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. FREEDMAN/SPERLING 2

iTeacher Student Intetaction.in theUWriting'Conference: Response‘
and Teaching 1l
INTRODUCTION S
Althbugh ehildren‘éenerally learn written language in schoel-
and ecqﬁire spoken language ‘at home,'they depena on response from
others for both types of 1anguage learning. Most evidence deallng
'9w1th spoken language acqu1s1t1on supports the theory that
children acquire spokenp;anguage through hypothesis testing--by
"testing their hypotheses about structure and function and by
.finding out how well they are understood by others when doing

this" (Clark & Clark, p. 337). Although it is probable thét the

processes of acqu1r1ng written and spoken language dlffer in
slgnlflcant respects, it 1s”llkely that the responses of the
receivers or readers of written messages give learners a
foundation for testing hypotheses about the construction of
written communication.- Just as patent-ehild”intéraétion is
central to the process of hypothesis testing when, children
acquire speech, téacher-studentiinteraction‘becomes central when
stqdents learn tovwrite'in schooiu Our research focuses onha'key
teacher—student<intera¢tive_event in the teaching and learning of

written language: the writing conference. We examine its

potential role in the teeching and learning of written language.

From elementary school through-college, the student-teacher , R

4

vwr1t1ng conference has become a pOpular and seemlngly effective

pedagoglcal event (e.g., Duke, 1975; Graves, 1982; Murray;

o
©

1968). The conference'occurs away from classroom activity so K

that teacher and student can 1nteract one-to-one. Both

. ERkl(::artlclpants have the opportun1ty to express not only aé¢ademi

e N : . - ~ .\' A 3
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but alsoipersonal concerns about any number of issues ranging

~ from specific student papers torwriting in general, and even
spilling over into areas only tangentially reiated to writing.
The conference gives the teacher a chance to\address the L
student's 1nd1v1dual needs 1n a way that cannot be duplicated in
the classroom, and perhaps mainly for this reason, the conference
has come to be regarded as a felicitous ad*unct to classroom
interaction, which often unav01cably demands that the teacher
homogenize the student group being addressed.-

In a sense,;the conference is two things at once‘(Freedman
and Katz, in press’. First, nnliké“most learning situations, it
is a‘conversational dialogue. As such, it has what Gumperz
(1982) calls "dialogic properties"; that is, among other things,
meanings and,intérpretations are being continuously "negotiated

- by speaker and hearer and *udgements either confirmed or changed

iby the reactions they evoke. (p. 5) In other words, both
participants.contlnuously engage in seeking and maintaining a
mutually agreeable level of interaction., Characterized by turn-

‘taking, the conference-asfconversation also allows each
-participant to raise issues, to shift topics, and to encourage or
discourage tooic elaboration.

But like-most school-based learning»situations, the

o conference is also a'teachingflearning event, Constrained by the

i

teacher-student relationship and the relative status of the one
to the other, as well as by an overall purpose that the teacher
give something, i.e., new knowledge, to the -student.

This double-headed nature makes the:conference particularly

=]
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1nterest1ng to<study and raises questions about teaching and
learning ‘that our research has attempted to begin to answer. Do, .,
for example, high and low acn1ev1ng students and students from
differing ethnic backgrounds elicit- different types of responses
from the teacher during the writing conference? Do students
.themselves respond differently according to ability or ethnic
background 'and can their responses be explained by the data?

Can we develop hypotheses about\the effects on learning of these

writing conferences? Can we develop insight into the‘efficacy of

individualized teacher~student interaction?
It has been reclognized for some time that high and Iow

achieving students‘and students from non-mainstream ethnic.

backgrounds receive d1fferent1al 1nstructional emphases, eveh

a

W1th1n the same course, tesulting in high ability, middle class
students,being given discourse strategies that can prepare them
to participate in a 1iterate, middle-class society (eqi,
Collins and Michaels, 1980:_Michaels, 1981). Low achieving

students and students from non-Caucasian ethnic groups often have

<
v

diffigulty adapting to the culture of the school and may
unintentionally elicit differéntial treatment from their teachers
(e4;, Au and Mason, 1981; Cazden et al., 1972; Cook-Gumperz and
Gumperz, 1981; Michaels, 1981). These students also have
e‘difficulty acquiring the written 1anguage of the school, and once
_ such students begin to have difficulty, their rroblems only
increase (e.g., Weinstein, l§82: Wilkinson, 1981).

It is reasonable to hypothesize that differential

interactions may occur during the writing conference, and that

i ~

such interactions, ' which can become central to the vaUISltlon

7
0
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process, maf be at the root of the difficulties many'students
~experience when learning to write."That the conference is a one-
to-one setting may add to the prohlem, for here teacher response
has at least the appearance of being spbntaneous and personal
behind its often somewhat planned (Ochs, 1979) and pedag0g1c

a

nature.

S n

For this paper, we examine student teacher interactions in
one college-level writing eonference for each of four students:
ene high achieving Caucasian, oné high 'achieving Asian American,
one low achieving Caucasian.cand‘one low achieving Asian
American. With this small sample, we cannot make general eiaims“
about wr1tten lanquage acqu1s1t10n° however, we aim to suggest
_possible: avenues to explore and certain analytic methods to use
to help us understand how best to study the acquisltlon process‘
‘and in the end to help students in the1r effortsjto acquire
written language’skill. We have chosen to focusvbn the ‘first
cqnferencegpf.the semester forveach student. We look ciosely not
only at diﬁferences in how.these.feur students interact with the

same teacher but also at how teacher and student initially

establish the teaching/learning relationship.

' METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Subject Selection

Teacher
The teacher was selected from a pool of approxlmately 30
instructors at San Franc1sco State Un1vers1ty (S F.S. U) who have

. participated in a rigorous three-course training sequence for
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training celtege.composition teachets. The 30 Qé}e hired because
they excelled in the training program. . -

All thesé”insttuctofs requi:e reguier teecher-studegt
writing‘eoufereneesbof‘their writirg students. The teacher (T)
was chosen because she repJesemtedmthe best teaching available.
Student evaluations placed T in the top 90% of the staff, as did
.supervisor eveluations based or class visits. We were interested
in seeing how an excellent teacher works with what we‘wéuld
traditionally label higher or lower achieving students and with
students from d1ffer1ng ethnic groups.

Students

Orlglnally elght students were chosen to part1c1pate in the
'study, two high achlev1ng Caucaslans, two low*achieving . &
. taucasians, two hvgh achlev1ng Asian-American, and two low
~achieving A51an-Amer1cans. Those students deslgnated as high
achieving scored above 500 on verbal aptitude as measured by the
SAT, and those designatedths low achieving scored beléw 350.
Qecidin& on the ethnic mix wes the~fesult.of a demographic survey
Fonducted in 1978 of students*enrolled in composition courses at
S.F.5.U. which showed an almost even mix of Caucasian-Americans
(31%) and'Asian-Americpns‘(29%), a parameter that invited our
studying the Asiah-Amefican student writer, about.whom,little“
work had yetybeen dene;
The Asian-American'students selected to participate were
native English speakers whose parents spoke an Asian'language;

thus, they came from homes in which there was an Asian cultural

- " heritage, but they were not expected to produce the writing
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- errors typical of the non-native speaker.

