INTRODUCTION

A student is doing practice teaching for his claats, and has them do work in groups.
After each group presents their work, he says, “&mivery smart.”

Giving feedback in the classroom is not intuitimihough it may seem so to those of us
who have spent a long time in educational insbngi The undergraduate non-native
speaker quoted above had the best of intentiondi®praise might be seen as
patronizing, inappropriate, or just strange. Tolaxpto this student exactly what was
wrong with his praise, we need to take a closek Etovhat positive and negative

feedback are and how they fit into the broadere&danf academic English.

It is easy to forget that even native speakersngfliEh have to learn academic
English as an additional language. This can bdeagihg, but it is also a large part of the
student’s success in a university. The more stgd@tve up through the ranks of
academia, the more they need to be comfortablg @iademic English as a means of

communication.

With an increasing focus on initiating novicesiaicademic discourse, there is
realization that there are still many things tadiszovered about academic English.
Researchers are looking more into different aspgcsademic English, including the
interpersonal aspects. Where to the uninitiateskiy look as though written academic
English is entirely impersonal, it has been foumat tvriters are expressing opinions and
politeness, and interacting in subtle ways withHeagues. It is vital to acquaint students
with this aspect of academic English. Not only cahley cause offense by not being

familiar with it, but it is possible that they withiss key points when reading research.



Delving more deeply into the characteristics ofdsraic English, therefore, can have real

benefits for students and instructors.

Written academic English has occupied a “spedadqd in academia (Lindemann
and Mauranen 2001: 459). The reasons for thisaatg obvious. Decisions on grading,
hiring, tenure, and the conferring of degrees aaderon the basis of the written word. In
addition, materials written by instructors and stud are more readily available. Now,
however, the development of several corpora recbotiecollege campuses has made it
more feasible to study spoken academic Englisidi&udone using the Michigan Corpus
of Academic Spoken English (MICASE) from the USni$son et. al. 2002) , and the
British Academic Spoken English (BASE) corpus frBnitain have considerably added to

the general study of academic discodrse.

At this point we still do not have a clear pictafehe characteristics of academic
spoken discourse. Swales (2001) has set as ohe aidin objectives of research the
guestion of whether spoken academic discourse t@esmore closely ordinary
conversatiohor written academic discourse. In answering thissgjon, it has become
clear that there are a large number of variablasrthght have an effect on academic
spoken English. Academic spoken discourse can tieedevery broadly. MICASE
defines it as any speech that takes place on ateata campus, not including speech that
would be the same if it occurred in a differentiagt(Simpson et. al. 2002). T2K SWAL

also includes a number of different kinds of speeaieluding only what is not “university

! The TOEFL 2000 Spoken and Written Academic Langud@@K SWAL) Corpus has also been used, but
is not available to the public and was not usedHt project.

% This term is used by Drew and Heritage (1992jnémn speech outside of the category of institutiona
discourse.
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specific” (Biber et al. 2006a: 23). It might be exged that a speech event which had not
been prepared beforehand, such as a discussiabcion, might be more like ordinary
speech. A prepared lecture, on the other hand,tmegkemble written academic English
more closely. The amount of information to be cgmeemight also influence this
characteristic. Disciplinary area has been obsetvedrrelate with some variations in
academic spoken English, with more hedging andepfillesrs being used in the

humanities (Poos & Simpson 2002, Schachter e1981, 1994). More research is needed

on this point to bring a clearer picture of theunatof academic spoken English.

Another aspect which has been studied in deptieisvays in which academic
spoken English is used to support novices (Rudd§8¥; Swales 2001; Mauranen 2003,
2002b; Fortanet 2004). This differs from the usoalge of academic discourse. The ideas
of Elbow (1991) are still popular enough to be &lde on the Internet in animated form
and may be familiar to teachers of English for &oaid purposes. Elbow uses a
definition of “academic discourse” that includegyotine written form (as was common in
1991). He expresses several ideas that later foword support through such things as
corpus studies of academic discourse (such asthéhfat it actually includes many
diverse types, and that it differs according taigine). The point that may have been
more salient to teachers, however, was his opiofdhe message sent by the use of
written academic discourse: “We don’t want to talkyou or hear from you unless you use
our language” (p.147). This may to some extentie of written discourse, but spoken
academic discourse in the classroom does not seemgending this message (Rudolph
1994, Swales 2001, Poos and Simpson 2002, SwaleBuake 2003, Fortanet 2004,

Mauranen 2002b, 2003). Although in the popular imaijon academic English is used to



confuse and alienate those outside the ivory toweagality the spoken form is often used

to show solidarity with students or to help thenderstand difficult concepts.

This study looks at the supportive nature of anadepoken English, and also
explores the relationship between academic spoiseowrse, academic written discourse,
and conversation, by examining praise and critidistme classroom. Although not
found in all types of academic discourse, feedbaekbasic part of instructor-student
interaction, and has been found in classroom spateah disciplines and levels. It also is
given great import by the students themselves (Mu& Renaud 1995) who may not be
familiar with all aspects of academic discourseunderstand the effect that praise has on
their motivation. Many teachers probably give fesdbwithout thinking very much about
it, but the ability to do this effectively does reatme automatically to everyone. The
impetus for this study grew from the researcheo’s-native-speaking trainee teachers,
who needed explicit instructions on how to praiselents in English. An exhaustive
search revealed that, although praise has beerdtirdm a pedagogical point of view,
there were few if any studies of praise from thiespective of pragmatics. From there it
was expanded to look at negative feedback as Weal. study will look at the use and
structure of praise as a speech act. Drawing orique studies of academic spoken
English, it will examine praise in light of ordinaconversation and written academic
English. Since differences in discipline seem t@lfactor sometimes in academic
discourse, it will look at these as well. It witldn examine negative feedback as part of the

discourse of the interactive classroom

1.1 OUTLINE OF THE DISSERTATION



Chapter 2 of the dissertation describes the rekdsckground for the project. It
presents a rationale for using corpora and givessaription of the corpora used. It also
explains how praise was indentified and tagged,casclisses the difficulties in
identifying criticism. The third chapter reviewsethterature used in the thesis. Since the
use of a corpus situates the research within acadggoken English, the review starts
with an overview of academic English, and the niaam of research for academic spoken
English. This includes an examination of the Ititia Response Follow-up (IRF) pattern,
since it is largely in this type of classroom exuipathat feedback is given. It then reviews
the literature on compliments, institutional speeademic written English, and
disciplinary differences. Finally it deals with eep disagreement and criticism, and issues

of face that may play a large part in the real@abf negative feedback.

The first aspect to be examined is the compamg@tademic spoken English with
ordinary conversation. In the case of praise,ithislves exploring similarities and
differences that exist with the speech act of cammgrhts, which have been extensively
researched. Compliments share an evaluative agjtbgbraise, although they differ in
other respects. Previous research has made chltanrta of the key characteristics of
compliments is their quality of being limited syctigally and semantically, and has
postulated reasons why they might be so limitedabse compliments are used for
solidarity and their formulaic nature helps to avthie threat of creating distance (Knapp,
Hopper & Bell 1984, Manes & Wolfson 1981, Manes 398/olfson 1983, 1984). This
project examines praise for the same charactesjstitd shows how they might differ in
light of how the use of praise differs from thatcoimpliments. As with other studies

(Hartford & Bardovi-Harlig 1992, Bardovi-Harlig & &ttford 1993, Thonus 1999) it was



found that the institutional agenda of the classr@ontributed to the difference between

academic spoken English and ordinary conversation.

