Introduction

In the past history of discourse studies, written but not spoken discourses were the main focus of analysis, which may be due to technical limitations of sound recording. However, in recent decades, there has been a blooming growth of spoken discourse analysis, and this provides linguists with vital information of what are actually involved when someone speaks. In the language teaching field, analysis of the teacher-student conversation has also been extensively conducted, but the majority of which concerns talks taking place in the formal classroom context. 

Seeing this, in order to develop a better and more comprehensive understanding of spoken discourses between teachers and students, this essay is attempting to investigate the following listed features of one such discourse recorded in an informal context, and some significant comparisons will be made with its counterparts in the formal context.

1. Speech acts

2. Moves, Exchanges & Transactions

3. Topics & Subtopics 

4. Transactional and Interactional Talk

5. Politeness and face saving phenomenon

6. Schemata and Implicatures 

7. Turn-taking behaviors

Before the formal analysis, some of its background information will be discussed first.
Background

· As mentioned, the spoken discourse analysed was a teacher-student talk in an informal context. The detailed information concerning the setting, participants and their roles etc. is reported in Annex 1

· The transcripts of the whole discourse is enclosed in Annex 2, with the speech acts, moves, and topics of each utterance analysed in the table form.

· In analysing the structure of the spoken discourse, Sinclair-Coulthard ‘Birmingham’ model which organises discourses according to the following hierarchy will be adopted:

TRANSACTION


EXCHANGE


MOVE  (Initiation, Response & Follow-up)


ACT  

(Adapted from McCarthy, 91:22).

· In analysing the speech acts, Tsui’s (94:61 & 220) model will be adopted. However, for clarity sake, the classification of responses and follow-up moves will be further accompanied by the function of each constituent speech act involved. Most of such functions were adopted from McCarthy (91), and this results in an eclectic approach in the classification of speech acts.

1.Speech acts
In this section, speech acts in initiations, responses and follow-up will be discussed separately. 

A) Initiations

First, it was found that some half of all initiations are related to conveying factual messages (8 out of 9 elicitations are those of information and 9 out of 10 informatives are reports, which together account for 17 out of a total 32 speech acts in initiations). While research (e.g. Tsui, 85, quoted in Tsui, 95) shows that the high frequency of factual questions is typical of classroom interactions
, which are often characterised by teachers’ making use of questions either as a means of drawing students’ participation (by asking open or referential questions) or checking their understanding (by asking display questions), it is interesting to find that only half of such elicitations (5 out of 9) were made by the two teachers in the analysed spoken discourse. This may be due to the situational influence that all the participants were perceived by each other as equals when playing scrabble, and the elimination of the inherent power difference between teachers and students virtually replaced, what Tsui (95) said, the typical ‘evaluative mode’ of teacher-student interactions by the ‘sharing mode’ of that between friends. Within such mode, negotiations of meaning between the interlocutors are common, thus leading to equal opportunities of asking questions by each of the two parties.

Unlike the elicitations, most informatives (8 out of 10) were still given by the teachers, which resembles the different sorts of teacher explanations during lessons. This suggested that although apparently all participants were equal candidates of the game, the two teachers still played a monitoring role implicitly, in the sense of making students learn the vocabulary encountered (e.g. utterances 9, 12) and maintaining everybody’s obedience of the rules involved (e.g. utterances 31).

Of the remaining initiations, the majority of them are expressing needs for actions, with 12 requestives and 3 directives. Most of them concern urging the participants to take their turns more quickly (e.g. utterances 1, 10 & 19), or to accept ( e.g. utterances 30, 34) or reject ( e.g. utterance 14) choices made by some of them. This probably resulted from the participants’ high level of enthusiasm and engagement in the competition and their strong desire to win. Interestingly, like the informatives, most (9 out of 12) requestives were raised by the teachers, which, again, resembles the classroom situation in which students need to do the different tasks assigned by the teachers and justifies the previous claim that the teachers were the implicit monitors of the game, this time in terms of managing the progress of the game (e.g. utterances 10, 35 & 39) 
. However, there are two major differences between teachers’ requests made in the analysed discourse and in classroom interactions. First, since teachers are authoritative in the classrooms, the requests that they made there were seldom taken for granted; while playing scrabble, however, their authority disappeared and thus their requests could be rejected (e.g. utterances 30). Second, in classrooms, teachers’ every request must have their underlying rationale and is considered to be of the interest of their students; in playing games, these requirements can no longer be valid and one of the teachers (Ann) even made a request for others’ accepting her previous cheating behavior (utterance 34).  

