There are two more suntences.
3. Ugll, there's the pig that had wings. .
4
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1.

2,

3.

1.
2.
3.

4.

3.

‘!

4

N
~

Metasfutement - M - informating the student of what is gofng to occur, or
justifies vhat is going to occur in the lesson. It {s expressed in the
future tense.
1 an going to give you some words.
2. Today we are going to study ...

E: 1.

#What the teacher is going to do in the lesson.

E_:_:gmn\n - E - A personalized comment, praise, or negative observation.
comment addressed to the student. It {s usually not lesson related.

That's a pretty dress.

You're a sleepy bunch today.

This is terrible weather.

It's &
E: 1.
.2.
3‘

Repl

0" 1“ . u'“n . "un .

A\
Repl

&

-

Answering Move

Participant) - RP - the student includes himself {e.g. personal
opinion, feelings, attitudes) in his response, usually includes pronouns

Non-participant) - RNP - the student responds to the question without

pr?uu.ng a persona} opinion, attitude, etc.

React (Verbal) - RV - s response tc a request (e.g. read, answer the ques~-

tion)

R.V.1T:
S:

R.V.T:
S:

What are you doing?

I am writing. ‘

Can you erase the blackboard?
Yes, @I will.

React (Noa-verbal) - RLV - a response to a directive (e.p. BE QUIET., Will

you open ydur book, etc.)

Ac'.povledgement - ACK - a response to an informative.

E: uh, ha

oK

Repeat - REP - repeating what student has said {n opening in question form,
*not using tpc exact words at times repeating all or part of ft.

Reinitfate - REIN ~ ssking the student to repeat or start over.

Follow-Up Move

Accept - A - accepting the student's angwer.

E: O.K., good, right.

Praise - P - evaluatineg the students by answer, judging lts qualéy.
E: Very good, excell-«t, ...

Comment -~ C - a statement vhich follows, an accept, praise, correct, or

parsphrase.

Repeat - REP - repeating evactly what the student says.

Correct - COR - coprecting student's answer.

E: No, the answer is ...

-

farsphrase - PARA - the changing of the student's answer.
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later-Rater Reliability in Use of Category System !

o ’ e 2 grada 3 cade & . Percentage

Teacher A Teacher ¢ - 'sacherx ¥ . Agresaent
Lssson (9/18/78) lesson (12/6/78) Lasson (9/15/18)
. Categery N Raters ., Daters Raters A/B Alc
3 T A 3 ¢ A B ¢ A B C .
Busher of Exchangss 17 16 16 19 18 )9 12 13 98 98
- Bsal Questions k) 3 2 L] 6 6 S 4 L] 100 100
Paevie Questions 0 ) 1 S 5 6 10 10 9 100 %
Informatives
‘Participaat 6 8 6 8 6 ? 8 8 6 100 86
- Noa-participant 11 9 10 10 12 13 9 11 1 9% 81
« RBaquasts L .
7 Direct~Management 12 12 12 12 11 10 20 24 20 9% 9s
; . Divect=Discipline 0 1 .1 0 0 0 0 -0 0 - -
= Indiréct-Management 13 ‘15 14 1 r o 3 1 3 - 100 100 ;
Indirect-Discipline 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - - - 3
+ Hetastatements 3 2 2 0 0 0 3 2 2 80 . 80 100
Expressivee 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 - - - :
 Read 1 1 1 0 0 0 S 4 S 83 100 83 3
Unclear 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 100 100 :
Repl 5%:1“"“) 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1] -— - —
Repl (non-participant) 1 1 1 3 k] k] 0 0 0 100 100 100
Resct 13 15 13 12 10 10 14 14 13 100 92 92
Acknoviedge 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 — - - ]
Comment 0 0 0 0 o .o 1 1 1 100 100 100 E
Repeat 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 o ¢ - -— - )
Reinitiate 0 0 0 1 1l 1 1l 1 1 100" 100 = 100
Inaudible Response 2 1 2 1 2 1 -1 0 1 75 100 - 75 i
POLLIN UP
| Accept 10 9 9 3 4 5 7 7 6 95
" Praise: : 2 2 3 v 2 2 1 2 2 2 100
Commémt 2 3 3 k) 3 2 s 6 4 83
Correact 0 0 0 2 2 2 0 0 0 100
: 0 0 0 0 ) 0 1 1 1 100
1 1 1 0 i 9 2 1 2 100
0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0 -

01
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p2dditional Adaptations

in Use of Category Systen

Twoc changes were made in use of this category system before final analysis
of the data. The first change involved dropping from consideration certain
categoriec of speech acts which occurred very infrequently, or not at all, for
all teachers and a'l lessons. These categories included: direct teqdent
(discipline), indirect request (discipline), expresaive, acknowledgment, repeat
(in answering move), and reinitiate.

The second change involved expanding the category of "React (Verbal)" to

reflect various types of pupil responses after being called on by the teacher.

These additional categories 1nc1udéd:

1. React, Verbal, Participant - a response to a nomination in which the .
student includes himself/herself in the response;

2. React, Verbal, ﬁon-rnrticipant - & response to 3 nomination in which
the student does not provide any personslized information;

3. React, Verbal, Real Question - & response to a nomination in which
the student asks a question to which (s)he does not know the -answer;
and . F

4, React, Verbal, Read/Recite - & response to a nominaticn in which the
student reads sloud from the textbook, the chalkboard, or his/her own
composition.

The categorizing of pupil reactionms, using this expanded system, was done

by Greta Morine-Dershimer, rather than by the graduate students at the State

University of New York at Albany.




