CHAPTER

6 Spoken Genres:
Conversations and
Classrooms

MMM mmmn b&m of this book considered the nature of language comprehen
, the nature of discourse and the nature e i inci -
veyed the literature and the state of EM:EMM NM WMM_MMHM WWMHMWM s
Mm:.ﬁ and on that basis it elaborated a set of working %m:&cn“ﬂﬂ Mﬂg
BE:. concepts. In the previous chapter, on the basis of the discussi .m
.&.m m__.m.ﬂ four, I then set out a broad approach to the analysis of &_mnﬁ”wmw
Wﬁﬂﬂﬂ%@ that we start with what those texts are doing, that is, the :Eumnm
. ion of the text or texts as understood in their context, then exam-
dsm .gs\._w:m% do it, by looking at the various features of Eowm texts to see
HoMM:MMMMMME how .Eamw mnEmaﬂm those effects, and also considering why
. s operating in this way. This is the heuristic on the basis of
which we can now proceed. 5
ncHHMMMMWoMMMHMm:MmB Mbmmm throughout those chapters to illustrate the dis-
i gh o H.m: ._n.oxmBEmw of actual texts, and to work inductively
possible in line with the aims set out in the introduction, the first
half of the book was, of necessity, relatively theoretical. The wmnga, half Hw N_
omﬂ a m.onﬁmm,p since now the focus of attention will be on an arrav «MH
believe) interesting and varied texts, with a view to analysing them i ek
ance with the heuristic, il =
_ Ihe E:mmw.OH texts is deliberately broad, covering conversation, legal texts
mn.wwmoog ano:;@. lonely hearts ads, advertisements, newspaper Hm@ma“
mwm $ wwmﬁoﬁ..a, political speeches and more besides. The sheer variety of
£ Md%m MU,HH%H HMMME Emﬁ. E.Emnmm I have sacrificed analytical depth for the
T ,.m 3 my aim is H.Ho.ﬂ to offer full analyses of any of the texts
i :wc mﬁmsm .ﬁwﬁ Me.m:w ﬁom.m_Em. Instead the aim is to examine each text
ool &,.n:m . .: .E:m:..,.:mm my approach, and raises for discussion
i scourse analysis as a way of enriching the hewristic sel out
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For example, in this chapter the discussion begins with a sample ol con

versation, but the aim is not exhaustively to analyse one conversational texl
in all its details, but rather to use the examination of that text in order to

set out some of the possible approaches to conversations of this type, and
to draw out some useful lessons for anyone wanting to analyse such texts in
future. For a fuller analysis of each type of text the reader will then be able to
go to the specialist literature, for example the vast litcrature on Conversation
Analysis, since here the main purpose is instead to prepare the toolkit, in
other words to establish, chapter by chapter, a set of approaches, tools and
techniques which can potentially be used in future analyses. Chapter 10 will
then set out a summary of the approaches and tools which have been dis-
cussed throughout the book, and will discuss, in conclusion, two case studies
of fuller analyses and how they were carried out in practice.

.1 Conversation

Turning to conversation, not everything which is commonly understood by
the term would be classified by linguists as such. Cook considers that talk can
be termed ‘conversation’ only if it has these features:

1. Tt is not primarily necessitated by a practical task
2. Any unequal power of participants is partially suspended
3. The number of the participants is small

4. Turns are quite short
5. Talk is primarily for the participants not for an outside audience
(Cook 1989: 51)

By this definition, the discourse on a TV chat show would not be classed as
conversation as it does not meet the last criterion (Cutting, 2002). Let us look
at an example of genuine conversation.

Buying dress material

In the text below two young women are discussing some material which
they have recently bought in the market. [ will present it almost exactly as it
appeared in the original (Cheepen, 1988:102-3), the aim being to show some

of the complexities of authentic transcript data and also to offer a flavour of

'here is little
conversation, and only a few markings such as -
¥ b around o word 1o show when il overlaps with another

punctuation, reflecting the speed of the flow of
= and <4 to indicate short

andd long panses, «
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word or wo i 4 ¢

o m_u_uamiwmw Mw”::% _:_../_ speaker’s turn (also surrounded by <* *5) d
: i, to indicate an inaudible e
Lirst part of Cheepen’s text, and I hav
to make the discussion casior,

part. I have given only the
e also given the women invented names

Turns

L Clare: I've got son j
::UM.:*MMHM MNEMH Mawwmww_\ You. I went and bought this this morning
‘ her she’s going to ba_,ﬂmwmmn MMHQHW o ki g
Karen: yeh I've just made one veh
Clare: I was rather Pleased with that
KJQEF. yeh have you made it already
Clare: no no I've just bought it this morning
Wm:ma.. haven’t you got the Straps ,
- Clare: come off the bottom
Karen: oh which one d ‘vou get it on
Clare: I got it on the one opposite Woolworth's