B) Responses

In Tsui’s (94) model, there are three major subclasses of responding acts. The first type are the ‘positive’ responses, which are ‘preferred’ replies to the previous initiations, the second are ‘negative’ responses, which are ‘dispreferred’ by the speakers of the previous initiations. The final type of responses are not only ‘dispreferred’, but they also ‘challenge’ the underlying ‘presuppositions’ of the initiations, and they are referred to as ‘challenges’ rather than responses in Tsui’s system.

This system is applicable to general social communications. In teacher-student interactions, however, there is an ambiguous case. It is very common that teachers ask students display questions to which they already have the answers (which are very rare in social communications) 
. In Tsui’s words, they are asked not because the teachers ‘want to know the answers’ but because they ‘want to check if students know’ them (Tsui, 95:27). If there is evidence that the students do address the questions but still give incorrect answers, it is clear that such answers are ‘dispreferred’, but they are different from the ones classified as ‘negative’ in Tsui’s model, of which the questioners do ‘presuppose’ the addressees to know the answers for sure. On the contrary, since they are not ‘preferred’, they should not be regarded as positive responses. Based on these, the wrong answers to teachers’ display questions are to be classified under a new category—‘pseudo-negative’. In the spoken discourse analysed, although the context does not involve formal teaching, there is one such instance of pseudo-negative response expressed in an elicitation form (utterance 8).

Actually, in typical teacher-student interactions, owing to the power difference mentioned above, one would generally expect that all students’ responses to teachers’ initiations are ‘positive’ (i.e. preferred). In the particular discourse analysed, it was found that most of such responses are indeed ‘positive’. Teachers’ responses to students’ initiations (e.g. students’ questions), on the other hand, are only expected to be of the interest of the students, which may not necessarily be ‘preferred’ by them. In fact, in the discourse, there is one negative response by a teacher (Ann) to a student’s (George) directive initiation (utterance 30), which refused his advice of cheating. 

Unexpectedly, ‘negative’ response was also found to be given by a student to a teacher as well. In utterance 22, a student (Kenny) gave a negative response to a teacher’s (Charlie) requestive initiation by turning down his invitation directly and without any hedging, which is quite uncommon in classroom exchanges. What is even more rare, however, is another student’s (George) challenge to the same teacher’s directive—warning (utterance 15). In such an utterance, the student’s denial of the teacher’s cheating convict was not only dispreferred by the questioner, but also challenged him in two ways. First, it challenges the directive’s presupposition that the warning was given to the addressee who was convicted to cheat, (i.e. he was not expected to give the response). Second, it challenges another presupposition that ‘there is a need for the action (warning) to be carried out’ (Tsui, 94:177).

Actually, the most serious challenge in the analysed discourse was given by a teacher to another teacher. In utterance 25, a teacher’s (Simon, the recorder) denying that he was doing a comparison challenge the two successive elicitations (one of confirmation and the other of information) in the previous initiation by another teacher (Charlie). First, it challenges the presupposition in the elicitation of confirmation that ‘the addressee will confirm that the speaker’s assumption is true’ (Tsui, 94:168). Consequently, it also challenges the presupposition in the elicitation of information that ‘the addressee has the information (whom the participants were to be compared with)’ (Tsui, 94: 165&166). These two challenges severely violate the politeness system between the interlocutors (to be discussed) and the expectation of the initiation maker (Ann). This was marked by Ann’s response to Simon’s immediately following informative—report initiation, with an ‘oh’’-receipt token (Heritage, 84, quoted in Tsui, 94:176) indicating that he had just realized the fact that they were not to be compared with others, followed by a short pause before the final acknowledgement. Besides, the whole response was given in a low pitch, which, together with the pause, indicated her disappointment as well.