From these eight-students, every*hing they wrote was

collected, including all drafts of the1r papers and all the1r

o

. notes. All their conferences were tape recorded a minimum 'Of

four across the semester for all students who completed the

course.2 Also collected ‘were . three 1nvest1gator-student
interviews about the student's at-home composlng process.,

Next, four.-students who learned most and who had the most
successful T-S interactions 1n the conferences _were selected to
remaln in the study, one from each original group high and low
ach1ev1ng Caucasian and A31an-Amer1can. Selections were based
on both student and teacher assessments. In this~study; thent we

s
“look at these four students:

z

. (1), JAY, high achieving Caucasian

(2) SHERRY, high achieving Asian-American

(3) DEE,‘low achieving Caucasian’

(4) CEE,}low'achieulng“Asiaanmerican
While the group is split in two by ability level, we note that
the four students are also listed in order of decreaslng scores

on the SAT: Jay scored higher than She Ty: Dee scored hlgher

than Cee.

w
.

Data Base

Since we wanted to learn about how the relationship between

T and S is established, we studied}thevfirst of the semester

s

onferences for each of the four students. It was reasonable to

e
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believe that in this first conferencé differences and
Similarities in the students' interaction w1th T would begin to
evolve. This conference had the added benefit of T's follow1ng

the same speCified format for each S. The conference covered,” in

.. sequence,’ discussionuof (1) interview questions to S about course

scheduies, previous writing courses, and writing hahits; and (2)
certain diagnostic instruments that S had already completed, ‘
specifically, (a) the items on a questionnaire that had been
given to the entire class about writing; (b) a writin§ sdample
done by’ the entirelclass; and (c) the items on a verbal.skiils
tesi; also completed bx the entire class. | °

. Each conference,‘which was audiotaped and then transcribed,

tock from 30 to 45 minutes.

Data Analysis

Topics of Conversation S s

We first examined topics of conversation, a semantic concept
(Keenan and Schieffelin, 1976; Covelli and Murray, 1980; Shuyf?
1281)- By analyzing what one teaches, that is, the topics
one covers and the topics that concern students,jone can see how

(and-if) conferences with different students vary while at the

same time discovering systematically what the key topics in a .-

conference are. , ‘ ' . _
Two independent coders identified topic shifts and achieved)
agreement approximately 90% of the time. They noted whether T or
S initlated a topic and whether T or S was continuing a topic.
(For further discuSSion of procedures for analyzing topic shifts,
see Freedman, 1981). For each student, the coders then noted how

often each topic was T—initiated,_é-initiated, T-continued, or S-

(s | 9
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COhtiﬁugg. Topics were labelled and classified as éither

intellectual,' that is, dealing objectively ‘with so@e aspect of

the subject ﬁhtters that came up, or affective,: that is,(aealiné
with either T or S feelings ;b6ut éifferenf subjééﬁs (includiné
feelings about each other), 'or other, that“is,mdealing witﬁ
.neither of the other,classificétfons and“generéllyrunique te a
particular'stud;nt.' | .

We fgllgwed‘Mehan'g (1978,01979) procedﬁ;es for accounting
for ‘data: - J -

. (1) "Retrievability of data" (Mehan, p. 19): The data
should not be.presenteé in a reduced or tabulated form
when oqe_presentsﬁreéearch findings; verbatim’
transéripts Shoqld,be<§rganized-and included. 1In other
words, the frequehcy counts 6£ correlational research

and the selected descriptions in the field report are

not sufficient.

4
o

(2) "Comprehensive data treatment” (Mehan, p. 20)¢ A model

.

for data anélysis must include all the data. "Thi;

comprehensive data analysis is»accémpliéhed by a method

tﬁat is anﬁfcgous to 'énalytic induction' (Znanicki,

1934, 232233; Robinson, 1951). The method begins with
a smallibatch of data. A provisiodnal analytic scﬁéﬁe '
is generated. The schéme is then cdmpared to other

' 'data, and modifications are ﬁadé"in_the schene as
necessary. The provisional analytic scheme ié ’

cénstantly confronted by 'negative' or 'discrepant'

cases until the researcher has derived a small set of

2 u

v 10
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recursive rules that 1ncorporate all the data in the
0 o corpus (Mehan, p._21) This is slmllar to the
. . "~ procedure the linguist uses to explain the rules.of

Speech, to show the organlzatlon 1nherent in spoken
’ ‘language (Chomsky, 1965).

'Q‘ (3) “Convergence between,researchers' and participahts'
perspectivesf (Mehann p.- 22): The researcher‘must
check his or her interpretations of the events against
the perceptions.of the particiéEnts.a- o _ o )
(x) " “Interactiona1~leVel‘of analysis"'(Meh;h, p. 23): -

[ ) v . ~
‘"Since classroom events [and conference events] are

socially organizéd, a.constitutive anaiysis has the

o

further commr;ment‘to locate this organization in the
interactlon itself. . .. evidence for the
organizaffgnal mechinery of lessonsitand conferepces]

is to hzifound in the wordslend in the gesturEs of the
'participants“ (Pp- 23-24). In other.words, what the } :

partlclpants actually do and say, not’wHat one guesses

about ‘their thoughts, 'is what will reveal the structure

. 0f the event.

"~ Idea Units ~ | R .

, _— . »

To allow a closer examination"of the diecourse, we had
“certaln segments of the Lranscrlpts transcribed into 1dea un1ts.
J”; The theoretlcal ba51s for.thls divigion comes from Chafe (198n;,
-who deflnes the idea unit as a segment of dlscourse that o o .
coincides with a person's focus of attention or focus of

LA 4 . a8

. onsciousness. Chafe notes, "A property of spontaneous speech

11 T

i ¢ . ' X . , ]
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.

th&at is readily‘apparent to ahyéhe who exagtines it eiosely is
that it is ”prodﬁced, not in a flowing stream, but in a series of
brief spurts" (p. 13). These spurts are the idea units. "i‘he_
main criterion for deciding on an idea unit boundary is the
inﬁonational corcour (that is; pitch either rises oéﬂ_falls).

By breaking certain toPiES into idea units (numbering each
unit and placing it on a separate line), we could mea‘e)ure' the
amount of consciousenergy\pr focus devoted to eachlpart-: of the
conference conversati-on, compare f:'he weight of the teacher's and
student's focus on’particular 'tOpice, and co.maalre the weights
a‘cross conferehces’. We could then develop hypotﬁheses about the
consequences of -ople focus on the student- teacher relatlonshlp,
and try to think of that emerqlng relationship as it might affect

subsequent student wr1t1ng. N

This analysis also allowed us to hypothesize whether the
R ' amount of focus could be. related to i’student ability or ethz}icit};
a topic that could be pursued in more extensive research that

“ would make use of a much larger S and T sample base. .