10.  Karen: yeh yeh i .
* yeh yeh if you get it from i .
well F 1e other one he gives you the straps as

2

ok W

© ® N o

11.  Clare: y
e aa“. M .E% but that other one wasn't there today I saw it Wednesd
. en: ] /i ve f A Fi
on mind you I've just made one and | don’t need the straps :

(Cheepen, 1988:102)

Following th i

- m:mm:o MHMMMM“M Hﬁ w,:ﬁ E Chapter §, an initial question to ask (the
e e M.@:Be: wpﬁ this text. However, it is immediately
- eirakion &mo,_.m N H.Emm_nzo.bm such as this one each participant
e ms mw:._ N:Hn_.:;m:ﬁosh and each utterance might
Pt i ?dnﬂ.csn:os.. This means that although we could talk
e ki wammbﬁmm ﬂ.:m .ﬁmx# as a whole (like most conversations
o omm.n 59 at is, it .noUomEm social relations between the
B et %Hm appropriate in texts which involve more than
il %:ﬂ mw% ,ﬂm.umm»maw particular aim in the discourse

L EH.M& € interaction towards achieving their aims, \_,E,,M
S e m.ﬁmﬁmmd,\ S.h.gm: dealing with texts which include
i, :M,. i nwm. to no.sm_mﬁ not only the function of the text
wedech L ot mntentions of each participant and how those

e e 4 T Moc_am. In ﬂ.z.:. approach to discourse, in other

S g Aﬁ:..% mﬁm m__:ﬁ,::: might be compl
i sEverat participants, by careful

dud dims,

nented, when

attention o parti ipant

he next question is the o questi

1how does the fest o Pbeve s fung

__:—._ ____J__: (R { ) LR RN { AIR] BENT] (N1} ] (
I W {
_-—_ _ I 1] _ I terms | [ __ ‘ 1l 14 |
i P :H
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(uestions: how does each participant achieve or seek to achieve his or her
aim? What features of the discourse contribute to the fulfilment (or failure) of
these aims or intentions?

We have already seen, in relation to the text in which Gilbey was con-
ducting a job interview (p. 86), that genuine spoken discourse is often more
complex than we imagine, when we are not participants and when we do
not have paralinguistic clues (such as gestures and facial expressions) or con-
textual clues to help us. As we read what the two women say here we need
to draw on all the types of knowledge we identified in Figure 1.1, and even
then we might not find the exchange fully coherent. Omne problem is that the
participants are operating quickly and flexibly, and drawing on knowledge of
each other and of the context in sometimes opaque ways. Take lines 8 and 9

when Karen asks:

Karen: oh which one d’you get it on
Clare: I got it on the one opposite Woolworth's

[ suspect from my own knowledge of such shopping situations that she is
referring to a market stall in the street, opposite the shop called Woolworth’s.
I assume this partly because in my home town there are just such stalls in the
street in very similar situations, so I can draw on personal knowledge. This
is also plausible because it fits with a later utterance in line 11, since when
Karen has said in line 10 that the ‘other one’ is better, Clare replies: ‘yeh
but that other one wasn't there today I saw it Wednesday’ which suggests that
she bought it not in a normal shop, but on a temporary stall which is there
some days and not others, Whether or not this is true, what is clear is that
the participants themselves have enough shared knowledge so as to be able to
operate with it quickly and telegraphically, without needing to be specific—-a
behaviour which gives spoken interaction a speed and flow which is remark-
ably effective for participants, but which can cause problems for the analyst.

Topic placement and manipulation

The special point of interest in this exchange, however, is the way in which
the participants manipulate and manage topic in order to achieve their
own ends. This is the kind of area which Conversation Analysis consid-
ers partie wlarly important, along with adjacency pair and repair analysis.