      Actually, despite the existence of the above uncommon initiations and responses in teacher-student exchanges, there were no communication breakdowns caused. This is best accounted for by the contextual factor: in the context of playing games, the interlocutors are allowed, and in fact expected, not to follow the politeness system as rigidly as in the classroom-teaching context. In addition, in such a context there is a higher opportunity for negotiations of meaning as discussed, and this greatly reduces the chance of getting breakdowns as well. In fact, the significance of the contextual considerations in spoken discourse analysis has been affirmed by most linguists in this area, like Scollon & Scollon, E. Hatch, R. Wardhaugh and A. Tsui. 

C) Follow-ups  

As expected, most (4 out of 6) follow-ups found in the analysed discourse were made by teachers. This, to a large extent, resembles the pattern in classroom, in which teachers often give feedback to students’ answers to their questions, which are often positive (endorsement) or negative (concession) evaluations. In this particular discourse, likewise, all of the teachers’ follow-ups are endorsements or concessions (2 each), with only one acknowledgement found. Finally, owing to the relatively simpler exchange structure (to be discussed) and smaller number of interlocutors, a second interlocutor always managed to start another exchange immediately after the end of the previous one even without a turn-passing act, which explains why there were no such acts (follow-up 2) observed.             

2. Moves, Exchanges and Transactions

As mentioned, Sinclair and Coulthard’s three-move exchange model is adopted in this analysis, and in the analysed discourse, all three moves—initiations, responses and follow-ups—are present. However, in comparing their amounts, it was found that the total number of follow-ups (6) is significantly smaller than that of initiations (27) and responses (22) respectively
. This finding is supported by a number of analysts of exchange structure of non-classroom discourse who suggested that exchanges in social discourses ‘typically consist of two parts’ only (initiations and responses) (e.g. Burton, 80; Stubbs, 81, quoted in Tsui, 94:13). This may also explain why in Sinclair and Coulthard’s model there are three moves in a typical exchange but in Schegloff and Sack’s concept of adjacency pair
 there are only two, as the data used in deriving the former are basically classroom talk while those used in deriving the latter are general social conversations.  


Of the six follow-ups identified, it was found that only two of them were made by the students, which was quite an uneven distribution when compared with those in social interactions. This may be due to McCarthy’s (91) observation that in such classroom speaking activities as getting students to interview each other, students often perceive their role as, what he called, a ‘journalistic interviewer’, which requires them to get information from but not exchange it with the interviewee and thus leading to a ‘low occurrence of follow-up moves’ (McCarthy, 91:125). In fact, besides follow-ups, the number of initiations (20) and that of responses (11) are larger than those by students (both 9). On the one hand, this, together with the above, contradicts McCarthy’s claim that unlike classroom interactions, participants in social ones are ‘more or less equal, and each of them will enjoy the right to initiate, respond and follow up’ (McCarthy, 91:20). On the other hand, this reveals the influence of the role and status of the teachers and students on their relative dominance in interactions both inside and outside the classroom, in which an absolutely ‘equal’ relationship between the two parties can never be established.  


Upon careful observation, it was also found that the above discrepancy is relatively less significant in the area of responses (13 teacher responses Vs 9 student responses). This is because one of the students—Carter—made six responses out of his total seven moves. In fact, such a high proportion of responses in students’ moves may result from the widespread classroom interaction pattern where the teacher is usually the one to initiate and follow-up while the students are ‘restricted to responding moves’ (McCarthy, 91:122). This deprives them of the opportunity to practise moves other than responses, and in turn inhibits their competence and confidence in making such moves in social interactions.

Finally, the above distribution of the three types of moves reveal that there are more initiations than responses. This does not, nevertheless, mean that some initiations were not responded properly, as can be proved by the absence of communication breakdowns caused. Actually, the reason for this discrepancy is two-fold. First, there were occasions in which the original initiation-response pairs were interrupted by another initiation by another interlocutor in the middle (e.g. utterances 11 &14), thus leading to a pattern of two initiations with only one response, which is very rare in typical classroom talk but common in other social conversations, especially during the negotiations of meaning discussed before. Second, some requestive initiations (e.g. utterances 19 &39) aim to and indeed initiate non-verbal (action) rather than verbal responses, and since such responses are beyond the scope of spoken exchanges, they were not counted in the IRF system.   