« Comparison of Cross-Conference Similarities: Backchannel Cues

We next looked at a segment of di scourse’khat appeared to be

the same across conferences, to see if, on close analysis, an

~

apparently similar incident might provide insights to add to the

analysis of differences in topic focus across conferénces that we

had already found and identified. We selected the segment in

-~

-

each conference when T and S discussed the test of verbal skilis

i

that:S trad taken\y,\c,lass, sinceT followed the same format and
covered the same items in this segment.for each S. Our close

-t

analysis consisted of examining "backchannel" cues (.signais) made

12 '




FREEDMAN/SPERLING 12

by each S.
o Backchannel signals are what Yngve (1970) calls
interjectlons such as "0, K.," "right," "aha," and "uh huh," and
are a common signal - of conversational cooperation (Gumperz,
1982). ‘Further, Gumperz explains that they are expected to be
synchronous in conversation, coming at boundarles between clauses
or tone groups (i. e., a noun phrase (NP) followed by a verb
phrase (VP)). Rationale for analyzing these segments for
backchannel signals comes from'studies of interactive synchrony"
from which it has been shown'that‘asynchrony characterizes c
“uncomfortable ndments" in conversational interactlon (e.g.,
Erickson and Schultz, 1982) As Gumperz notes, because the
tlmlng of backchannels can reflect differ1ng soc10-cultura1
°conventlonshh1t may un1ntent1onally create, to use Erlckson s
phraSe, “uncomforéablevmonents“ in-cross-cultural communication.

' Analysis of backchannels was, thus a way to d1scuss *“harmony" or
"disharmony between T and S and to discover possible
dlfferences among the four students that might fall into a
%atatern.» :
Consequences to the Student

- [ &
Since dhr semantlc analys1s uncovered d1fferences in both.T

and S behavior, we next looked for what we could call obv1ous

conlequences of these dlffefences for the student. That is,
since the student presumably is.to come away from a conference
having been given at. least sbmethlng from the teacher, we looked
for what the students 1ndeed came away with in these first

conferences which, occur?ing at the beginning of the semester,u'
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did not focus on current class work or class assignments and so
" could rot contribute in an immediatg or direct way to the
student's work for the course.

We found two points worth noting: (1) expository modeling
episodes and (2) invitations to return to T's office, issued by T
to S. As a way to neasure the amount of "conscious gnergy“'
devoted to tﬁese segments of the conference, we couﬁted the idea
dﬁit focﬁs. For -the modeling episodes, we also noted)how

frequently they occurred. These counts allowed us to compare

conferences for patterns.

RESULTS ,

Analysis , o . o B

% Semantic
Semantic

;Genérg;izations Abbué Seif.' When considering the semantic
content of the data, we looked primarily for "focal" topics,
-those specific_topiés, bOth'intq;lecfual and affective, that'T
and S seemed to want'to address most. In the analysis, .however,
we encountered an interesting sidelight: - throughout the
cénferences, students foered.different generalizations about
themselveé, not necesQ?rily‘“focalf asAwe-have defined the term,
buf nbnetheless,inform;tivé statemenfs volunteered (that is, not
made ;ﬂj¥esponse to TvQUestionSV but emerging spontaneously) by S
apbut S. That students made such generalizatigns is not in and
- of ifself surpri%ihg—-we all,”during conversation, make-them (i
never liked pizza, I'm an- Agatha Cﬁristie fan, I don't water-ski
.véry'weli,uaqd-sd on). What we noticed, though, was that these

- generalizations fell into distinctive patterns for each student.

14
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Because of this they deserve attention, and we discuss them first

since they are one factor, albeit a subtle one, that we think
influences the'genéral quality of the confefénces, lending

support to our findings on' focal' topics.

The generalizations made by each S were as follows:

1) Jay
« e . I could write long letters, but after I read it I

can't stand them.
I really admire people who can write well.
People who write well are special to me.
I like ‘to wr1te well.

2) Sherry '
I'm pretty weak in Engllsh. ' -
I'm really not good in math.

'3) Dee ’
T hate libraries.
I still don't think I'm that good a wrlter.
I'm not really into writing ., .
I never did well on tests. -
I have a terrible vocabulary.

.4) Cee | L :
‘ My sister has a brighter mind than I do.
I enjoy working better than going to school.
I prefer to be educated in a company because I learn
much faster. ,
I do not like lectures at all. .

Jay's generalizations are positive, revealing his sympathy

‘with writing=--"people who write well are special to me"--and

‘says she is "pretty" weak in English, not "really" good in math,

would no doubt please an English teacher. Sherry's, while’

critical about herself,_are.nonethelgss'mitigated"criticisms--she _

;these'appeating as staﬁements of ﬁddesty as much as of self-

deprecation. The patterns for the low achieving students are

étrikingly'different. Dee's_remafks tendito be.étrbngly

negative--"I hate librafigs,“ "I never did well on tests." Her

notions of herself sew.a set in concrete and, .in content, are not

15
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remarksvthat would guarantee positive_T response. Cee's remarks, \
too, would be likely to offend an academic.) She can learn, she \
.says, but‘ééhoolfs not the place--"I préfer t; be edﬁca;ed'in a
”¢ompany [i.é” the workplace]."
’I; is interesting to keep these geéeralizations in mind when
looking at the different topics, both intellectual and affective;
that T and S focused on during the conferences.

Types of Topics. Table 1 illdstrates the topic initiations

for both the student and the teacher.® Notice that the two Asian

American students initiate either significantly more or

éignificantly fewer topics than the Caucasians. Sherry, the
high achiéving student who is Chiﬁese, follow; the s;ereotyﬁe of
the'quiet Asian student, initiating only 11 topics; Cee; the low
achieving student who is Japanese; initiates significantly more
"EoPics than appeéfs to be the norm. The teacher initiates
appfoxiﬁately tﬁe same number of topics Qitﬁ.all students except
* Sherry with whom she initiates fewer topiéﬁ. In ali cases, the
teacﬁér initiatesfmore ﬁopics than the student, Sﬁ indication of

her role as director of the conversation. None of the other

trends in topic initiation appear noteworthy.