( might consider that

¢ st

A superficial view of the exchange up to this poir
[Karen has been cooperative and even offered to give Clare S

5

Bl closer analysts suggests that this s not an adequate explanation of the
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exchange. As Cheepen notes when alysiog the text, ‘It s clear, just from

____..Tz__

L that potential trouble has arlsen here Belween the intera
L, 198B:103), Because both participants make o
friendly and positive, however, and 1 atively casual

]

s o appeat
o Lhis “trouble’ is not
tmediately apparent, Nevertheless, if we look more ¢ losely, an analysis of
the adjacency pairs reveals not only the tension between them but also (e
strategles which each woman — very rapidly and probably only half con
sciously —adopts, in a kind of elaborate dance or game, to achieve
social ends.

certain
Clare starts the conversation with what we can call a ‘fishing for compli:
ments’ strategy. This strategy appears to have received scant discussion in the
CA literature, but is nonetheless quite common in real life — when I buy a new
shirt I want my friends and family to admire it, so the preferred response to an
utterance such as ‘I bought this shirt today’ is typically a compliment of some
sort. In this case Clare has bought some dress material to make ‘a couple’ of
dresses for her mother, and probably her mother has paid for it as a treal
(though this is not very clear). The key point is that she is angling for Karen (0
congratulate her - the preferred response would be something like ‘Wow, thal
is great! It's lovely, and so much of it! What a bargain! You are a genius in the
material buying department!’ However, Karen does not offer any such com-
pliments. In a move reminiscent of grumpy Brian in the ‘Window’ dialogue
(see p. 6), she withholds consent except in the briefest word ‘yeh’, almost as
if she has not heard what Clare said. Furthermore she even tries to change the
topic to talk about her own activities: ‘veh I've just made one yeh’. Clare, rather
like Ann in the ‘Window’ dialogue, seems not to be affected by this apparent
diversionary tactic but persists, still trying to get the compliment she wants,
For her part, Karen appears to refuse it, and assumes an apparently casual and
relaxed air in doing so, as we can gauge from her frequent use of ‘veh’ and

‘oh’ at the start of her responses. We could set out one partial analysis of this
part of the conversation like this:

Turns Text Analysis

1. Clare: I've got some stuff to show you. Adjacency opener: fishing for a
I went and bought this this compliment, praise or appre-
morning cause my mum said  ciation
she'd treat me she wants me to
do a couple for her she’s going to
America (inaud.)

2 Karen: yeh I've just made one yeh Displaceient  (or - Dispreferred

. response’): withholds praise
and attempls topic switeh

3 Clare: T'was rather pleased with that Repeats opener, stll fishing!

O,

8.

10. Karen: yeh yel if y

faren: vl have yan e 1 already
i{ H

Clare: no no 've just bought it this

morning

Karen: haven't you got the straps

Clare: come off the bottom

Karen: oh which one d’you get it on

Clare: 1 got it on the one opposite
Woolworth's

other one he gives you the
straps as well

11.
the

12 Karen: oh mind y

and T don’t need the straps
alyse Karen's response

In lines 2 and 4, how could we an

compliment or some a :
another adjacency opener inl mB
dispreferred response; for examp
gestions clearly const

sug
, as they do not go alon

suppestion, o2
a dil 1t course of action
‘<

‘erred re 15¢
ors 1 dispreferred respot

ou get it from the

Clare: yeh but that other one wasin't
re today I saw it Wednesday

ou 1've just made 0

ion; K
ffirmation; however,
ach case. Some analysts o
le Schulze-Wenke suggests tha
itute a dispreferred re€s :
g with the suggestion,
(Schulze-Wenke, 2005:343).
in cases where

Dispreferrea

Vsplacement (o1
fop withholds

response?): still oy
and attempts anothel

praise Ak )
topic switch with an Adja
cency opener: information
question

Karen's topic switch has been
successful, Clare cooperates
with a dispreferred d.mmwo:m.m
(no, instead of yes) and justi-
fication

s her advantage with
pic adjust-

Presse :
another to
MM.ME. Adjacency opener: infor-
mation question
Preferred response: explains that
the straps can be made from
surplus material at the bot-
tom of the cloth
Continues to press her m&dw:-
tage with another .mﬁ@cEr
Adjacency opener: informa-
tion request
Preferred response: gives infor-
mation .
Adjacency opener: m.nm.ﬁmw.sma. .,:_,
fact, but also an implied
criticism :
Preferred response: accepts criti-
cism but explains

ne Adjacency opener: Offer to give

the straps
s? Clare wants @
aren does not give it but offers
would treat this as a
‘Counter-
ponse to a first speaker’s
but instead propose
Cutting also consid-