Secondly, a comparison between spoken and wattademic English was made.
Here the written equivalent of praise was lessratea In written academic discourse
positive evaluation is possible in several différeontexts, but it seems to be more limited
in spoken academic English. Although praise betvasaudemic peers is theoretically
possible, examples were not found in the spokeparar Situations in which praise might
be expected to be given to peers, such as profedgicesentations, do not occur in either
of the spoken corpora used. Peer to peer praise@dsund also in student interactions
such as meetings, possibly due to status factaweMer, evaluation of professional peers
is common in such written contexts as book reviemsl, these have been studied (Hyland
2000). In addition to this, three other studiesenszlected for comparison, two of which
consider peer to peer praise in very different ertst students’ evaluations of their
classmates’ essays (Johnson 1992) and peer commadéson research articles prior to
publication (Fortanet 2008). The last of the foumveys evaluative comments by teachers
on students’ papers (Hyland & Hyland 2001). Thiprisbably the form of evaluative
language in written academic discourse which istroosparable to spoken classroom
praise, because it is given by an instructor ttudent, on the subject of the student’s
performance. However, the addition of the otheedlstudies makes it possible to examine

more closely the role of status in praise.

The third project compares praise use across disafg boundaries. Disciplinary
differences have been shown to have an effect@odmparison among academic spoken

English, ordinary conversation, and academic wrigaglish. Comprehending such
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differences seems to be an important part of ifiengj the characteristics of academic
spoken English. In addition to studies which usgora, a typology created by Biglan
(1973a, 1973b) and Becher (1994) has been widelg toscompare disciplines. It has
been shown that the disciplines differ in termshef language used, as well as by
commonly used classroom activities and goals foiyst The current study will attempt to

show what, if any, influence these differences haveraise in the classroom.

Finally, attention was turned to criticism in tHassroom. Although this has been
examined as part of a general study of feedbawkiiten academic English (Hyland
2000), studies of negative oral feedback have lpgncentrated on primary and
secondary classrooms (Edwards & Mercer 1987) daoguage learning classrooms
(Kasper 1985, Lyster & Ranta 1997, Cullen 2002, Wp2002, Lee 2007). While these
have added much to our understanding of feedbaaknd®le, the type of negative
feedback being given to an ESL learner who makemaistic mistake can be expected to
be quite different from that of an undergraduatelenht who answers a question
incorrectly or makes an off-topic contribution taligcussion and needs to be redirected.
Therefore, types of negative feedback are stilbpen context for study. It was found that
criticism is much less obvious than praise for @asireasons, and so this section uses a
more discourse-focused analysis to take a clodedbways instructors might be giving

negative feedback.

Although this project was initially undertaken witon-native-speaking trainee
teachers in mind, an examination of feedback ntighhelpful to many teachers and
students. It seems curious that something thatdls a key point in what teachers do in the

classroom has received so little attention thusAihough this study looks at how praise
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and criticism are realized and the actual semamitsyntactic forms that are used in

different contexts, it also raises other questaimsut feedback: how can we make it more
clear, motivating, or sensitive? What type do stusi@refer? How do they understand it?
It is hoped that this study will form a base fatiscussion of these issues, and also yield

new insights into academic spoken English andactesn in the classroom.



RESEARCH BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE

Evaluation of students is a key part of the ingtytis job. Indeed, as what Mehan called a
“distinguishing feature of classroom conversati@yaluation may define the role of the
teacher (1979: 194). While others may give instamcas part of their professional
duties—doctors, personal trainers, flight attenslarteachers are those who have to

constantly assess performance, with attendanpietsonal and pedagogical concerns.

Evaluation of students by teachers has been addfr@sshe scholarly literature,
but there are two aspects which deserve furthen@din. The first is on the pragmatics of
classroom evaluation. Although there have been rstaudies of the pedagogical aspect of
giving feedback, or giving feedback as a part aéstoom discourse (for example, van
Lier 1996, Lyster & Ranta 1997, Wells 1993, Caz@éa1, Clifton 2006, Barnes 2008,
Wright 2005, Walsh 2006, Ellis 2009), less attemti@s been paid to the interpersonal
concerns. Notable exceptions are Hyland and Hy{@0d1, 2006) which will be
considered in more detail in Chapters 5 and 7.8 haxe also been a few studies that
focus on pragmatics as part of a general pedagdgmas, which show that pragmatic
considerations are an essential part of the pedeaagfficacy of feedback. Baker and
Hansen-Bricker (2009) for example, have examined Well students understand written
feedback when, as often happens, it is hedged.nélierstanding of what is happening
pragmatically in classroom feedback can provide msight into its use as a tool of

learning.

The second aspect of evaluation that may need stody is its place in a non-

ESOL, post-secondary context. While evaluation,tiy@s the third turn in an Initiation-



Response-Follow up (IRF) exchange pattern (Sin&l&@oulthard 1975) has been
examined in English as a second or foreign langakgsroom, or in elementary and
secondary classrooms, not so much has been dahe tertiary level. Walsh (2006) has
suggested that his Self-Evaluation of Teacher Tralkhework, developed to describe
second or foreign language classrooms might wotkeatevel of college and above,
although he does not develop this idea extensivdlg.relative lack of research in the
tertiary context is perhaps attributable to thedb¢hat feedback does not occupy an
important place in such classrooms, or that it daggiffer enough from the other
contexts to be worthy of particular study. It mdgoabe true that in language classrooms
as well as pre-tertiary classrooms, participatiod socialization respectively are a more
crucial element of the pedagogical process. Indagg classrooms instructor feedback
can take many different forms as there are seasgcts of student speech to be
evaluated, while the instructor simultaneouslyrafits to create an atmosphere where
students feel free to talk. In elementary and sdapnclassroom, teachers have more
classroom management issues. Elementary and seg@uti@ols can be easier to research
also because teacher-student discourse tends faariwofairly strictly to the IRF pattern
(van Lier 1996), whereas this is less frequeneitidry classrooms. However, examining
evaluation at the college, university, and gradsateol level adds a new dimension to
the study of academic discourse and may add torstasheling of best practices in that

context.

These two aspects, pragmatics and the tertiargrdas), when examined
together constitute a fruitful site for exploratidsniversity students, who are usually
adults, may have more complex face wants thanremldo—they may feel more need to

present themselves as competent students or thinkeey may have differing face wants
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in interaction with instructors and with their pgefhe status difference between them and
the instructors may not be as large, which may tenaplicating factor in the instructor’'s
giving feedback. In addition, younger universitydgnts are being socialized into the
academic world, and because of this the issuealtiation becomes pertinent not only as
part of the pedagogy of the classroom but alsoussca being evaluated students are also
learning to evaluate, a difficult and problematpect of academic thought. Tracy (1997)
brings up a key issue. “Intellectual discussioruregs disagreement and criticism;
discussion is not intellectual without these feasurYet at the same time, criticism of an
idea carries a potential to destroy the discusisjowounding the person who offered the
idea” (p.110). Tracy is referring specifically tawalloquium of faculty and graduate
students, but evaluation, both positive and negatsvzan essential part of academic
discourse at all levels. It may be problematicrat a@f these levels because of the fact that
the pedagogical or institutional goals competeraidace goals. Tracy is considering only
negative evaluation in this case, but positive @atbn has its challenges and face threats
as well. Tannen’s discussion of “agonism,” the dvsine gives to “ritualized
adversaritiveness” in academic discourse (2002:188Bght at least partially answer the
question of why students need to learn to evali&te.points out that, while necessary,
agonism can be detrimental to intellectual worknéy cause academics to focus on fault-
finding rather than understanding, and it can irdate people away from intellectual

work who are not suited to this type of discouSige also mentions that, although
criticism in academic discourse is supposed toldjective, it can be very personal, hostile,
and sarcastic. This can be compared with the fgslof Mauranen (2002b) in a study of
undergraduate and graduate level classes: thaisasset in academic discourse is
overwhelmingly positive. Mauranen found very fewgative adjectives used in any

context (not just in evaluating student work) aages the question of how students are

11



learning to evaluate. It seems that undergraduategeaduate students are hearing
evaluation that tends to be positive, while thds#nem that go on to academic careers
will be expected to give negative criticism in dl@gial, constructive manner. The fact
that students are not being provided with modelsegfative criticism may in fact lead to
the phenomenon of established academics givingisrt in a way that is less than

optimal.