Besides the frequencies, when considering the structure of exchanges, there exists a difference between the analysed discourse and classroom talk. According to McCarthy (91), classroom exchanges are dominated by question-and-answer exchanges while in other social conversations, there are such other exchange types as informative-acknowledgement. Within the discourse, a variety of exchange types can be identified, like advice (directive)-refusal (utterances 17 & 18), invitation (requestive)-refusal (utterances 21 & 22) and informative-acknowledgement (utterances 25 & 26), which, despite the above similarities with classroom talk, makes the discourse resembles a genuine social interaction to a certain extent.


More microscopically, in terms of the structure of the utterances, owing to the need for relatively shorter moves and keener turn-taking behavior of the participants in the competition mood, it is normal to find several moves in one single utterance.  In the analysed discourse, 12 out of the total 39 utterances contain two moves, and three even contain three moves (utterances 29, 30 & 35), in which the speakers made a second initiation immediately after their previous one, i.e. before receiving the addressees’ responses. Actually, this pattern of two successive initiations is only common in such a small number of situations as self-corrections or rhetorical questions, since normally any initiation ‘sets up the expectation’ of a particular response before another initiation is launched (Tsui, 94:11). Upon further investigating the internal structure of moves, as Sinclair and Coulthard (75) claimed, when a move consists of more than one act, one of them must be the ‘head’ (main) act (quoted in Tsui, 94:13). In the analysed discourse, such moves were also observed (e.g. utterance 30 & 35), the majority of which was formed by a requestive as the head, with an informative-report as a pre/post-head.  

In short, it is these ‘multi-acted’ moves, together with the ‘single-acted’ ones, which made up the characterised utterances and exchanges discussed above, and such exchanges in turn form three transactions altogether, each developing one of the three topics discussed in the following.    

3. Topics and Sub-topics

According to McCarthy (91), there are many interpretations of the notion topic, and in this essay, the one which seems to be most prevalent in language teaching is adopted, which sets topics as ‘titles for the subject matter of speech events’ (McCarthy, 91:132). Also, he classified topics into two main categories, the first being reasons for talk while the latter arises ‘because people are already talking’ (McCarthy, 91:132). Within the analysed discourse, there are three topics developed, and it was found that all of them belong to the latter type. 

The first and major topic is scrabble, which is quite expected since it is the activity that focused all the participants’ attention and engaged them to talk. This topic is developed through five subtopics, and, as shown in the transcript, such developments  were  ‘occasioned by a set of actions or events taking place at that (the same) time’ (McCarthy, 91:133). The first subtopic is Carter’s turn, which consists of three exchanges(utterances 1-6). After Carter’s completing his turn, another participant, Ann, picked up the word that he made and initiated the second subtopic—meaning of ‘tribe’, which consists of two exchanges (utterances 7-9), with the response to the second initiation being expressed non-verbally by the addressee’s (Carter) nodding his head. Then it became Ann’s turn to launch a word, and this initiated the third subtopic—George’s offer to help her. There are seven exchanges (utterances 10-19) developing this subtopic at the first stage, and like the above, two of the initiations (utterances 10 &19) were just responded non-verbally. 

After these seven exchanges, as a new participant joined the conversation and initiated a new topic, the development of this subtopic was interrupted by that of the second main topic—sound recording, with only one subtopic—reasons for recording. This topic altogether takes four initiation-response (IR) exchanges to develop (utterances 20-26). However, one IR exchange in-between them (utterances 21 &22) is shifted back to the topic scrabble, with the development of a new subtopic—invitation. Next, a new topic—assignment—which was already introduced in the discussion on the sound-recording topic was developed by one IR exchange (utterances 27 &28). After that, the discussion was shifted back to the topic scrabble and, more specifically, to the subtopic George’s offer, which takes one final IR exchange to finish (utterances 29 & 30). Finally, two new subtopics under scrabble—Ann’s own choice and final results—were each developed by four exchanges (utterances 30-35 and 35-39 respectively), and the latter one marked the end of the topic developments and thus the whole spoken discourse.