‘the second part does not follow
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on from the first’ (Cutting, 2002:30), as is the case in lines 2 and 4. B C
trast, other analysts would say that there is no dispreferred mmwﬁormm%rwc-
: it rather a behaviour which we could term ‘displacement’ (Schegloff Noowm_
since rather than actually criticising the material, Karen Bmhm_%mmqow% mnv
response at all. The upshot of this is that Clare’s ‘fishing’ for a com :Emsum
4: support has in effect been completely bypassed by Karen’s H.mm:mm:wﬁo ive
it, or rather by Karen'’s successful move to sidetrack the discussion Qosﬂm&m
lerent paths. Karen appears to have successfully used a number of discours -
strategics so as to withhold the praise or support which Clare was m,mmwm: )
and has then succeeded in turning the conversation to other areas. Clare Um_
:.E_._.mmﬁ comes across as rather more cooperative and Um_.wm.@m, _mm.m mo:‘,m,w_%
ci«::m preferred responses and/or apologies at each stage, E
.:5 power relation appears clear - Karen is dominating the discourse and
doing so by clever, subtle management of the adjacency pairs and o_m lopic
placement and adjustment. Such is the nature of natural \no:qmamzcs EOh
ever, generally carried out without conscious awareness, that Clare W I “M-
ably only vaguely aware of what exactly is happening, and of why sh ._u ol
quite getting the responses she want. , PR s

Validity and warranting

It might be thought that this analysis is extreme. Does Karen really do this?
Wmﬁwwﬂ@m it is unfair to suggest that Karen is so devious? This is a nmzmﬂm_ @:H..
MMMH%O_ any discourse analyst: how do we know that our interpretation is
One of the central precepts of the Conversation Analysis (CA) group of
researchers is that we should avoid reading into any exchange M:m MEO
Emo.ubnmﬁ:obm of what is happening, but should be sure to warrant o«%
rything we deduce about any text by reference to actual elements ow the
mxnﬁm_ﬂ.wm itself. As Heritage puts it, ‘there is a strong bias [in CA] a is.ww
a priori speculation about the orientations and motives of speakers mmwa i
favour of detailed examination of conversationalists’ actual actions %EHH
:Hm. empirical conduct of speakers is treated as the central resource .c:.m cw
s;:.nv analysis may develop’ (Heritage, 1984:243). Although this is a view
typical om. the CA approach in particular, and not shared by m___‘ ﬁ_,I”(.:E;..c
mdmc\m..a‘ it can be a useful principle, worth remembering s__:..:..S__. (,e_c i_:.__-
lyse Q_m..nga.ﬁmh since it prevents us from inserting our own preconce _:“: ,,
or reading into texts aspects which may not be valid, So | : 3
Clare and Karen’s interaction fui
this ‘warranti

iwelore examining
', U is worth constdering what exactly

i ! N [} t N
. ciple” means for our analysis here, and (o discourse
analysis in general, .
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When Karen made her first comment in the exchange, in line 2, we could
understand it in several ways. Depending on her intonation, her facial
signals, and so on she might have been understood as being very supportive
or else (as | have suggested) withholding her praise and therefore being rather
unsupportive. Which is correct? The important point which CA researchers
would emphasise is that the only way of interpreting the exchange correctly
is by seeing how the actual participants themselves responded and behaved,
in other words, we must ground our interpretation solidly in what the par-
ticipants themselves do and say. This means, amongst other things, looking
closely at how Clare answered Karen.