Focal Topics: Inteliectual; In each conference, the
teachef focdses on an almost identical percent of intellectual
fopics with each student. However, the substance of those topics

ivaried‘for both the teacher and the student. The intellectuai

topics were subdivided into two categories: discourse and -

” 16
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surface level. . Table 2 illustrates the differences in

InSert Table 2 about here

concentrationlaéroés the'éonféfénCes. Thgjdifferent types of
studentsvexpréss their inteliectual energy diffefently,'and T
expr?sses different intellectual.foci with the different
students. |

As Table 2 illustrates, T initiates dibcoursevtOpics most
with Jay, Sherry, and Dee. ACee,‘the 1owest'a¢ﬁieging studeﬁt,
receives an equal\amount of initiation of;discoursé and surface
' ﬁobiés. Recent reéearch (Freedman, 1979; Sommers, 1982)
indicétes that disccurse'levei.cohcern is the mﬁst “proauctive“

concern to have about writing. That is, discourse concerns will
'hélé“mcst ih geﬁerating succéséfgl essays;"It is of hote,kthen,'
”ﬁh#t T did not focﬁs'én this type of topic/witﬁ Cee.

The éQQ'Cauqasian stuaents;.Jay-andlpge, iniéiated discourse
topics most themsélves. Thus, théré is a "maﬁch" between T and
‘these" two studénts. On the other hand, Sherry initiates surf;;é
concerns most, exactly the opposite of what hervteacher initiates
with her. Cee splits her concern, a pattern again different from
-bthe éeﬁt.‘Cee seems to see intellectual concerns as a flat‘;et;
she~imposea no hierarchyvof impqrtancé 6n them, a fact that could
have detrimental consequences for her“writing process. She'is‘at
a novice 1eve1.6f skill and hasbdifficu;ty distinéuishing what is
important. She has‘ﬁo criteria for:allééating her composing

eﬁgrgy to some parts of the' task rather than to o;hers.. At this
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point in the semester, the teacher does not appear to be leading
her to concentrate mostly on one ar\ea as she does wi“ththe other
students.— | | “ |

It is interesting that during the conferances, the teacheT
asks whether English is the native‘ language for both Asian-
American students, an issue that .never arises with the .

Caucasians. Both Asian-Americans evidence a certain amount of

°lingu1st1c 1nsecur1ty which perhaps leads to their concern w;.th

o

the surface level of writing. \

- Cross Purpose Talk. That the concern be shared between T

-

| and S, however, may be even more 1mportant ‘than what the concern '
Iis. .As we have noted, there was no match in focal topics between
T and Sherry. With no match in focal concern, T and 5 will
like’ly bevtaiking at cross purposes and may not even be attending
to what the other is trying to say. Freedman (1981) found that
this cross-purpose talk.manifests itself in‘ a T-S conference
-when S and.T each bring upa topic of concern over and.over -

again, no matter what the other wants to focus on, indicating

. that T and S .often have different agendas for what needs to be

., covered in the conference.

We found, in Afact, ‘that cross-purpose talk between T and all

. four ‘students surfaces subtly in our data. For .example, we found
that students can "initiate talk about their concerns by bringing
up t0p1cs as. if in extended response to T questions, but which
"really take the form of "quick answer to X, but now I want to
talk about Y." 4 | . o o

| T Okay and you're not sure about some punctuatlon marks.

Okay those are fairly technical concerns.
Do you have any other..areas in your writing

18
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like when you're sitting down to wrlte an essay,

that you really feel, : ?
.that areudlffzcult for you to do, ,

like does it seem difficult to organize,

does 1t seem dlffzcult to develop. -

Sherry: No not really.
Uh..I sometimes my I guess tense,
I have to say it out loudq,
and that's why I can't do it in class, _
cause you don't want to...start..talking.

-.'T wants to talk not about mechanics. but about organization
and deve;opment, but. Sherry brings the conversation around to

her  own concerns, mechanics and verb tense. Another example

a

follows: -
T: (reading Cee's esaay)

See-~ when you break it down like that,
you...what..what You have is : .
the..the first cére,
/Untuh./
"Person 'is able to experzenceﬂ'
prepositional phtase, :
and, "
another verb phrase,
"receive education,
that is ‘directly related..clause,
and not off the beaten path.".
Okay that..that you could have really".um."taken out,
because it was almost redundant of thls,
particular statement there. -
/uh hum/ L

. : "As it is taught in college,

K where the teachers teach the student,’

L .and..the student finds." .

-

So..you have all, those 101n1ng words,

and . joining techniques, o

so. that yeah you never...you never stop the sentence,
i .and. then start a new one,

because you keep having these link words,

‘these words that link all your ideas together.

Cee: It is, true though.(laughter)
:Well I it is true.
Like I took this Secretary Admlnlstratlon class,
and I was working at Kaiser,
as & personnel clerk,
and I noticed that,
1 learned things much better..and much faster,
and..my supervisor is much more patient with me,
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than the teacher,

who expected more, G

and who-didn't really give a darn,
if you failed or not.

@

- T talks about sentence structure, but Cee is more concerned

, with the*tOpic itself, not as a piece of writing but as an

-

anecdcte to discuss anew, to lend support to her complalnts about

«

past exper1ences with teachers. Cee's is an affective, rather

than an 1nte;1ectual ‘concern (see next section) that she brings

~up over ‘and over during the conference.

- The quality of exchanges involving cross-purpose talk is

clearly drfferent from 1nstances in which there is a match

“

" betNeen what' T and S w1sh to discuss.

T:

Jay:

Jay:

Um...is therefanythlng else,

about starting to write, : :

that seems really frustrating to._you,

or hard or keeps you from wanting to start a paper,
aside from the thesis statement.

Um...no u=-m I'm Just like...like I sa1d before,

I'm afra1d

that I'm gonna get too vague,

if I...if I'm writing a paragraph, -

and I don't have any...you know to support I'm gonna
start repeating myself

'saylng the same..saying the same differently.

/Uh hum./
So :

Do you 4d' is it would you say that s one of the
things that, p ‘

-a .good writer would hawe to"uto be able to do is

have...choose the right 1deas,

/yean/ .

that are defensible, e

right from the beginning, o
/yeah/ A

before they start to write.

That' s...that s ch0051ng the rlght idea, 5
and then having a thesis statement from there.

Oh okay good.

20
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In later eonferences, cross-purpose talk also manifests
itself when~T,does fiot listen to (acknowledge) S's topic of
concern, but rathef,brings the discussion baék areund to
something,else; Houever,;in.these first conferences, T tends to
‘play the role of good'listener.” (In~lat°r conferences, she has a
clear—cut agenda of her own about the students' papers and does
-not have to shift topics subtly; instead, she may and usually -
N does shift clearly and explicitlyJ

' Focal Topics: Affective. Just one affective focal topic,

| praise giving, is hrought up’ by T, and it is distributed:somewhat
unevenly, with T initiating it more with the higher achieving
students than with the 1ou. Table 1 shows that T initi_ates
praise for the two stronger students more than for thevtwo
‘weaker. .Indeed,'the percent of‘times the teacher initiates
- praise (of'the total;number of teacher initiated t0pics) is 13%
and 11% for Jay and Sherry respectiVeiy and 3% and 6% for Dee and
~Cee.re3peCtively. ) |
' Interestingly, the amount of praise the high achieving
students receive seems t0vreflect, in part, the substance of the
_ affective .topic that these students 1n1t1ate. Both high

achieV1ng students admit their insecurity about their writing,

- and praise follows the

admissions. - It appears that these

students are skilled at eli iting praise from the teacher. For
example, o ’ 3\\

Jay} (On thesis statement) :