This would suggest that instructors at the tertiavgl need to pay attention to the
feedback that they are giving, perhaps as mucts&¥ For K-12 instructors do. To begin
doing this, and perhaps to build an idea of whetafoevaluation tertiary-level instructors
should be giving in order to teach students thils, $kis necessary to first examine what
sort of evaluation is happening in the classroom.nélthough assessment in general has
been examined in academic contexts, a closer leelsito be taken at the classroom, to
see how students’ answers and discussion contriisitire actually being evaluated by the

instructor as they happen.

2.1RESEARCH QUESTIONS
In planning the research questions, the reseamhdagmade by Swales (2001) was
consulted. Swales lists several questions thabpehiMICASE can answer:
* Which register does academic speech resemble oralieary conversation or
written academic prose?
* How does students’ use of academic speech chanpeyamove through the
ranks of academia?
* What, if any, gender differences are present?

* What are the relative effects of genre and distw!
12



* What more can we learn about different genresftegtiently occur in the

corpus?

* What are differences and similarities betweeni®@riand American academic

speech? (2001: 37)

Several of these are very difficult to study witle BASE corpus. It does not
contain an even number of men and women, for ex@msplit would be difficult to study
gender differences. Since it, unlike MICASE, haddata on academic rank, it is also not
possible to study how individuals develop acadespeech. The current research only
deals with one genre, seminars, and the numberavhples of these in the American
(MICASE) and British (BASE) corpora are not comymdea so it would be difficult to
examine these also. However, the current reseaitchttempt to discuss the first question,
on register, in depth. It is hoped through thiadd to the understanding of the

characteristics of the academic discussion genre.

One of the main concerns of the study of spokedero& English is to compare it
with both ordinary conversation and written acadeBimnglish. To explore this question
with respect to praise, samples from the corponewempared to compliments in
ordinary conversation and praise in written acaddgmglish.The research questions
which will be explored are as follows:

* How does praise compare syntactically and semadlytieeh compliments in
ordinary conversation? Specifically, does it stibevsame limited range of
semantics and syntax that Manes and Wolfson (1f@8hy3d?

* How is the discourse function of praise differewnin that of compliments?

* How does spoken praise compare syntactically amdusgcally with written

academic praise?
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* Written academic discourse has been shown to have wvariation (Dudley-
Evans & Johns 1981, Swales 2001, Lindemann & Man&®01) than spoken

academic discourse in general. Is the same trilrerespect to praise?

In addition to these, it has been shown that thestion of spoken academic
discoursen comparison with everyday conversation and writieademic discourse is
sometimes complicated by disciplinary differenaelich affects the number of words
used in both spoken and written discourse, anadnm@unt of variation in the language.
Therefore, two further research questions were éokm

* Does the disciplinary area of the class in whichig® is given affect the actual

number of words used in praising?

* Does disciplinary area correlate with variatiorpmise?

Regarding criticism, as Mauranen (2002b, 2003)dmisted out, evaluative speech
in academic discourse tends to be positive, withatiee evaluation strongly hedged. This
raises the question of what is happening in classsowhen a student gives an answer that
is incorrect or inappropriate to the discussion.ekamination of the literature on the
Initiation Response Feedback exchange revealstichtexchanges, or the Feedback
move of the exchange, have been categorized aogamipedagogical goal (van Lier
1996, Cullen 2002, Wright 2005), and accordingyfzetof elicitation (Mehan 1979a).1t
was felt that pedagogical focus might lead toediffg forms of negative feedback being
used. From this, the final research questions Weersulated

. How do teachers indicate that a student’s answéorisvhatever reason, not

adequate?
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* Does this negative feedback differ according tolR¥fe orientation and

pedagogical goal?

2.2RESEARCH METHOD

As will be shown below, praise and criticism, whitey may seem to be two sides of the
same coin, are realized in quite different waysewthe subject was explored with some
depth, it was found that different approaches bdakttaken to the study of praise and
criticism as well. Praise being relatively easdgtifiable, almost all examples could be
found by such methods as searching for positivediggs in instructor speech. However,
criticism of a student containing a negative adjyectvas extremely rare, and criticism
containing the word “no” was almost as seldom faurtterefore, it was difficult to
identify individual words or phrases that coulddearched in a corpus or counted, which
meant that praise and criticism had to be examinexigh different methods. Although
praise is examined through approaches such asaewaords, criticism is shown through a
more discourse-analytical approach. Even identifyeedback that is negative proved

problematic, as will be explored below.

2.2.1 Using naturally-occurring sources of data

It was decided that the best way of researchingespfeedback was to use naturally-
occurring data. There are many other ways of ingashg speech-act data (cf. Beebe &
Takahashi 1989; Beebe, Takahashi & Uliss-Weitz 19@0one type of study, a speech act
is elicited through some means, frequently a dissmaompletion task (DCT), and then
either compared with some other set of DCT datagfample, that of native or non-

native speakers) or analyzed on its own. This atrevas rejected for several reasons.
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One of the aims of this research is to investi¢fadeway in which instructors use
feedback spontaneously as a response to eventr¢hanfolding in real time in the
classroom. Therefore, providing them with an isadabypothetical situation, as might be
done in a DCT, would not be a valid research apgroAmong other reasons, instructors
might not all think the same things are worthy ddige or criticism, so it would be
virtually impossible to invent a context which wdulde interpreted in an adequately
similar way by all participants. In addition, sinttere is very little literature on the subject,
we could not be confident that an invented situatimuld reflect the way feedback is
actually used. It could have been feasible to askuctors about situations in which they
use praise, but problems with memory and relataaes meant that it was likely that this
would not yield data as useful as might be obtamegdrally. Using naturally-occurring
data meant that the research was able to investigadt people actually say, rather than

what they think they would say in a given situati@ohen 1996, p. 391).

The decision was made to use one or more corpaveaaxailable of academic
spoken English. Using a corpus carries with it sgvadvantages besides being able to
avoid the problems of the DCT. In addition to redgaesearcher bias and being easy to
combine with other methods (Baker 2006), it ob\sdtee necessity to collect a large
amount of data. Given the fact that a very smatbamh of classroom talk is devoted to
praise, and probably less to criticism, it is venportant to get a large sample of such talk,

probably more than could be transcribed by a siregearcher.

One rather large disadvantage of using a corpiltghe participants are
anonymous and therefore not available to the rekeafor interviews or further

information. Interviewing an instructor after asdao find his or her policy for giving
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feedback to students, or asking students whicls ebfieedback they find most
encouraging or useful, would be very interestingibumpossible here. There was also a
further problem with regard to praise: there angspaf the transcript in which it is not
possible to say definitely whether a certain statemvhich semantically or syntactically
resembles praise was actually intended as pralsg pbint will be explained in greater
detail later in this chapter. This is also reldi®the other disadvantage of a transcribed
corpus: in many cases only the written word is lakée, and it is not possible to see facial
expression, or hear tone or intonation, which wdade clarified this question

considerably.