Hutchby and Wooffitt (1998:15), in theit discussion of the principles of
CA, term this approach the ‘next-turn proof procedure’, and consider it to be
‘the most basic tool used in CA to ensure that analyses explicate the orderly
properties of talk as oriented-to accomplishments of participants, rather
than being based merely on the assumptions of the analyst.” This means that
we need to look at how the talk is managed by the participants themselves
as a way of interpreting it in a valid way. In short, for any analysis to be
considered valid and credible in the CA tradition it must demonstrate that
its conclusions are drawn closely from various features of the exchange itself:
it needs to be warranted by the data. If we want to interpret Karen's behav-

iour as being potentially disruptive (as Cheepen concluded) then we need
to show from evidence in the text that the other participant, Clare, showed
signs of feeling that way. In this particular case we see that in line 3 Clare in
fact responds: ‘I was rather pleased with that'. If she was not very concerned
with getting any praise or a compliment, she could instead have followed
Karen’s new lead and started talking about Karen’s dress, and never returned
to her own topic at all, so the fact that she persists, albeit rather timidly, is
significant.

As Hutchby and Woolfitt point out, what they call the ‘next-turn prool
procedure’ is therefore important for determining how to analyse any utter-
ance in interaction. However, we must be aware that this alone may not be
enough — and T suggest that a better name for it might be a ‘next turns proof
procedure’ in the plural, since in some cases in conversation it is only much
later in the exchange that we can say for certain how the participants have
understood an earlier comment. In this dialogue, for example, it is only after
seeing Clare try several times to get the compliment she wants that we can
say [or cerlain that a conllict is apparent,

This demonstrates two important points about analysing conversation

- discourse which uses

in the CA tradition, or indeed any written or ¢

the frderacting discourse mode, The first point is that we o
our peranal interpretation of any particular ptterance or taen and nstead

foctn i e evidence from the wider exchange as o whole, Inoa well-known
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passage, Sacks ¢f af. point out that participants in talk themselves signal their
intentions (o a great extent:

while understandings of other turns’ talk are displayed to co-participants,
they are available as well to professional analysts who are thereby
alforded a proof critetion (and a search procedure) for the analysis of
what a turn’s talk is occupied with. (Sacks et al., 1974: 729)

They continue to explain that it is participants’ understandings and not
analysts” understandings which are to be given priority: ‘Since it is the parties’
understandings of prior turns’ talk that is relevant to the construction of next turns,
it is their understandings that are wanted for analysis’ (Sacks et al,, 1974: 729,
original emphasis).

It is useful to keep in mind, therefore, that in general when analysing
discourse it is not ‘our understandings’ that matter but "their, the participants’
understandings’, and it is worth making efforts to unearth the latter. Not all
approaches to conversation or to discourse in general would insist on this
as strongly as CA does, but it is nonetheless a useful general precept. A sec-
ond important point is that in our analysis we need to look not only at the
utterance in question, nor even at the next ulterance, but at all later (and
even earlier) utterances, since these might significantly alter our understand-
ing of the turn we are seeking to interpret. We need to make use of a ‘next
turns proof procedure’, as well as a ‘later turns proof procedure’ and even
at times a ‘previous turns proof procedure’ to warrant our interpretation of
any exchange.

If we now look at the second part of the dressmaking exchange we can see
how valuable it can be to follow this kind of approach if we are to interpret
discourse in a valid and convincing way. Will Clare succeed in getting her
compliment? Will she insist? Will Karen praise her, or change the topic com-
pletely? We can see from the next stage that Clare does indeed try repeatedly
to extract the response she wants, but Karen is unyielding.

Turns

13; Clare: well I mean look how much

14.  Karen: yeh

15. Clare: see there’s tons

16. Karen: I know they“re ever so good

17. Clare: I'm ever so pleased

18. Karen: yeh I made one for Shirley and one for me and Shirley doesm’t
i it’s a bit too small T dich’t quite ave enoush material four

ninety nine
19, Clare: four four ninety
20 Karen: ol well mine was four *ninefy®
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21. Clare: *yeh* yeh