I worry..sometimes,

T: If it's a good thesis statement.
/yeah/

Yeah..well that's.a good worry.
I mean you're accurate, 21\

¢
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and you're on ‘the r1ght track,

to be concerned, o ' o
about a thesis statement,

so that's good

P

Further, the natuvre of ‘the other affective focal t0p1cs
1n1t1ated by S differ, depending on S's achlevement level, with
high ach1ev1ng students 1n1t1at1ng teacher—pleasing comments, and
low ach1ev1ng students initiating potentially teacher-alienating

comments. Dee discusses ‘at length her laziness as a student. Of

the 47 topics she 1n1t1ates, this one is the third most o

frequently initiatéd. Understandably, these admissions do not ’

elicit praise. For example, in response to the teacher question,

"Do you like to read?" she said:

- I have friends, '

’ and my friends are really..big readers,

and they constantly recommending books,

and I just...it's laziness,

I just..I mean reading takes concentration, .
whereas television viewing you just sit there,
and they do all the work. :

Cee, the low achieving Asian-American, has a markedly

Q

different affective concern, how much she dislikes and distrmsts
teachers. She brings up this topic more than any of the other
topics she initiates. The following exemplifies how she brought

up her concern:
S: Well I it is true. ’
Like I took this Secretary Administration class,
. and I was working at Kaiser as a personnel clerk,
and I noticed that,
I lsarned things much. .better and much faster,
and..my supervisor is much more patient with me,
than the teacher,
~ who expected more,
- and who didn't really give a darn,
if you failed or not
T: Hum.
Have you found that to be true,
"a= at State too. '
In all your classes.

22
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S: 'Yes, . i
...As_a whole.
I found there is a lot of...discrimination,
going on,
at this school,
and I talked with other students,‘
and they..notice it too.
/hum/
Like..I was talklng to this g1r1 recently
I believe it was about two or three days ago,
a--nd she took this Psychology class,
last semester. ‘
She got a B out of the teacher.
But there was this other girl,
who also had the same teacher,
two s-.2mesters ago, o
uh received a D opr an F. -
A--nd she found out that..if the teacher
likes you, .
she'll give you a good, gréde.
If she doesn't like yol: at all,
she'll give you a bad grade.
That's why I've been feellng,
I gueas depressed, -
a--nd lost,
because..Il sometime i...there are not many people
who. .who would give you confidence,
and who would help you,
‘even though a teacher m1ght say"oh I'm always there
to help. you,
A but when you go to them, ‘
o . have this att1tude..of I don't want to help
, you. .
‘ ‘That happened to my business teacher,
- -she always ‘came to the classroom,
: and there's um...two students she liked.
She always said hi to them, e
: directly. ° o
: /unhm./ - -
and then the other students she would just ignore.

a

Neither low achieving student focuses on an affective issue
that would 1nd1cate that she was "teacher-w1seJ' Rather, both
talk in ways by wh1ch they could: eas11y allenate a teacher or at
least not ingratiate themselves to the teacher.

kBackchannel Cues

Analysis of semantic content was augmented by the finer-

grained backchannel cue analysis that we did of the test

bl

T \
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discussion segment.‘ While the content of this segment, in which .
T talks to S about a test S had taken, appears similar in all
the conferences, in fact the quality of one of the test episode -

2

segments contrastéusha:ply with the others (Table 3) when one

- considers backchannel cues.
In each conference, the test episode segment lasts just

short of 7 1/2 minutes. In all segments (that is, across '

COnférences), T covers the same issues, in the same order. Iﬁ
each conference T dogs‘most of the talking, with S contributing
only an occasional comment. YetVCee's'conferenc; 1$oks unlike
the 6thers when we eia;iné baékchannei cues. Ce; produces

';ppfoximate}y three to four.times as many backéhannelAresponses
as *the other students, and one third of her responses come at |,
inaéprOpriaté moments, interrupting.tdne (NP-VP) groups. |

Further, when listening to the tapes{.we'perceiéed that several

of these responses were élongated,-/uh--huu--h/, sérving to

interrupt T simply because they "dragged on." It is as if Cee

2

wanted to be a participant in the corversation but does not kriow
how. The following examples help illustrate what occurred.
CEE--interruptive backchannel cues

T: Um you also did well, ~ _
- 1if we come back and look at the very beginning, :
...the first two questions were asking you, .
if they if you knew how to limit the topic.
. Remember how we talked about /uh hum/limit in class.
S And the first one was uh, ‘
in a two page essay, : o o .
’ ' which one of these categories. ‘ , o
Q. And in a 20 page essay, '
' 24
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which one of these categories. .

And you got them both right. : L

Which is good, °

beczuse it ‘indicates at least according to this" test, . * * .
whatever a test /uh hum/ can indicate. .
That you have a sense of how much or how little.you can

i say. - =
In a given amount of space. T
S: That's true., o
’ T: So that's, e ‘ . {

that's good.
Now this part in through here,
down throu—-gh../oh that/
T: Oh-that. )
You remember /laughter/ the sentences.
What they want what they were essentially testing here
was your organizational ability.
Um:.up through number 37.
Which is rlght../um here/ here.
Okay, .

" In contrast, note the aPprOPriate placement of Dee's
backchannel cues. The teacher does not have;to stop to
backtrack, the conversat1on flows smoothly, with- synchrony.
DEE--approprlate backchannel cues

e T They're testing your sense. of how much you should ' ) v
' limit..a subject. ' ’ 5
It's better to limit a snbjent,
.~ and .8ay..a_lot about it, :
and go in depth, . . , .
and deVelop it. '
Than to’ choose a hu--ge subJect.
And say very little about...it.
». ~ /Uh hum./ _
- Cover all this area,
 and really say nothing. B
/Uh hum./ (
Okay so that's what they were testlng, ‘
and you missed both of those.
I don't know if it's because you didn't Xxnow,
how much this was, '
v . _ or if you didn't understand what they were testing or e
” ' what. '
But..we 11 talk about that whole concept of limiting,
/uh hum
o the subject.
L - And pay attentlon to that,
cause that's not an easy sense to develop

LY One has to ask whether Cee s backchannel cues reflect her
Q ‘ . .

. 25 &
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place on the achievement scale, whether they are a product of

ethnic backgzound, or whether they are simp}y’idiosyncratic.
Analysis 6fnthe language patterns of more.séudents woﬁld be
required tc answer those questions. Yet it is evident that,
wﬁatever the cause, Cee's discourse sﬁrategy marks her as
dlfferent from the other students,rand that this.strategy, taken
along w1th J:he kinds of topics she focused on as revealed
eerller,~helps shape the quality of her conference.