As seen from the above, throughout the discourse, there were several shifts of topics/sub-topics. However, only one of them is marked by a framing move (utterance 7), and yet there was no evidence showing that the participants have difficulties in mastering the topics and the boundaries between them. This may be due to two reasons. First, as mentioned, the major topic/subtopic developments are accompanied by actions or events happening at the same time, thus a change of topic also meant a change of what the participants were doing or a happening of an event, which clearly indicated the topic boundaries. For example, before the first topic change (utterance 20) initiated by the last participant (Kenny), he opened the door and entered the room. As one would expect, this event aroused other participants’ curiosity in finding out who was coming in or even surprised them, thus making them focus their attention on Kenny and stop their original conversation. Moreover, the participants may presume this new comer to start a new topic when he spoke, and all these made the topic change to a certain extent ‘expected’. Second, the background knowledge of the participants relevant to the topics also help facilitating the topic shifts. For instance, the participants’ knowledge of the rules of the scrabble game made them expect Ann to take up her turn after Carter had completed his, and in turn an end to the development of the original subtopic Carter’s turn and the start of  a new one. The features of this background knowledge involved will be explored later.   

4. Interactional & Transactional Talk

As discussed above, in the analysed discourse, most of the conversation belongs to the topic scrabble, and involves mainly requesting other participants to do such things as taking their turns more quickly or accepting an offer etc.. Thus, as one would expect, a large amount of transactional talk was found. However, interactional talk was also present; in the development of the topic ‘recording’ (utterances 20-23), for example, what the participants talked about certainly did not involve getting things done. In such part of the conversation, it was found that the student (Kenny) managed not only to respond to other’s initiations, but also to make his own initiations. Seeing this competence and Belton’s (88) critics on the overemphasis on ‘transactional talk at the expense of interactional’ in language teaching (McCarthy, 91:137), one would agree that free conversation setting, like the one of the analysed discourse, is conducive to students’ practising and developing skills involved in interactional talk and can supplement the insufficiencies of formal lessons. 

In his discussion of these two types of talk, McCarthy (91) stressed that there are no clear boundaries between them. In fact, this is reflected in the conversations within the analysed discourse. For instance, in urging the participants to take quicker turns (e.g. utterances 1, 10 & 19), the speaker apparently aims transactionally at keeping the game in progress. However, this also helps create an exciting and nervous atmosphere for the game, which makes other participants more engaged in it and thus achieves a closer relationship between them. These are obviously functions of interactional talk. 

5. Politeness and face-saving phenomena

Scollon & Scollon (95) classified politeness into two main categories, namely involvement (positive face) in which the speakers tend to involve him/herself and other participants in the conversation and independence (negative face) in which the speakers ‘emphasise the individuality of the participants’ (Scollon & Scollon, 95:37). Moreover, they further identified a number of strategies which show the two faces. In the analysed discourse, it was found that all the participants showed  involvement face, and the specific strategies observed included using 1st and 2nd  personal pronouns (I, you etc.), claiming in-group membership by using ‘we’ and ‘let’s’ (utterances 29, 35 & 39) and being optimistic (utterance 39). The high frequencies of these involvement strategies by both teachers and students reveal that the two parties had built up , what Scollon and Scollon called, solidarity politeness system, which shows minimal power and social differences, instead of the inherent hierarchical one in classroom talk. It is beyond doubt that such a system significantly enhanced the students’ level of engagement in developing the topics/subtopics and initiating/responding exchanges discussed above. 


Furthermore, the sense of intimacy that this system brought to the participants also resulted in their absence of hedges or softeners when making a request or a convict etc.. This, however, is not necessarily face-threatening to the listeners, as can be shown from their responses to such requests/convicts; and it is quite clear that the participants knew that they would not upset each other before criticising them or directly refusing their requests. In fact, conversation of this type is popular among the youngsters in the local culture, and the students may have transferred it from Cantonese conversations to English ones so as to show their close relationship with the teachers. 


The absence of hedges, nevertheless, was not problem-free. As discussed in the speech act section, the reporter’s (Simon) directly challenging response to another participant’s (Ann) elicitations (utterances 25 &26) made her lose face and her disappointment was revealed in her low pitch and delayed follow-up to such a response. 