The praise research was initially started withihehigan Corpus of Academic
Spoken English (MICASE) (Poos & Simpson 2002). Wttes was found not to contain
enough praise data, the British Academic SpokerdiEn(BASE) corpus was also used. It
was thought that there might be some significaif¢idinces between British and
American styles of praise, although the paucitpraise in MICASE would make this
impossible to fully investigate. For this reasoM3E alone provides the data for the three
research projects which deal with praise, althauyBASE was used for some specific
supporting examples and background information. Mthe research turned to criticism,
different issues became important. It was found @ahstudy of negative feedback needs a
corpus which is very carefully transcribed. If @ilithe student responses, however brief,
are not transcribed, the researcher will miss exasnpf uptake, for example. This is more
true of MICASE than of BASE, so MICASE was usedtfoat study. The smaller size of

MICASE was also appropriate for the closer readiegded in the criticism project.

2.2.2 Using corpora to examine speech acts: Generakthodological issues
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Pragmatic studies using corpora have been limitbich has been attributed to the fact
that speech functions cannot be easily searchedcomputer as is done in many corpus
linguistics studies (Jucker, Schreier & Hundt 2008:The past few years, however, have
seen an increase in the use of corpora to studynatic and discourse features, although
the challenge remains to find search terms whidhyieild useful data (Adel & Reppen
2008). Another fundamental problem is that corpayssis is intended to look broadly at
a text, not make a close reading as may be negdssar study of pragmatics (Baker
2006). Such methods as combining a search with €sation Analysis techniques (eg.
Walsh, O’Keefe & McCarthy 2008) or with discoursebysis (Bondi 2008) have been
used to explore various pragmatic issues. In sases; however, it is impossible to select
a word or words to search in a corpus. When exapioraise, one of the main research
guestions was to see which words are most likebyctur, so searches of individual words
would not be suitable. For this, the example obigus-based diachronic study on speech
acts was used, since there were similar methodmbigsues. For the three projects on
praise, a variation on genre-based bottom-up metbgg was used (Kohnen 2008). In
this type of study, a genre which seems likelyiddymany examples of the speech act
under investigation is selected. Discussion sestw@re chosen for the study of praise
after a survey of different types of speech evenMdICASE. The analysis then proceeds
“by hand,” and all of the relevant parts of themes are read (p.296). In Kohnen’s
description of this type of research, the next gdp expand the initial analysis into
different genres. This would be necessary in taehdonic study which he undertakes,
but for the purposes of this research the findimgee compared with other research on

different genres.
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Thus, the transcripts of the discussion sectiong &k read, with particular
attention paid to instructor responses to studesivars. . A search of the words “good”
and “right,” the most common words used in praisimgs done to be reasonably sure that
all examples had been collected. The instancesatdgwere then categorized and

analyzed.

The study of criticism required a different apptoa€or this chapter it was soon
found lists of words and their frequencies would stted any light on the main research
question of how instructors indicate to studen#s their responses are wanting. Criticism
or negative feedback proved to be much harderebotify in the transcripts than praise.
Hunston (2010) has pointed out the consensus aneseg@rchers that evaluation in
general is “both contextual and cumulative” (p..1Zhis seems to be the case for negative
evaluation by instructors in the classroom, whiheedctual words used to criticize are
difficult to distinguish from the co-text. Foragons which will be explored in depth in
Chapter 7, negative feedback is rarely given aslypees praise, and is sometimes
disguised so well as to be almost unrecognizaldsn,Aas Swales (2001) has pointed out,
corpus study is not “conducive to attending whatasthere” (p.52). Overt expressions of
dissatisfaction with the students’ performanceextteemely rare. The word “no” is
occasionally used, but very few examples of negadjjectives directed toward students
or their work were found. Even in cases in whicmearitical comment about student
behavior is given relatively directly, the critimiscannot be condensed into a single word.
From this it could be seen that searches for adgscbr other negative words in a corpus

would yield very few, if any, critical examples.
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Therefore in this section, discourse analysis tegles were preferred, with
reference to previous work on the organizationlassroom discourse, particularly the
Initiation-Response-Feedback exchange. Referensalsa made to work on face

concerns, particularly face concerns in the academy

2.2.3 MICASE and BASE
MICASE is a two-million word corpus compiled at tbiaiversity of Michigan,

transcribed, and available on the Interndithi://Isa.umich.edu/eli/micase/index.htm

MICASE comprises transcriptions of many differgyes of speech events. The
compilers take a very broad definition of an acaidespeech event, defining it as all
speech events that happen on the campus except turh as ordering food, that would
be the same if they were to take place outsideetampus. In addition to lectures,
seminars, and colloquia, it also includes commitbeetings, dissertation defenses, and
service encounters. This diversity actually makesamount of usable data for this
research much smaller, since some types of speect, éike a service encounter, might
be expected not to contain any feedback. Initiahg transcript from each type of speech
event was surveyed to find out which types conththe most praise. It was found that
praise was most frequent in discussion sectionsiy\éthe speech events on MICASE—
meetings, dissertation defenses, and colloquiggXample—contained no praise at all in
the transcript sampled. However, MICASE only cargden discussion sections, and of
these three contained no praise, generally be¢hageonsisted only of instructor speech.
Although some of the remaining transcripts did hquige a bit of praise, it was not
sufficient for the type of research which the peadsita suggested. For the projects
involving praise, the aim was to use frequency t®tmget an idea of the words used in

praise and make comparisons. It was felt that MIEAI®I not contain enough praise for
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this. However, with the study of negative feedbatiierent methods were used in which
it was not so necessary to find as many samplés transcript which included all student
responses, however brief, was more crucial. MICA®BE thus the more suitable corpus

for studying criticism.

For the study of praise, the BASE corpus was uSSE was compiled at the
Universities of Reading and Warwick and availalile a

http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/al/research/ccilbase/ BASE is smaller than

MICASE, with only 1.6 million tokens, but contait§0 lectures and 40 seminamd

thus has much more usable data. BASE, howevehalid a few significant disadvantages.
One is that not as much information is availabletenparticipants. MICASE has
information on each person’s gender, age rangeleacia rank, and native speaker status.
BASE only includes information on the gender oftggrants, and in fact does not
identify instructors—participants are designatetezi students or non-students. For a
more thorough look at the role of status in prajséag, information on age and rank
would have been helpful. Another problem is thatqmality of transcription seems to
vary. In some cases, it is evident that every attee, including backchannels, was
transcribed, but in some it is clear from contéet tsome utterance is missing from the
transcription, although this is not indicated. tfddion, speakers in MICASE were divided
equally in terms of gender. No mention of thisnade for BASE, and it does not seem to

be the case.

¥ MICASE distinguishes between “discussion sectiqusitlergraduate classes) and “seminars” (generally,
graduate classes). BASE has only a “seminar” oayegvhich includes both undergraduate and graduate
classes.
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Having identified two corpora which would be moppeopriate for a study of
feedback, definitions of praise and criticism whiebuld allow for it to be identified in

the corpus were attempted.

2.2.4 Praise: A working definition

The word “praise” is rarely distinguished from “cphment” in pragmatics literature.
However, in ordinary conversation the word “praigstially carries a slightly different
connotation. “Praise” differs from “compliments”ualy in that it is used to mean a
positive statement given to a student, a childy pet for the purpose of teaching
appropriate behavior. The word “praise,” therefegems to carry connotations of status or

a didactic purpose.