&\

2

Consequences to the Student

Expository Modeling

Definition. Certain segments in T's Q*’COurse stand out for

the1r length and complexity. .They appear, in fact, like mlne-

essays, composed orally, on the spot, and delivered to the |

studené alﬁost like formal lessons. We found that some of these

segments met certain "expository writihg criteria." The criteria

are: . .

(1) that “the piece of discourse contain a "thesis," tgat
is, an overriding general idea that could be supported
by facts, illustration, explanation, or other
conventional development strategies that an essay
writer would eméloy; |

(2) that it also be deve10ped in some way, whether by a
single sentence or eeveral sentences; and

(3) that it could "stand alone" as writing stands alone,
with appropriate delxls, independent of exophorlc

reference (Halllday and Hasan, 1976)

xample 1 should make clear the kind of discourse that we

D 26 7 )
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included in our analysis, and example 2 the kind we excluded:

1

l:\;

(1)

(2) T sgeaking to Sherrz

>

T speaking to Dee ’ R )

There is a- difference o‘pv:.ously between Speaklng’ and ¢
writing, . R i
/uh hum/ v &,

There's a lot nor,e communlcation that can go on in

~ speaking. - .
T can move my hands. ‘

- or knit my brows or do something

~do tend to write the way they speak,

:.and you're -getting a lot more * information,

than my words,

/uh hum/ : ‘

whereas the reader only has a plece of paper,

and the words on it. . )

So...a lot of people,- e ¢

until they suddenly..learn..pr1nc1ples or guldellnes,

that help then, :

manipulate, ‘ v

this :rtlfICJ.al..WOIld called a p1ece of paper with words
on t, .

‘or an essay,

/uh. hum/ : :
however you want to call it. 2

Of course the subject emphasizes, - '
and what you need..at least, , o
to join these, two..complete ideas,

.is a semicolon. .

©

Hopefully, . .
you'll be learnlng other Jo1n1ng words,
like "but,”

-and "and,"

. and "or," : . , - -

" 'O' 1]

to show, :

how to join, : i s

the sentences, " '

and indicate,

the kind of relationshlps that exist between these two
sentences. - .

In example 2, while T develops the idea of joinirg complete

lentences with a"sem:i.colon or coordinating’ conjunctions, and it

' night be argued that she beglns w1th a topic sentence, she

depcndl on exophoric reference to be understood, specifically.

27
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about the 1dent1ty of the sentences that T and S are discus31ng.
‘The use of the demonstrative “these," occurring tw1ce in the |
discourse cited, is a clue to .its depending on an external
”cqntext. Thus, even though 1t has some ofathe marks of
expository discourse, we do not count it as expository for our
purposes.’ In contrast, example 1 contains all the: criteria. it
has a topic sentence which is developed and the text is
internally consistent, with reference being endophoric.
After identifying,all instances of expository discourse for
each of the four conferences, ne considered the,following:
(1)~'the numbet of times that such discourse‘occurred and
the number of idea units within each occurrence,
(2) whether the occurrences were characterized as highly .
colloguial or as academic in register, 5

a

(3) whatumotivated,the discourse. ‘ _ ’ -

o

Frequency,g§>0ccurrence.‘ Over thelfour conferences,

expository discourse appeared as is illustrated in Table 4. At

Insert Table 4 about here

‘the‘extreﬁe-ends, the high ability Caucasian, Jay, received
~almost fiye times the number of expository discourse models from .
T as did the low ability Asian—American, Cee.

N‘“Eookrn;~at 1de; units, one gets a slightly different
picture. Although 1dea units devoted to expository discourse for
| Jay ou'tnumber. those for Cee by more than four to one, thus
echoing the ratio seén in.the chart above, the linear”progression

across the four students, does not recur. The two Caucasian

S J:
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5,

students recelved an almost ecual number of total 1dea un1ts
d;voted—to—expesatery d&scourse. However, because th1s is
yaccounted for by ‘one’ stretch of d1scourse in Dee's conference
vthat was part1cularly.1ong--96 1dea units, as opposed to the

- average length for the four. students which was 23 idea un1ts~-the

results may s1mply reflect an anomaly.

2

Occurrence‘gf Written Language*Features.‘ We. found some of
-these eipository eplsodes to be nore "written" or academic in
rregister:and some to be more colloquial. Example 3 illustrates
}éuhatiwe'nean. Underlined are elements that can be identified as

’belonglng .to a wr1tten rather than . colloqu1al register-

NEE tq Jay

When we talk about pre-wr1t1ng in class,
‘“we talk about the whole process,
and that Trimble book,
talks a lot about feelings people have,
- and assumptions that are".elther accurate or
’ inaccurate,
about professiomal wrlters,
people who.make their living writing, PR
and um...maybe by reading that book,
and doing some of your own thinking,
um...and I'd like students' feed-back,
as they go through the course-of the semester,
to see...what kinds of things, *°
you start realizing about yourself
as a writer,
you know".what".whatu.does seem to. block you,
what is really that fear,
~and can you tackle it.
Is it just something...that' s".klnd of an
arbitrary...fear you have,
or is it somethlng that is really genuine,
that...where. you lack a certain ability that you
feel, _

~

is necessar

/yeah it 137

to be .a professional writer.

/uh/ A

So hopefulﬂy,

you know: by“going through this class not only do you
learn the techniques of expository writing, o

but you ll learn somethlng about yourself.

29
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The'written-likevfeatures include: . an introductory subordinate

clause, two instances of techn1cal language, an 1nstance of

-nominalizatlon, two correlatlve con3unct1ons, and an app081t1onal

'phrase., One shouldvalso note T's reference to authority, "the
Trimble book," in support of ber ideas that writing is a

“process" whereby one discovers one's strengths'and weaknesses as

.a writer, the overriding thesis of this stretch of dlscourse.
rThese features, thesis and support from an out81de author1ty,

are, of course, characterlstlc_of wr1tten essays.

Example 4 between T and Dee, although labelled expository

'since it contains "exposltory“,features, contrasts sharply with

example ‘3. One might argue that this expository model that Dee
received is different in kind from the one Jay received:
(4) T to Dee

That's really a great start, :

to come into..a..a writing class like this and have
all those..different ideas,
lans and- stages that you go through,

7uh hum/ .

you're really...I think..very far along in knowing,

the whole process,

that..that..um occurs when you have to wr1te a paper.

Most people think that you can- Just sit down and do
all that at once,

you can think and write and organize it,

/yeah/

yeah..and that's why most people have so much
d1ff1culty when they write.

‘One written-llke‘featurevls underlined here, technical language.

There is a thesis--that there's an advantage to knowing that

wr;ting is. a process--but the support is anecdotal. a legitimate

strategy for development but close to informal conversatlonal

ltrategy. So while both p1eces appear more "spoken" than

.written," containing hedges, hesitations, vagueness, and’
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oolloquialisms,‘example 3 is clearly denser in written features
than is 4, and fits an aoademio register more than a colloquial -
one.