6. Schemata and Implicatures

In the analysed discourse, participants’ schemata played an important role in their composing their own and interpreting others’ utterances. In fact, they are realised at two different levels. First, at the macroscopic level, the participants’ background knowledge concerning the scrabble game, for example, enabled them to predict when to change the discussion topic (as discussed above), to voice out any unacceptable behavior and to reject others’ requests which were against the rules of the game. At the microscopic level, in order to comprehend the meanings of special uses of some expressions in the utterances, the participants’ relevant schemata needed to be activated. For instance, in order to interpret Charles’ superficial greetings in utterance 19 as a request, other participants must have at least known in advance that such specific wordings being uttered in a specific tone meant something other than to greet somebody. Another similar example was found in utterance 17, in which the expression ‘Just do it’, which is the advertising slogan of a sports equipment company, would sound strange if the other participants had not watched the advertisement and thus understood its meaning beforehand. 


Concerning implicatures, Yule (96) classified them into two types, namely generalised and particularised conversational implicatures, the former is context-free while the latter is context-dependent. In the analysed discourse, both types could be identified. For the generalised ones, the most obvious example was the superficial greetings in the special tone just mentioned, which implies a request for something in other situations as well. For the particularised ones, an example was found in utterance 33, in which the claim ‘she (Ann) hasn’t taken off her hand’ implies that once she had not done so, she still had the right to change the word.
7. Turn-taking and Dominant Speaker(s)


Throughout the whole spoken discourse, all the turns were taken up spontaneously without any pauses in-between, and there were two occasions where a new turn overlaps with the previous one (utterances 4 & 5; 14 & 15) and one in which two participants start their turn simultaneously (utterances 31 & 32). Besides, all the turns contain at least one initiation, response or feedback, with no pure ‘back-channel’ turns. All these suggest that the spoken discourse analysed resembles a natural English discourse, in which ‘turns will occur smoothly, with only little overlap and interruption’ (Sacks et al.,74, quoted in McCarthy, 91:127), and that at least some of the participants were interacting with each other actively.

In fact, when counting the total number of turns that each of the four major participants (Charles, Ann, Carter & George) took, it was found that the two teachers accounted for a significantly larger number of turns than the two students (20 Vs 13). On the one hand, this discrepancy resembles typical classroom talk pattern and sets the two teachers as the dominant speakers; on the other hand, there is a vital difference between students’ turns in the two contexts. As Sacks et al. (74) pointed out, there are two types of turn-taking—nominated and self-selected ones (McCarthy, 91:127). One would generally expect most of students’ turns in the classroom are the former ones; however, in the analysed discourse, all of them belong to the latter category. This in turn suggests that students’ engagement in speaking English can greatly be enhanced by adopting free conversation contexts.

8. Pedagogic Insights in to Spoken Discourse

After the above analysis, one would agree that, compared with traditional classroom teaching setting, free-talk contexts provide more opportunities for and in fact enhance students’ participation in such aspects of speaking English as using different types of speech acts and moves, and negotiations of topics/subtopics. From the language teaching perspective, the use of such contexts should be valued as an important and effective means of teaching skills involved in spoken discourse and not just a fun activity for students to practise their oral English. 

However, as mentioned in the last section, during the free-talks teachers are still the dominant speakers. Thus, in order to maximize students’ learning, teachers should shift such a dominance to their students by measures boosting their confidence to speak English, like valuing their contributions to the conversation and bearing their minor mistakes etc. Moreover, during such talks, teachers should make students aware of the existence of the politeness strategies and implicatures etc., which are essential features in natural speech in preventing communication breakdowns but are often neglected in formal teaching.