The literature on praise seems to support thigpBy (1981) conducted a survey of
several studies having to do with praise as itusrgby teachers of primary and secondary
school children. He defined praise as “to commdednork of or to express approval or
admiration[. . . .] [P]raise statements expresstipeseacher affect (surprise, delight,
excitement) and/or place the students’ behaviaomtext by giving information about it
value or its implications about the student’s afp.5-6). He also points out that praise
and criticism are “specific teacher responsesudesit behavior” and not the teacher’s
generally positive or negative feelings about tiuelent (p.6). It is significant that praise
is connected to the recipient’s behavior and nsit fjor general qualities (as a compliment
might be). He notes that praise implies a diffeesimcstatus, and that some teachers do not

like to use it for this reason.
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Junevelt and Tulviste (1997) in a study of praismteractions between mothers
and children from America, Estonia and Sweden negfiraise rather tautologically as: “an
utterance containing laudatory terms such as ‘goégalpd job,’ ‘that is not bad,” and so
forth.” Moreover, they mention that the praise mhete a verbal element; smiling, for
example, was not counted in their research (pA®ough they do not specifically
include this element in their definition, Junewaaid Tulviste were specifically looking for
performance-directed praise, by recording mothedschildren once when they were
doing a puzzle activity and once when they werangafunevelt and Tulviste found that
American mothers tend to praise more throughoutviioeactivities, which they felt
supported their thesis that American mothers anerooncerned with socializing their

children. This reinforces the idea that praiselmamgiven for the purpose of training.

The literature on compliments also deals withgbhestion of status. Manes (1983)
delineated the topics of compliments: appearanmugsgssions, and things that stem from
the hearer’s skill or effort. Wolfson (1983) fintheat status is a factor in compliments on
skill or effort. These compliments tend to be gilrpeople of higher status to people of
lower status, but not vice versa or to people efsame status. In the other two categories,
appearance and possessions, status was not a Bicte praise has a didactic component,
praise and performance-related compliments mapadhe same thing. However, it may
be that people tend not to give performance-reletedpliments to those of higher status
because performance-related compliments reseméigeprand praise is connected to

status.

Hyland (2000) in his study of evaluative languagpublished book reviews,

characterizes praise, following Holmes (1988b)asdct which attributes credit to
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another for some characteristic, attribute, skiit,, which is positively valued by the
writer” (p. 44). Hyland'’s definition here contains reference to status differences,
although elsewhere he writes that “conveying prang@ies an authority to appraise and

make public one’s judgments” (p. 45).

In this research, it was decided to only courpirasse utterances which occupied
the third turn in the discourse. That is, in ani&tion-Response-Feedback pattern, the
third turn consists of feedback (Sinclair & Coulithd 975; Mehan 1979 calls this turn
“evaluation.”) This was done to avoid confusioniwaigreement, as described below. The
third turn in academic spoken English has beeridtes of some interest, since it is a key
place for various functions—not only praise bubasgpanding or clarifying a student’s
answer, or various classroom management functlaes(2007) examines the
contingencies around the teacher’s third turn wisicbourse is contingent upon the
student’s answer. He points out many functions thiiral turn, including evaluating and
simultaneously questioning further (also discussedn Lier 1988), for classroom
management, or to make a language point. He mhkgoint that the third turn does not
have a single purpose. Therefore, caution had tssbd when determining whether the

third turn was praise, or even if it constitute@dlewation at all.

From these studies it is possible to extract thrgmrtant elements of praise that
can be used as a working definition for this reslear

e Praise is a positive statement given on the topperformance, effort, or skill,

and the results thereof, not on such things asaappee.

e |t may carry implications of status, as it tenol®é given by higher status people

to those of lower status
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e |t is usually carried out, at least ostensibly,tfte purpose of teaching or training.
This allows the identification of praise, and igestigation in the context of academic

spoken discourse.

2.2.5 Collecting and Identifying Praise

To begin, the transcript was examined for instaméesudents’ making some sort
of contribution to the class—answering a questaatling to a discussion, making a
presentation, etc. Then, the way that the coniohuwas acknowledged, by either the
instructor or a fellow student, was marked if idl@positive word such as “good” “right”
or “excellent.” If the statement had no positiverd/but could have been interpreted in the
context to be positive (e.g. “you’ve got it”) it walso marked. At this stage, instances in
which an instructor repeated the student’s ansvege \&lso marked, since it was felt this
could constitute an acknowledgement that the stigleantribution was correct. At a later
stage, it was felt that this did not add anythimgh understanding of the semantics and
syntax of praise, so these examples were not iedlirdthe final analysis. After this, a
search was done for the terms “good” and “rightiém, as the research progressed this
way of discerning praise was refined, because nimescases it was difficult to tell whether

the instructor’s intention was to praise the stiad€hese are discussed below.

Positive evaluations were only counted as préigely were addressed to someone
within the speaker’s hearing. Thus, an utterancé sis the following is not counted as

praise since the author of the book in question is nadbhiwviearshot:
nm5000: oh well Selvon he's someone er who er h-, e r

who who amazes me er so few people really celebrate
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him i mean which Selvon did you read The Lonely

Londoners fantastic book (ah001)
Praise was usually addressed to the student opgrostudents who had performed well,
but sometimes positive assessments were addrasadtlitd party or to the class at large

and these were included in the definition of praise

Even if praise is able to be satisfactorily dedini is still harder to delineate a
single unit of praise. For the purpose of calcatathe total amount of praise in the corpus,
the entire semantic unit containing the praise emasted. For example, in this excerpt:

mm-hmm it's good it's good it's a good it's a good

it's a good poetic the wider though the public

though is the reason that i that i i give you and

the writers that you're working with give you

particular exercises which are restrictive is that

is to help teach you and develop a facility that's

that's the important thing a facility so that you

can actually fulfil that poetic of of yours

(ah004)[emphasis added]
“IM]Jmm-hmm it's good it's good it's a good it's eogd it's a good poetic” was all part of
the total count of praise, although these werecoanted as five separate uses of “good”
when doing the semantic analysis. Where it waslealr where the praise ended and
another subject began, the decision was made tmelre side of caution and not count
the unclear parts as prai§nce calculating the total percentage of the cotpken up by
praise is designed to give a very rough idea ofitheunt of time a university instructor
spends praising his students, this seems to dedlwal method of determining a

percentage.
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When doing the semantic analysis, a slightly défgnway of counting was
employed. For the semantic analysis, the word cagrhe positive semantic load of the
utterance was determined, and the frequency of @adhword was counted. In the
example above, it seems clear that the instrudtbnak intend to praise the student five
separate times. Therefore, it seems wrong to dbisitvord as if the instructor had chosen
it five times over other possible words. The abexample, however, is the only case in

which counting the positive words is problematic.

2.2.5.1 Praise and agreement

Praise sometimes resembles agreement, but diftersif in that agreement does not have
a didactic purpose. Hyland (2000) mentions thaispran written evaluations, “suggests a
more intense or detailed response than simple agmna® (p. 44). Since they are at times
equivalent semantically (e.g. “that’s right” coudd either), praise was limited to an
utterance that occurred in the feedback slot dharation-Response-Feedback pattern
(Sinclair & Coulthard 1975). That is, only an eation of a student’s response to a
question or topic that had been proposed by theucter was counted as praise. The
question or discussion topic did not have to haaenlraised immediately before the
student’s response; in some cases a discussiosetay the instructor at the beginning of
class, and responses were praised throughoutahbe. ¢lowever, this restriction on the
meaning of praise meant that exchanges takingotime ¢f this (hypothetical) example
were not counted as praise:

Student: Today’s the tenth?