While T used both colioquial and academic registers
'throughoot the’oohﬁgrences,'during these expository episodes, at
least, she spoke Yn a strikingly more academic manner with Jay,
Sherry, and Dee than she did with Cee, and more with Jay than

with Sherry or Dee. Perhaps for the reasons we found in our

semantic analysis, Yerhaps for other reasons,‘T was motivated to _

.these studentg<” In general, the effects of this kind of ,
interchange fois students could well be that, even indirectly
through modeling,vsome learn how to talk to‘a teacher, getting
-practice participating in an academic register with a guiding
ihterlocator{ while others get no such practice.
The two high aohieving students seemed to know how, although
onwittingly, to get T to begin her expository‘episodes.' As in

"the|incidents of praise-giving, T generally responded to Jay in

;ository way when he expressed or implied uncertainty

out writing. T seemed to want to help him see things as
writing teachers do, to let him in on‘her'own perspectives about
writing:

JAY--Group editing

.. Ts : ~ You-- as long as..and along with your olassmates,
: will-- see that,
/uc/

-fediting is very specific.

. It's not just sitting back,

- and 'saying "Gee this seems nice,
or it doesn't seem nice,"
~and you don't know why,

B3
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and you start...when you're - va-=-gue,
you almost have to, :
it seems,
attack the person personally,
but if you're.looking at specific things, -
..every single topic sentence,
the thesis statement,
the organization, ‘
‘how you decided to open up- the paragraph,‘
- introductory paragraph. :
Is the development good,
PR . in each specific paragraph.
~ It's very...technical really,
/yeah/
when you get down to it,
so that there isn't much room for ra--gue
generalities, .
va--gue judgments,
/uh huh/
at least it shouldn't be.
And I think by then too,
‘once you see the kinds of things that other people
are doing, ,
you...you won 't be as threatened.
/Yeanh/
too-- at least hopefully that s the experience
you'll have.
And by then you'll be...you'll have written a lot of
essays for the class,
. 80 you'll have a pretty good sense of,
- the things that are your strengths and weaknesses as
a writer,
So. too (UC), -
so it shouldn t come as some great shocker.

Her responses to Sherry and Dee were similarly motivated
(although Dee's motivating statements tended to come across as
conplaints' rather than uncertainty--e.g. "I have a terrible
vocabulary"). T was not, Ihoviever, motivated to give Cee the
kinds of‘lessons.and insights.that she did with the other three.

Of the two expository episodes’that Cee was exposed to, the first
‘Cee,requested direotlyzbv"What exactly is an idiom“f-a question,
incidentally, that came. somewhat inappropriately after T had
asked Cee whether she had any questions about class procedure. T

 answered Cee's question in a rambling, non-specific manner, so

32
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‘Well..it's my understandlng that when a teacher would

mark something for idiom, -
it's um--what,
a form of..usage that's known ‘to. native speakers,
like a certain preposition that we would always use
before a certain word as opposed to another kind of
preposition, . :
/uh huh/ ’
that you really..there aren't any clear cut rules
that you can..always consistently follow to know
what klnd of words to use,
but it's just know1ng by speaking the language,
and hear hew native speakers,
use certain words, . : ‘
in certain places, R : .-
/uh hum/ . '
and it may not be just prepo31t1ons.
/uh hum/

.There's 'all dlfferent kinds of ways,

idiom,

that um...that that's something that you pick up by
hearing nat1ve speakers speak the language all the
time,

-or . reading,
. things like that.

I don't think it's classified,

in other words if any particular'kind~of grammar
error,

or any particular kind of word,

as a noun,

as opposed to a preposition,

or an ad]ectlve. :

Um...it's just word usage as it's set up by a native
- speaker,

native speakers of the language.

The second of these episodes with Cee came as a way for T

to divert an awkward situation in which Cee was complimenting T

on her teaohing. 'So this low achieving.studenth unlike Dee, and

unlike the two high achieving students, did not get "taught" by T

during the conference in the same characteristlcall "expos;tor
y Y

manner. Her own contrlbutlons to the conference helped prevent

these lessons from occurring.
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InvitatiOns to Return.

A sample of talk from the end of every conference proved
.particularly reveallng in 1llustrat1ng the consequences of the
student—teacher interaction. This talk generally centered on the
~teacher s'invitation to the student to return for additional
individual meetlngs.' On the whole, this teacher was

, exceptionally generous with her time and let her students know
about her'generosity.' Howe#er; these four students got different

tastes of this generosity. Each idea unit is numbered.

- JAY o T: _(l) if you think of anything,
do feel free to come down, .

o~
N
A

(3) ..and talk with me,

(4) ..in the office.

(5)- If I go through a lesson too qulckly,

(6) ..or there're points that I...didn't raise,
(7) that you really wanted,

(8) to ask about,

(9) and you didn't feel you had time in class to
: cover them.
(10) Always come down, -
(11) ..or set up an appointment to...to meet with me.
(12) ..Uhm-- as a process class it's important,
(13) ..that you keep upwith the work.

/Yeah/
(14) Because you don't want to be thinking about
thesis statements,
(15) when you're thinking about top1c sentences,
(16) or tcpic sentences when you're thinking about
paragraph development.
(l7) Or-- introductions and conclusions.
(18) You know...when you can kinda tackle...each
. part of the wr1t1ng,
(19) itself,
(20) as its own,
(21) little...what.
(22) ...As its own issue,
(23) and its own lesson.
(24) ..And you can kinda get clear,
. (25) at least on the principle. o
(26) It takes a while, ‘
(27) to incdrporate it into your wr1t1ng.
(28) It takes. practice.
(29) ..There's only so much I can teach you through
(30) ... talking.
(31) Most of it comes from you,
(32) writing.
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/Yeah/ o , : v
(33) Um, ‘ . ‘

- (34) but I think you'll find that,

~(35) step by step, -

(36) the essay will not be, _ :

(37)..a big blur, . _ ’ .

(38) of issues that,

(39) ...you've already got a good sense of a lot of

: the factors and variables that go in.

(40) Hopefully this will clarify some of the
techniques that you can use to accomplish.
those,

(41) ..those techniques,

(42) those variables,

(43) so if you have any questions,

(44) ...feel free to ask,

- SHERRY T: (1) Well you know where my office is.
‘ s Yeah. :
T: (2) And...if you".if after a- class,
(3) on a thesis .statement..or something,
- (4) you don't understand,
(5) do come down here.
I try not to let...I really like people to
get...keep up with the class, _
since it is a what do you call process oriented class.
You don' t want to be tbinking about thesis statements,
When you're down the road looking at..how to
“ join sentences, _

(
(
(
(

and develop sentences, ‘ '
or...you don't want to'be thinking about topic
sentences when we're looking at..how to
develop...paragraphs.
(12) So that if for:some reason a particular lesson seems
: very confusing,
- (13) or you have other ideas that you wanted to discuss,
(14) do come down,
- (16) ..and make use of this t1me.
S: _ Okay. -
, T: (17) Okay all right...and if you think of quesiions later,
’ - (18) you'll feel free to come in. :

HO Vo o
— VVV ~

va\,\

" DEE T: Uhm...all right like I said,
: if you have any...questions, .
se.COmments,
-things that you want to talk to me about,
...do come down to the office,
and keep up with the course.
Okay.
T: (7) Uhm feel free to come down now that you know
where it is,
(8)-...to visit,
S: All right.