22.  Karen: and +nine p+

23: Clare: +yeh+

24.  Karen: for the *straps*
25. Clare: *yeh*

26. Karen: there you are

27.  Clare: 1 was really pleased

in li raises Clare
In line 14 Karen offers the minimal ‘yeh’, and in line 16 she praises not v
e ‘ , : rhaps the marke
but something or someone else (it is not clear who - @mws,“? :.F __ AR
then in line
K olls of cloth themselves), anc
stalls or stallholders, or the ro ; e
i itching topic again. Clare follows this topic ‘
succeeds in switching topic ag . I e
the end (line 27) she is persisting politely but doggedly in :r“ .:A. :___::_. _”_.e_:
mne form of compliment. Our interpretation of the behaviour o .
s01 IS IRANE
rticipants seems therefore to be warranted by the weight of evidence [
pa ;
rarious parts of the exchange. | D= i
amﬂmwv.w all the text we have, so it is not clear how it continues or if they
s ; it i sual — as Heritage
me to blows. It is interesting partly because it is unusual _J.:: _ _u___
nwu@mm, 249) notes, it is often from such ‘deviant’ cases rather than from __4,.____
o i inati ‘ g\
AH f \maoogx.&mnoﬁwm that we find the most illumination. In a full
) 1 re i 3 [ " ‘"
} mﬂ is. for each utterance, ‘[the] CA researcher would examine what con
analvsis ’ ) TR, DR | aUSes,
_ummowo m_ba what follows [the utterance], together with ,.::_.::.: J:____ "
hesitations, false starts, intakes of breath, intonation, and similar clues,
esi : .
help interpret what is going on’ (Holmes 2008:387). " R
A eral policy within a CA framework, ten Have (following ! ]
s a genera kit
recommends that the analyst do the following:

- - s . ¥ ) 3 . . mn——ﬂ
1. Check the episode carefully in terms of turn-taking: the construc __
. ] ol T O arler v pnhe-
f turns, pauses, overlaps, etc.; make notes of any remarkable | _
O ’ " » fliuent working o
zma especially on any ‘disturbances’ in the fluent working
nomena, ially 3
the turn-taking system. LA e
2. Then look for sequences in the episode under review, especially adj
cency pairs and their sequels. i ir, such as repair initiators,
i  phenomena of repair, s i ‘
3. And finally, note any p

iy (ten Iave, 1999:104)

lysing conversation within the

This alfords a useful set of approaches to a i i
as s » pointers as to what an analys

i as well as some pointers i

. wer types of spoken discourse might

when examining such texts, However, « gl
lend themselves to different approaches, as can be demonstr
It ¥ '

worn disconrse

gy ode formal example, namely Ch



Classroom discourse

Conversation was once thought to be

chaotic and most |y unstructured
fleult to analyse. In 1975 Sincl

,and dil
air and Coulthard noted (1 they had left off the
attempt (o study what they saw as ‘desultory conversation’ (1975:4), because
from their standpoint at the time it simply appeared rather random, chaojc
and not amenable to clear analysis. We can now see, with hindsight, that this
was perhaps overly pessimistic, since CA and other approaches have since macjo
headway in explicating the mechanics of ¢

onversational interaction.
Sinclair and Coulthard, for the reasons they

analyse what they considered a more structure
. discourse of the classroom, and the result was
. cited study, sometimes considered the first sig
any large scale, They looked initially at a rel
scripts of primary school classroom lessons, a

stated, then turned instead (o
d area of discourse, namely the
a now well-known and often.
nificant discourse analysis on
atively small number of tran.
nd here is part of one of them:
1. Teacher: What are Pyramids?

2. Pupils:  (no answer)

3. T Why did they build Pyramids?

4. T: Paul,

5. Pupil; When they were dead they put all their riches and
everything they owned in their Pyramid,

6. T:

Yes they did, yes.
(adapted from Sinclair and Coulthard, 1975:82-3)

In terms of the first step of the heuristic mapped out in Chapter 5, it is obvi-

ous that the function or purpose of this text is educational. The next ste
in the analysis is to consider how it ac

which features of the text assist in th

This educational function may b
classroom discourse is apparently far
‘Dressmaking’ conversation we saw
went on to examine a wider variety
approach is characterised by an ana

P
hieves that function or purpose, and

at overarching aim.

e the main reason why this sample of

more structured and organised than the
above, Sinclair and Coulthard (1975:6)
of lessons in different schools, and their
lysis of what is called the exchange struc-
ture of discourse, since they looked at how participants were managing the
exchanges they made with each other,