Teacher: That'’s right.
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This seems reasonable, since the utterance isiteotded to encourage the student or
demonstrate desirable behavior to other studerkewlise, the pattern: “I (completely)
agree” when used to acknowledge a student’s resgoran instructor-generated
discussion topic was counted as praise, but whed usresponse to a topic that the

student generated it was counted as simply agragerk®n example in the excerpt below:
sf5286: because do we not do this anyway in sort
of a in an informal way you say like in this one
you've done this good and that bad over all the

consultations

nm5285: yeah you do yeah you do absolutely yeah
no you do and i i i mentioned that in a bit i
mentioned the fact that it's formalising what

you're already doing there's no this is i don't

think this is a change to what you're doing

(1s010)

The student sf5286 is asking the instructor nm52856larification about new teaching
duties. In the instructor’s response “yeah [.bsfautely” is used. In many places in BASE
these words are used to respond to a student'sat@nswer or desirable contribution to a
discussion. However, in this case the student basrgted the question and so it is

counted as agreement, and not praise.

2.2.5.2 “Thank you”
“Thank you” and its variations were not countegeasse. It is used several times after

presentations, but since it does not specificdligrgositive evaluation it was not thought
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to be praise. The instructors seem to share talsfg since at times they specifically
offer praise after having thanked the student(s):

OK well done thank you the pre-operative assessment

that was excellent the pre-operative assessment

Well thanks very much guys that was an excellent

presentation well done . . . [both Is004 ]

2.2.5.3“Okay” “Right,” and “Yeah”

The words “okay” “right” and “yeah” were problemain the transcripts because they can
serve a purpose besides praising a student. SiacldiCoulthard mention these (along
with “well” “good” and “now”) as being used as aine which indicates a boundary
between two activities (1992). Farr (2002) in hedg of engaged listenership in student-
tutor meetings, dealt with extended turns—thatiis)s longer than a back-channel (or
minimal response token). She found that “yeah” eg@an “I am listening” function, as
opposed to “yes” which indicates strong approvagrneement. “Right” and “okay’ have
been identified as discourse markers (eg., Mauraf8@a). It is at times clear from the
context that “right” or “okay” are not intended @sise in a certain utterance. In MICASE,
for example, “okay” even precedes the instructacknowledgement of an incorrect

answer:
S1: anybody know what Orion is hunting?
S2: abear?
S1: kay[ sic]nothunting a bear [S2: dang ] nogood

good guess uh, (MICASE, Astronomy )
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It is at times impossible to identify whether therd/is intended as a discourse marker or
as praise. Although attempts have been made toalpfecisely what constitutes a
discourse marker, they are not useful in this odnteuller (2003) believes that a
discourse marker can be identified by the fact distourse markers do not affect the
semantic relations between the words in the seafemd that the syntax will not change
if the discourse marker is omitted. However, in¢thse of an interjection such as, “right,”
the same things are true of praise. Thereforeddioesion was made not to count “okay” or

“yeah” as praise.

The word “right” is more problematic. Although $hs frequently used to
acknowledge a correct answer—it is, in fact, thesthecommon way—it can also be used

as a pause filler, particularly in the British caspas opposed to the American one:
nm5361: [. . . Ji've expanded them in size enough t o]
be readable right er and i said that this time i'd do
the two-thousand-two paper last year's paper and i
suggested some selected questions one four and six in
the email which you may or may have not got right er
so let's have a go the first question who has tried
which questions who tried question one who tried
question four and who tried question six right soone
four and some watchers of the performance it's not a
very valuable experience better than nothing maybe

right  (ps005) [emphasis added]

There are many places in the text where the icisirseems to be marking a

change of subject, rather than evaluating a stiglanswer:
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sf5329: i was zero so

sf5337: i think we were in the right order

sf5329: they're in order i think he ordered up them but we
were kind of stuck

nm5326: so right okay so a few of you were in the right order

okay Charles

Karen do you want to rejoin them

sf5337: he was probably looking for er [ps003]
And there are places where it is not clear whattended:
sm5369: so it's two-hundred metres
nm5361: its two-hundred metres right twenty bars quite heavy
stuff  right  er which you probably wouldn't want when its
flowing you don't get that because much of the head is used up

in overcoming the friction in the pipe [ps005]
Therefore, “right” was not counted as praise, eithéhe total count of praise or in the
semantic or syntactic analyses, unless it is fadidwy a repetition or rewording of the

student’s response or other words of praise.

2.2.5.4 Repetition

Repeating a student’s answer with a falling intmrais a common way of showing that
the answer is correct or desirable (Sinclair & @oad 1975). This sometimes precedes
actual praise, but not always. It was thought teeatopt the policy of not counting the
repetition of a statement as praise, because tRRAME transcript does not indicate
prosodic features well enough to distinguish atigpe made with an emphatic intonation
from one with a questioning intonation, and thusildanot be able to say with confidence

what the repetition was supposed to mean.
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2.2.6 ldentifying negative feedback

Criticism has been explored through comments odestt written work, and in that
context criticism has been defined as “an expressiaissatisfaction or negative
comment” (Hyland and Hyland 2001, p. 186). As hesrbseen in written work and other
contexts, criticism is frequently couched as soimetklse, such as suggestion or personal
opinion (Vasquez 2004, Crossouard & Pryor 20095 faw cases, mostly when students
are giving answers on previously learned maternatructors may use a negative response
sometimes including the word “no” to clearly indieahat a response is incorrect.
However, in a discussion section not only is thgotsm less clear, the fact of the
student’s response not being what the instructert&dhis not clear as well. This has to do
with pedagogical issues, as well as issues of witoa Primary Knower (Berry 1987),
which will be discussed in more detail later. Besmaof this, different means had to be
used to find negative feedback in the transcript @axlifferent, looser definition of

negative feedback was made. Where other speectsactsas agreement, were excluded
from the praise data, for example, it is acknowztithat negative feedback frequently
takes the form of other speech acts. This was tistdor the reason that, if everything
except direct criticism were excluded from studgréhwould be virtually no data. It was
also felt that, in the interests of pursuing themmasearch question of the way in which

students are being given feedback, it was best fiteRible.

In order to identify negative feedback, as was diesed above the transcripts were
closely read with particular attention paid to rastor speech after a student response.
Various clues were used to identify feedback thightbe negative. One way of

identifying negative feedback comes from the obetgom (by Waring 2008) that while
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positive feedback ends an IRF exchange and rethenoor to the teacher, negative
feedback does not do this necessarily. By findirggances in which students responded to
feedback, many examples of feedback that migheigative were found. It was found

that, except in a few special cases, negative gegdis followed by a student response,
even if extremely brief, such as, “uh-huh.” (A fdiscussion of types of student uptake is
found in Chapter 7). Students almost never respopdaise. Only two responses to praise
were found in both corpora. One important charéstierof praise might be feedback that
is not followed by a response on the part of theet. Therefore, feedback that was
followed by another utterance by the same studastearefully considered. Other clues

included the teacher’s use of the word “but” whictay signal disagreement.