Conclusion


In conclusion, the above discussion revealed a number of differences between teacher-student talk in formal and informal contexts, and some merits of the latter over the former in promoting students’ speaking English. However, in an absolute sense, this is not to suggest that the latter is necessarily better than the former nor are they mutually exclusive. They, on the contrary, can complement each other in teaching spoken English, since the former is more effective in conveying the subject matter involved while the latter provides valuable opportunities for students to apply such knowledge.   
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Annex1

Detailed descriptions of the background information of the dialogue

1. Setting

The conversation was recorded in the English activity room of the school (Ying Wa College, Band 1) during a lunch-time break. As a measure of letting students practise oral English more, no one was allowed to speak Cantonese in that room. The participants were sitting around a table so that the faced each other, and they had been playing scrabble for about half an hour before the following conversation occurred. The recorder, Simon, sat at a corner of the table, recording and observing the participants’ interactions since they started the scrabble game.   

2. Participants

Charlie [C]/Ann [A]
aged around 25, assistants of the NET teacher in that school, native speakers of English, responsible for conducting supplementary oral lessons for junior forms, and they had been teaching the following three students for more than a year.

Carter [C’]/ George [G]/ Kenny [K]
Form two students from the same class of the school who are good friends of each other, capable of expressing themselves in English and quite willing to do so if required.

Simon [S]
The recorder, a student English teacher at the school, having taught the three students English for about two months.

3. Roles

Major interlocutors: Charlie, Ann, Carter and George

Minor interlocutors: Simon and Kenny

Charlie, Ann, Carter and George were playing scrabble and were mainly talking about it throughout the whole recording period, while Simon was not joining their conversations until Kenny entered the room in the middle of the conversation and asked him a few questions which are irrelevant to scrabble. After answering such questions and those from Ann, both Simon and Kenny no longer participated in the conversation and the four original players continued to talk about scrabble until the end of the recording.

4. Previous Discussion Content

Before the following conversation, the four players just finished talking about the meaning of the word ‘dash’ which had just been raised by Charlie in his turn and it was then Carter’s turn when the conversation started.

As reflected in the main analysis, this contextual information significantly influences all aspects of the spoken discourse under discussion.

Annex 2 – Analysed Transcriptions

Topic –Subtopic 
IRF
Speech Act(s)

Utterance

Scrabble –Carter’s turn
I
Requestive—request for action (G urges C to take her turn more quickly)
1
G: Be quick!


R
Positive ( Temporization +

          Informing
2
C’: Alright, let me think…em…

   I’ll make this one 

(puts the letters ‘T’, ‘R’, ‘I’ & ‘B’ to connect with an E on the scrabble board)


F/

I
Endorsement

Elicitation –of information
3
C: Yeah, this is a nice word. 

  How many marks can you get?  


R
Positive (Reply


4
C’: Two, three, six,  seven


I
Informative—report 
5
A:               Oh, there’s a double letter score here. You should have two marks for this letter. 


R
Positive ( Agreeing 


6
C’ Yes, that means a total of eight marks

Scrabble –Meaning of ‘tribe’
F/

I
Endorsement 

Framing move

Elicitation—of information 
7
A: Alright. 

   By the way, 

   Do you know the meaning of this word?


R

(I)
Pseudo-negative response ( Elicitation

 Elicitation—of information 


8
C’: Does it mean a village of… 


 F/

(R)

I
Concession ( Negative evaluation to response in 8 

(Negative Response)

Informative—report 
9
A: No, 

  It means a group of people. (C’ nodding his head)

Scrabble –George’s offer to help Ann
I
Requestive—request for action
10
C: It’s now your turn (pointing at Ann), be quick.


I
Elicitation—of information
11
G: (glancing at the letters that A got) Is l-o-a-d a  word?


R/

I
Positive ( positive evaluation

Informative—report 


12
A: Yes, load. 

   It means a heavy mass of something, but I haven’t an ‘A’.


I
Requestive—giving offer


13
G: Let me help you, I have an ‘A’.


I
Directive—warning 


14
C: No cheating, you should not  cheat.


R
Challenge ( Disagreeing


15
G:                         She is not cheating. This is hers, not mine (passing the letter ‘A’ to Ann and pointing at it).


F 

(R)
Concession ( Refusal

(Positive response to 14)
16
A: Yes, I just can’t cheat. I can’t take it.


I
Directive—advice 


17
G: Come on, just do it!


R
Positive ( Refusal


18
A: No, I won’t.


I
Requestive—request for action


19 
C: Hey, hello… (urging A to move faster) 

At this moment, another student, Kenny (K), entered the room. He discovered the recording walkman.