One significant tinding which Sinclair and Coulth
how regular the patterns and structures of ¢l
are. If we consider classrooms uncritic
is quite different owing to the
of individual teachers

ard made was precisely
assroom interaction and lessons
ally we might think (ha every one
subject matter and (he Iferent

and students. However
demonstrated through close an

behaviouy

» what Sinclalr and oullh

i
alysis of their ¢l

assroom diseaume data was i"

isi f slstent set ol
surprisingly consist
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discourse
: sroom dis

ing of clas

Ihe pattern

tended

o ulthard as an ex

i’ Tesson was offered by Sinclair mw M.M MmHm below, slightly reat-

(e ‘Pyram § ) oduce it more . ¢ include

ir analysis. | repr . heir transcript did no
example of their » ease of analysis. Thei it still gives a
jivided up for eas he context, but it still §

tanged and divl ful features of the how we
. i d other usetu ool 1 to reflect on

the intonation an al lesson. As we read it, it 1 Emﬂ;.ﬁ is happening at each
: m . s ha

ey ﬁwm oﬂm& explain the precise function of w

could analyse a

_ _'1. 1 mumH-..H E.—m— at _.: 18 .* @ N.ng HN: mn UOHQ'.
Ol 1 C I '

. .,\_

1. Teacher: What are Pyramids?
ils: no answer) o

> .?%:m. Magﬂ did they build Pyramids?

: Paul. "
e il: When they were dead Emw put &
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pel any Answering Move (re

sponse in IRF), she does not give any Follow-up
Move — and so the Exchange is ended rather abruptly:

Table 6.1 Nested hierarchy of categories

Lesson
| 1. Teacher: What are Pyramids?
: e i 2. Pupils:  (no answer)
L o = d it stops at that point. (As Sinclair
; , i it sto .
- = ST Move Move since the whole Exchange has faile p Aaf

i the Opening Move is 0
. #wm“Mme Zo%o and the Follow-up goﬁ m:.m
¢ starts on a second Exchange of 5%
which is again a question. This
g the pupil’'s name (line

and Coulthard would
lxchange — whereas the A
optional.) For this reason the Sm.nwm
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he resorts to a Nomination Act by sayin

Acl  Act Act Act Act Act  Act Act Act Act Act  Act Act Act  Act Act

Source: adapted from Sinclair and Coulthard, 1975

lime, after s

get a response from a pupil (line 5). She then gives the simple feedback: ‘Yes
4), she is more successful:

they did, yes’, some more information (line 7), and so the lesson continues,

This is the beginning of a section which Sinclair and Coulthard class as a 3.T: Why did they build Pyramids?
Transaction. In their scheme Hﬂ,,mm.m.mmm and Transactions are the two highest 4. T: Paul. 11 their riches and every-
levels in the ‘nested hierarchy’ as illustrated in Table 6.1. In this table the 5. Pupil: When they were dead ?8“ Ut .M
Lesson happens to contain only two Transactions (for reasons of space), but it thing they owned in SEnSRES.
could well include more in practice. For example, the ‘Pyramid’ lesson above 6. T: Yes they did, yes. he Pyramid there was a
is about two thirds of a transaction, and in that lesson as a whole there are g 7. T Right in the depth, in the heartof & .m %.MOD& belongings.
total of 12 transactions in Sinclair and Coulthard’s analysis, special little room where % Bl
From Table 6.1 we can further see that each transaction can be divided in Precious special things that e
their scheme into smaller pieces, which are called Exchanges. These in turn . lear Answering Move (line 5) il
are divided in their analysis into even smaller units called Moves, and these So this time the Exchange does I riei R her accepts the answer (line
in turn are divided into smaller units called Acts. Acts are the smallest unit, _ also a Follow-Up Move, PiCen wm iy .H.Umﬁ ﬁm.ﬂw me.hm UM adding a cornment
and could include a single word, a gesture or even ‘heavy breathing’ and _ 6). She then emphasises the point she s:w mm t an additional, optional part.
‘clicking’ (Sinclair and Coulthard, 1975:41). in line 7 — still part of the Follow-Up Move, ..pH mﬁoﬁrmﬁ question, and again
Sinclair and Coulthard found that the lessons they analysed could be Her next step is to start the i J_.M Moves and giving several
divided up satisfactorily into these units, cach one nested inside each other, she is successful, this time getting several Answering
However, how clear are these units in practice? We can answer this by lookin g Follow-up Moves:
back at the transcript to see if we ourselves can identify the parts of the les- , t of things that might be with
son which they identified, namely the Exchanges, Moves and Acts. A clue is 8. T: Cam o sggest e 50"
that Exchanges typically consist of one, two ar three Moves, called Opening, thentd
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Cency pairs we discussed in Chapter 4. In particular recall the IRF sequence 10. T: e
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Initiation, a Response and Follow-up — a pattern identified as a “Teaching 12, T Their own special _ca.a.r._,._.::. best
Cycle’ as long ago as 1966 (Bellack et al., 1966). In essence (his [R]} pattern 13, T The:owies that fhep L& -
(see p.82), is identical to Sinclair and Coulthard’s Teaching 'y frarige, and not 14, Pupil: -Their ki
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of Sinclair and Coulthard’s analysis is that it demonstrated the remarkable
extent to which the discourse is rule-governed — far more than we might
expect. This includes the insight that only a small number of the possible
range of events can actually occur in each level, and certain acts, and com-
binations of acts, seem never to happen. Sinclair and Coulthard saw this as
similar to the way in which grammar operates. In grammar some combina-
tions of words are possible and common while others are apparently impos-
siple — for example, among structures which seem to be ‘illegal’ in English is
the invented combination i Ate cat the big mouse the.’ Likewise Sinclair and
Coulthard demonstrated that in the classroom discourse they studied, only
certain patterns of Acts seemed to occur in certain places within Moves, and
so on, and other combinations seemed not to occur, as if the participants
were following various discourse rules without conscious awareness of their
behaviour.