When not followed by some sort of comment or ackedgement from the
student, other examples of feedback that is natipesre ones in which the instructor
directly asks the student a question. Althouglna¢$ such questions may be seen as a
positive expression of interest, in many cases #feeyn to indicate that the student’s
answer is wanting in some way—either becauseinicismplete or because the student’s
response does not connect well enough to the suljettmes it also seems that the
teacher is trying to redirect the student with arder-argument, either to indicate that the

student’s answer is not well-thought out enougtoabliquely show that it is wrong.

From this examination of feedback, a definitiomefjative feedback was made:

® |tis on a student’s performance, usually an angwarquestion or
contribution to a discussion, not on a studentisaveor.

® |[tis not positive
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It indicates that the students response was in seayansufficient, either by
being mistaken, not tied to the topic, not showengugh thought, or for some
other reason. It may show this by correcting thstakien information, by such
words as “no” to indicate that information is migta, by posing the question
again, to the same student or different studentsy asking a different

question which requires some sort of expansiorherstudent’s part.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

The current research will examine several questadoout the nature of feedback in
the tertiary classroom, drawing on research theimsshave been identifed. The study of
these aspects of spoken academic discourse ivedyatew, and these themes are just
beginning to be explored. However, considerablekwais been done already on various
aspects of academic spoken discourse in genenas t@nd we will start by reviewing

some of the studies which are of relevance todkearch questions listed above.

To establish an idea of the nature of academikesp&nglish, first the literature on
how it supports novices, and its relationship witbtadiscourse, will be reviewed.
Although the topic of praise as supportive languaa®not been directly examined in this
thesis, a review of the work that has been donhigrtopic nevertheless serves an
important purpose. The literature establishesftiranost university instructors, face-to-
face interaction is used to support students. Tdreastype of academic language holds
that it is used for purposely muddying a point,fasing novices, and keeping out the
uninitiated. Of course, there are many examplesattly this purpose in written
academic language. However, so far research hamdthat in its spoken form academic
language shows a marked tendency to be positivegpyubrtive (Mauranen 2002b, 2003;
Rudolph 1994; Swales 2001, Fortanet 2004, Poosw@pSon 2002, Hyland 1999). Much
of its supportive nature is found in ways thatrnstors make concepts clearer and
establish unity with their students—precisely tippasite of confusing them and shutting
them out. Therefore, it was concluded that in neases instructors are praising students
for the purpose of being supportive, not beingastic or using praise for some other

reason.
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The current research addresses one questionviade<sS(2001) hopes MICASE
can answer—whether spoken academic discourse résemiitten academic discourse or
ordinary conversation more closely. Institutionahstraints frequently have an effect on
the way that academic discourse differs from casoaversation (Hartford & Bardovi-
Harlig 1992, Thonus 1999, Bardovi-Harlig & Hartfat893). This research, also, finds

that institutional constraints influence praise ariticism in several ways.

The first research questions deal specifically whilk issue by comparing praise in
academic spoken English with compliments in sagitalations. To do this, the literature
on compliments will be examined. After this, thedature on praise or compliments in
written academic discourse will be reviewed, sa this can be compared with praise in
spoken academic discourse. Disciplinary differencesademic discourse will be
examined through two points of view. The first iegented in studies which examine
corpora and determine differences in language wsedmbers of different disciplinary
areas. The second uses a typology created by Bigat8a, 1973b) and further developed

by Becher (1994) to describe cultural differencesMeen four major disciplinary areas.

Finally, the literature pertaining to criticism &cademic discourse will be surveyed.
First, this will review the Initiation-Response-kal up (IRF) exchange. Developed by
Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) and, as Initiatiorsgense Evaluation, by Mehan (1979a),
this pattern provides a usual framework to exarttieediscourse of the classroom,
particularly the final, Follow up or Evaluation m®in which criticism is likely to occur.
The different uses to which the IRF formula or Bedlow-up move or F-move may be put,

with respect to how much freedom the student hssimnswer, are also examined here
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(van Lier 1996, 2001; Cullen 2002; Barnes 2008 t1S2@08). Repair in conversation
(Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks 1977) and its appbeain the classroom (Kasper 1985,
McHoul 1990, MacBeth 2004) will also be consideredliteness and face concerns are
examined in this section as well (Brown and Levim4887, Culpepper 1996, Scollon &

Scollon 1997, Tracy 1998, Spencer-Oatey 2006).

3.1 METADISCOURSE

Several aspects of academic discourse which widXaenined later were studied in the
context of metadiscourse (Swales 2001; Swales &&kawski 2001; Lindemann &
Mauranen 2001; Mauranen 2003; Swales & Burke 2B608anet 2004). The definition of
metadiscourse is the subject of some controvertly,ssme researchers defining it more
narrowly than others. In Adel's (2010) terminolotjye broader definition is the
“interactive model.” In this definition, metadisage is discourse which constitutes
interaction between the speaker and the hearbetareen the writer and the reader.
Hyland (2010) who takes this approach, defines digtaurse as “a set of features which
together help explain the working of interactiomesween text producers and their texts
and between text producers and users” (p.125). éalisl the narrower view the “reflexive
model,” and in this model metadiscourse is dise@wBich refers to itself. Adel, who
prefers this model, defines it as “reflexive lingfié expression referring to the evolving
discourse itself or it linguistic form, includingferences to the writer-speakgrawriter-
speaker and the (imagined or actual) audiep@eaudience of the current discourse”
(p.75). Mauranen (2007, 2010) also calls this “disse reflexivity.” Mauranen (2010)
points out that reflexive language is interactivecause it helps interlocutors construct a
shared understanding of the discourse. “In this,wapntributes to the two fundamental

uses that language has: sharing experience andiategpinteraction” (p.16). In addition
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to the differences in opinion about the definitidiel and Mauranen (2010) point out that
there are two main ways of approaching metadiseowhat they term the “thin” way,

which is quantitative, and the “thick” approach ahis mostly qualitative.

An older controversy has to do with the non-profpasal nature of
metadiscourse. Hyland (1998b, 1999), discussingadistourse in written contexts,
mentions its non-propositional nature as one afstential aspects (1998b:438). Writing
about metadiscourse in research articles he pouttthat it serves an interpersonal
function in helping situate the writer as partlod academic discourse community. In his
conception, writers use metadiscourse to achieyéib main goals of the research
article: to have the reader understand it and v tlaem accept its premise (1998b:440).
Ifantidou (2005) disagrees with some of Hyland'8§8b, 1999) characterizations of
metadiscourse, particularly that metadiscours@ispropositional. Using the framework
of relevance theory (Sperber & Wilson 1986), Ifdoti shows that some items which
would be characterized by researchers such as éigametadiscourse do in fact

contribute to the truth condition of the utteramcel as such are propositional.

The present study will adopt the broader, intecaet, definition of
metadiscourse, as discourse which helps to shomtéaction between the speaker and
the hearer or the speaker and the subject. Thigns to be able to place different studies
of metadiscourse done at different times and wiiflerént foci into the same category. As
will be shown in this review, different forms of tadiscourse make up the bulk of studies
done on corpora of academic spoken English. Tegemt study could be considered one

of them.
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It is easy to see why metadiscourse is of suchastén understanding academic
discourse. Not only do studies show that it is upate frequently in spoken academic
English, but it is used for many interpersonal tiots. For example, it serves as signposts
throughout a lecture, to help students understanells the students where they are in the
lecture, summarizes points already made, and pesplaem for what is to come. It should
also be pointed out that metadiscourse does nelysadnsist of lexical items, but can also
include prosodic features, such as phonologicagraphs (Thompson, 2003). This is
obviously supportive in that it helps the student@mprehend better what is going on, but
there other ways in which certain forms or lexidabices are used to minimize distance,
or establish unity, between teacher and studemsé& vill be considered in the following

section.