L X W W W
VA WN -
N N g S St ag®

n

35




- FREEDMAN/SPERLING 35

-(9) whatever. .

T:  Okay. - ' i i
S: Is that it?
Ts Yeah
S ~ ..that's all ,
® : " «oI just essentially.........
CEE T: I have to go to a class now. ) .
S: Okay.

T: Uhm is there anything else you want to ask me? =
Any final observations?
S: 1s there any extra credit work we could do?
The number of teacher idea'units devoted to the invitation
varies from 44 for the strongest Caucasian student to none for

the weakest_Asian-American. It is notable that this is the same

student Cee, who admits that she feels discriminated against by

her teachers. In fact, she is. But we also see why. B

CONCLUSION

We have examined how the teaching-learning relationship is -
established between one teacher and four of her students in a
college composition course.i We have found that. {1) the
different students wanted to focus on different types of topics
(discourse level t0pics for the two Caucasians and surface level
for the high achieving Asian-American, the lowest achieving
student had no hierarchy of intellectual topics) (2) the teacher
focused on different types of intellectual topics for the

.different students (discourse level t0picsifor all except the
lowest achieving Asian American student) (3) the teacher gave
- more praise to the higher achieving students who seemed to elicit
}‘4 that praise by expressing their insecurity about their writing,
~(4) the lower achieving ‘students. initiated topics likely to T\\

O ilienate a teacher, and (5) the synchrony of the conversation
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~ broke down-withithe.lowestvachieving Asian—American studentt(who
| is a native speaﬁer of‘Engdish)--she'inserted backchannel signals
at'inannropriateitimeerin.t“e ccnversation. A
. These d1fferences in conversatlonal interaction s1gnal the -
7p0331b111ty of d1fferent1al 1rstructlon. Even in this f1rst get-
'acqualnted conference, we found that- the. teacher gave
:~quant1tat1vely and qualltatlvely different explanatlons“to'the
four students, with the higher achieving students receiving more
'expogitory.explanations and‘with their explanations being
"delivered in a more formal, "written-like“ register. Further,
the higher achie'v’ing the student, .the n\tore' likelg she or he was
to receive a more‘elaborateinvitation to return for future
'conferences.‘ . ) -
The teacher -intended to treat all of her students equally

and was surpr:.sed by the results of the analysis wh1ch er.ng to

1ight much of what is unconsclous ;n a T-S }nteractlon. By
b-highlightdng the differences in a single"excellent'teacher's
interactlons w1th her d1fferent students and by maklng explicit
_the students contr1butlons to the 1nteractlon, we can begln to
practlce exert1ng consclous control over those aspects of the
teachlng-learnlng process that are 11kely to be detrimental to
what a student learns and.can focus on those aspects that.are

llkely to be successful " OQur intent is to help'teachers carry

out their intents.

37
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Footnotes
lrhis work was supported by grants to the first author
from the Research Foundation of the National Council'of~Teachers
of English, from~San_Francisco Statevuniversity,'and~fromvthe
. ﬁniversity'of California atrBerkeley; °
o 2a11 except one.student, a low achieving Caucasian,
. completed, the course. | )

K 3It should'he noted that Mehan's?guideiine #3, "Convergence
between researchers' and participants' perspectives,ﬂﬁcangge
k;questioned, 'Research‘in conversationistrategf'(Gumperi, 1982)
has shown that what participants'perceive is occurringhin ‘
~conversation can be different from what is actually occurrlng.

4'rranscription conventions-'

[====/ 1nterruption by other speaker
elongated syllable

P rising intonation

‘. falling intonation’
oo non-measirable pause
o measurable pause

5 Let us clarify what we mean by “written" language
features.flChafe (1980, 1982) describes certain'language features.
as beinélprototypically‘spoken or prototypicaily written.
Noninaiization ("operation,” not "operaté* “nanagement,“ not

manage), for example, is a prototypically written rather than
spoken feature. We also designate as written, or academic,
'certain broad discourse strategies such as succinct thesis
statement, clear supporting evidence, balanced sentences, and
transitional devices such as "however." Such features"will be

dentified as they come up in the discussion.
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L TABLE 1 i
' TOPIC INITIATIONS /\
- TEACHER-INIT. STUDENT-INIT. o
- iNmEL ; AFFEC} OTHER|| INTEL| AFFEC| omnn}
o= :
~ HIGH ACH| 54% | 13% |
Cauc. | | |
_ JAY | n=58 | n=14 | =
 N= 107} I ' } = 36
) ‘As.Am| 43% "] 118 | .
| SHERRY | . 0 |
| n=32 | nm8 | .
N N=74] } } = 11
LOW ACH | 50% 3y | 4
Cauc. | I .
DEE } n=60 n=4 ’ -
’ N =120 } = 47
As.An| 47.5%] 6% N
CEE | o
| n=48 | n=6 |
N=1301] | ol = 86
[ FE P
B y
] ;
v ..
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TABLE 2

INTELLECTUAL FOCAL TOPICS.

STUDENT-INIT. -

. TEACHER-INIT,

-

7. >..
~ B S
" i
= 2
I ]
w._ N
< |
M_% Nl
[0S I A T
DI &8I~ &
W 1
L !
Bl gy
2, .
DIld an| o :
818 713 %
wl ol ol
-
ol 1
1 I
-
m_ ]
A_. ol ,
218 118 %
PDIN 160 &£
0.
I .
m | 1
(7]
21
Ol ® o d <
AL AL
-l -3 NI
IIII'W.'.I'I
> o m o
M,S o
. % o=
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- Length of Test

TABLE 3
BACKCHANNEL CUES

# of S Backchannel

) Episonde.Segqentii | Cues
-1 et | ——m—e————
Jay . | 7 min. 20_sec. | 8
, Sherryl 7 min. 20 sed. | 8
. Dee | 7 min. 20 sec. | 12
Cee { 7 min. 30 sec. : - . 30
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$ of Backdhannel
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B .a ' ° TABLE'-4
~ EXPOSITORY MODELLING
Students ' :
_ JAY : SHERRY , " DEE } 'CEE = ;
Number of incidents - l' 9. { 6 | 4 = 2 {
Nuvmber of idea units 166 ) i - 84 } 157 J} 42 ,
~ Range of idea units - | 6,34. | 8,21 | 16,96 | 13,29 |
. © across ‘incidents R e Rabtedety el el B
e : 3
| ;
:
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