Sound Recording –Reason
I
Elicitation—of information


20
K: Why is there a walkman here?

Scrabble – Invitation
R/

I
Positive ( Reply

Requestive—invitation
21
C: Because Simon wants to record our conversation. 

   Hey, Kenny, do you want to join us?  

Sound Recording –Reason
R/

I
Negative ( refusal

Elicitation—of information
22
K: No. 

   Hey, Simon, why do you need to record them?


R
Positive ( Reply
23
S: This is for one of my homework. I need to transcribe, em… i.e. to write down what all of you said and see who talks more and who talks less etc.


I
Elicitation—of confirmation

Elicitation—of information
24
A: By the way, you said this type is for comparison, right?

   So who are we going to be compared with?


R/

I
Challenge ( disagreeing

Informative—report (clarification)
25
S: No, I’m not going to do a comparison. 

     I just want to analyse some features of typical natural speech. This recording should be enough already.


R
Positive ( acknowledgement


26
A: Um…I see .

Assignment – deadline 
I
Elicitation—of information
27 
C: So, when do you need to hand in this assignment?


R
Positive ( Reply
28
S: Mid-May, I suppose. After I finish my teaching practice here.

Scrabble – George’s offer to help Ann
F/

I/

I
Acknowledgement ( attention seeking

Requestive—request for action

Directive—advice 
29
G: Ah ha, 

   So shall we continue now?. 

   Come on, Ann, just make this word.   

Scrabble – Ann’s own choice
R/

I

I


Challenge ( Refusal 

Informative—report

Requestive—request for action

Informative—expressive

Informative—report (with Requestive—permission  embedded
)
30
A: No, 

   I have my own one. L-I-N-E line, 

   Four marks please. 

   Oh, no!

   I’ll make another one, (replacing the letter ‘L’ with a ‘V’) V-I-N-E vine, that will make up six marks


R/

I
Challenge ( Refusal

Informative—report 
31
C:  No, you can’t. 

    Once you put it on the board, you can’t

    Change it anymore   


R
Challenge ( Disagreeing + 

          Informing
32
C’:  No, that…that is unfair.


F/

I
Concession ( Elicitation

Informative—report
33
G: Why not? 

   She hasn’t taken off her hand. 


R/

I
Positive ( Agreeing (with 33)

Requestive—request for action
34
A: Yeah, you can’t do that.

  Come on, Carter, just write down six marks. 

Scrabble – Final results
R/

I/

I
Positive ( Directive 

Requestive—proposal 

Informative—report 

Requestive—request for action
35
C: Alright, just do what she said. 

   Let’s finish here. 

   It’s time to get back to your classrooms. Could you count who’ve got the highest mark?  


R
Positive ( Reply + Informing


36
C’ : You. 132 marks.


I
Elicitation—of information


37 
C: And who have the lowest?


R
Positive ( Reply + Informing
38
C’: Me, only sixty-seven 




F/

I
Endorsement ( Informing

Requestive—request for action
39
A: Never mind, we’ll play this game again next time. 

   Ok, now you guys please leave this room.

� According to that study, 70% of classroom talk consists of ‘teacher asking questions’ and the subsequent students’ answering them and giving feedback.


� For the three directives, although two of them are made by the same student (George), both of them are advice only. On the other hand, the remaining one made by a teacher (Charles) is a warning; and this still reflects the power of the teachers as in the classroom. 


� Indeed, Tsui herself pointed out that this type of exchanges are ‘odd’ in social communications and if people really ask display questions in such communications, ‘challenge or aggression is implied’ (Tsui, 95:28).


� The numbers are slightly smaller than that of the speech acts counted above, since some initiations & responses contain more than one speech acts.


� Schegloff and Sack pointed out that an organization pattern recurring in conversation is ‘that of two adjacent utterances, which are produced by different speakers, and are related to each other in such a way that they form a pair type’ (Tsui, 94:11).


� Apparently, the second statement just states what the speaker (Ann’s) was going to do, but since in the scrabble game, changing the word after putting it on the board is commonly not allowed; thus, the statement also serves as an implicit request for other participants’ permission to let her do the change.
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