Sinclair and Coulthard’s work also demonstrates the value of the close
study of discourse in laying bare patterns which may not be obvious, but
which are nonetheless intrinsic parts of our social and linguistic behaviour.
For education, of course, seeing such underlying patterns in classroom dis-
course can be of great value, since it might show up, for example, ways in
which one teacher succeeds while another does not, or ways in which teach-
ers in a certain setting might change their questioning or naming strategies,
and so on.

Incidentally, Sinclair and Coulthard’s analysis also raises the question of

how discourse relates to powet. As was noted above when discussing con-
“Carsation, rescarching discourse in more formal settings can offer insights
into the broader ways in which people wield power and influence through
discourse strategies. The teacher in their example, for instance, is the one in
control of the turn-taking and turn-giving, and the transcripts suggest that
pupils ‘agree’ tacitly with this power dynamic.
..... In this ‘case the E._Q.&ﬁm of @o.éQAEocm?a:mnoEmm perhaps serves some
social good, namely education. However, this might not always be the case;
in other contexts this power relation might lead to disadvantage for some
participants. By analysing such discourse in a variety of settings, we can there-
fore learn how power and control can be manipulated and used for good or
evil through discourse techniques — and we can therefore be better equipped
to deal with such discourse strategies in our OwWI lives. This relation between
discourse and power will be considered in greater depth in later chapters.
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Work 1s perhaps maost usefully applied in relatively formal situations where
OHE person exereises power over topic switching and over the planning and

TTHIT ntof the discourse, such as in formal meetings, in the law courts.

andso on, However, it is probably true to say that in more informal discourse
sttuations, any such attempt to identify clear-cut categories for chunks of the
discourse data might be less straightforward.

Conversation versus classroom discourse

Both Conversation and Classroom lesson genres use the interacting discourse
mode, which means that both show adjacency pairs, turn-taking and so on.
However, the patterning of these features is very different in the two, for
reasons just mentioned. In terms of adjacency pairs, fopic management and
turn-taking Classroom discourse shows far greater apparent regularity than
Conversation, probably owing to the fact that one participant (a teacher) has
been granted greater power to control these elements, and the other partici-
pants acquiesce and (usually) cooperate in that control.

One further and significant difference between the two genres is that
Classroom discourse contains as a central feature the IRF pattern. In recent
years, although the concept of IRF in education has been Hm-mxm:,i:ma‘ so that
it is accepted that its functions can vary more widely than was once thought,
it is nonetheless ‘constant across instructional settings” (Hicks, 2003:17).
The pattern may be relatively infrequent in other genres, as it can appear
impolite if we give feedback on what Someone says (o us in situations when
they do not want it or see any need for it, but it does exist in other genres
where there is a situation of unequal power, such as certain business meet-
ings and doctor-patient encounters (Berry, 1981) or in parent-child discourse
(Seedhouse, 1996).

Summary

This chapter has examined two examples of important spoken genres which
involve the interacting discourse mode, and has also identificed a number of
techniques and approaches for analysis.

The first part of the chapter addressed Conversation, and showed how
a conversation can be approached in practice by examining patterns ol
tirn-taking, topic management and pattemns of adjacency fairs The analysis of
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