3.2 ACADEMIC SPOKENENGLISH AS SUPPORTIVE DISCOURSE

One of the main features of academic discoursegntein the literature is that it
supports novices, defined in different ways byetiht researchers, in their socialization
into the academic speech community. Several studieg) corpora have shown how this
is done, and there seems to be agreement thatracasigoken discourse is generally
supportive in several ways. It is so supportivefart, that it has been suggested that this

may actually be detrimental to students (Maurar@822002b).

Rudolph (1994) shows that academic discourse & gexperts (professors) to
socialize apprentices (graduate students, in lesv)vnd she compares this with a
Vygotskyan perspective on child language develogmfsademic discourse, she feels, is
used to create an important bond of trust betweerxpert and the novice. In her study of

conversations during office hours she found thadesits and teachers construct a
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“positive affect bond” by several means. Teachsesaonfirmation checks to, at least
theoretically, invite a contribution by the studertb the conversation. Students, in turn,

echo the professor’s use of language.

Other studies reaching similar conclusions hawadtagth single lexical items.
Swales (2001) in his study of the words “point” dtldng” as used to refer to discourse
produced during academic encounters shows thatateemost frequently found in
supportive rather than antagonistic speech. Pesitilfectives, most commonly “good” or
“important” were used in the overwhelming majomtycases, even if the person they were
discussing was not in the room. He found almoshstances of negative adjectives such
as “poor” or “weak” used to modify these wordshaligh he also notes that these words
are only modified by adjectives about 15% of timeeti “Good point” was found in the
current research to be a common way of praisingesiis, so it may constitute a fixed
expression and thereby account for some of theromoees. However, this is further
evidence that academic spoken discourse tendspodive, not only to student-

interlocutors but in general.

Fortanet (2004) studied the use of the lexical ites®’ in university lectures, and
also found ways of use that could be consideredatipe. First, the use of “we” serves to
suggest some sort of bond between the speakeefttueer), and the hearer (students). It
can suggest that the hearer is somehow involvétkimction, as in, “Today we’re going
to talk about . . . .” Also, she believes that “wels a metadiscoursal function. Fortanet
found the “we” clusters very frequently with “kndtat,” and this cluster is used often in

metadiscourse as a summarizing device (p. 61).
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The previous studies show the positive naturecatlamic spoken discourse, but it
has been shown to support novices in other ways. Studies in particular deal with
reducing the distance between instructor and stugemitigating jargon used by the
former. Swales and Burke (2003) studied the usal@dctives in academic speech. They
hypothesized that academic speech would show nuagized adjectives than academic
writing, thereby making it more like ordinary comsation. Polarized adjectives are more
extreme, for example “huge” rather than the mordraeéized “big.” They did not find that
speech in academic contexts showed more polardjedteves than writing to a
significant degree. However, they did find that @h¢he polarized adjectives with the
highest frequency was “weird,” and other adjectieegressing deviance, which Swales
and Burke felt could be used to decrease the pdifferential in the professor-student

relationship (p. 12).

Poos and Simpson (2002), show that hedges casdueas a way of mitigating
jargon to avoid sounding pretentious and creatpadpvith students (p. 17). Poos and
Simpson performed a pragmatic analysis on theatadanoticed that they were often used
in mitigating negative feedback. Another findingsathat “kind of” and “sort of” are also
frequently employed when using difficult vocabularnjargon, as way of the instructor
distancing herself from the material and demonisiyegolidarity with the students (p. 17).
They also found, in a close analysis of one spedhkat “kind of” and “sort of” when used
in front of metaphors, have a metadiscoursal fondi that they signal the student that

the utterance is not being used literally (p. 17).

Academic spoken discourse is often evaluated gsostige, and it has been

pointed out that, for this very reason, it may faiproperly socialize students into certain
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aspects of academic communication. Hyland maketated point in his work on
metadiscourse in writing for novices in the comniy@ 999). Hyland claims that
metadiscourse in introductory textbooks servesuhetion of making the writing easier to
understand, but, as the texts tend to deal witibéshed facts in the field, does not show
the persuasive function as much as research artideHyland also points out that the
metadiscourse in introductory textbooks tends &tmm the author as the expert, in
contrast to research articles which are more egalit (1999:20). He believes that this

might fail to properly initiate novices into thesdburse community.

Mauranen (2002b, 2003) feels that spoken acadesgoutse is used to socialize
novices more than written. In a study in which again analyzed samples from MICASE,
she found that metadiscourse in academic discasieen linked to evaluative speech,
which tends to be positive. Negative evaluationsatadiscourse were found, but they
were usually hedged and less repetitive than peséivaluations. In a study specifically
dealing with the way criticism is marked, she foulhel markers to be “so banal as to
escape notice” where positive criticism is expljycgtated (2002b:9). She wonders how
novices can become accustomed to more negativeatial if they have so few chances

to be exposed to it (2002a, 2003).

Although, as will be seen, praise constitutes anliny fraction of classroom
discourse, these studies show that students &aetiexposed to a great deal of positive
evaluation, so much so that at times it might workheir detriment. This opinion does not

seem to be unusual in the academy, even amongegretbpl do not study academic
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discours@This raises questions about the negative evatafistudents, which will be

further discussed in Chapter 7.

3.3ACADEMIC SPOKENENGLISH: WHAT IS IT “LIKE"?

In the current research the subject of the extentitich academic spoken discourse
resembles ordinary conversation or resembles wratademic English will be dealt with
separately, conversation in Chapter 4 and writtadamic English in Chapter 5. However,
several researchers have explored both questidghe aame time in an attempt to
characterize academic spoken English. These stpdiesout several differences among

the three registers that have emerged from comgpénam.

Biber (1988, 1995), Biber and Conrad (2001), aimeBand Jones (2005) have
taken what they call a “multidimensional” approactstudying differences in register.
This approach involves applying multivariate anelye computer corpora. By doing this,
Biber was able to find clusters of linguistic fe&si which tend to occur together (or tend
rarely to occur together). He then analyzed thetions that these dimensions serve in
various registers. For example, one group of festwhich occur together includes private
verbs (such as “think” and “know”) personal pronsuand contractions, among many
others. These features constitute the dimensionhBiber calls “involved production,”
often found in conversations (Biber & Conrad 20085). Each register might contain a
number of different dimensions. Analysis of conegitns shows the interactive

dimension as well as the dimension of productiotleurtime constraints.

*In an article in the Chronicle of Higher Educatamivising professors to discourage students froterimg
graduate school in the humanities, Benson (201@¢svr“The follow-up letters | receive from those
prospective Ph.D.'s are often quite angry and iacett; they've been praised their whole lives, mmdne
has ever told them that they may not become wiegtwant to be [. . .]”
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Csomay (2002) used some parameters from Biber@3)li@itial study to
compare low-interactive and high-interacfivmdergraduate lower division (first and
second year), undergraduate upper division (tmatifaurth year), and postgraduate
classes to find grammatical features associatddagiademic writing and conversation.
She found a great deal of variation depending endtel of interactivity, with highly
interactive classes, unsurprisingly, exhibiting enfeatures typical of conversational style.
However, she also found that level of instructiod also, in some cases, discipline, have
an influence on these differences. (Similar resutise found by Poos & Simpson 2002).
Graduate classes demonstrated a high level ofrematrom the on-line production set,
which might indicate that in the graduate classeti@pants in discussions are
transmitting information under on-line circumstasc@ithout preparation. This contrasts
with undergraduate classes where participantsa@treequired to transmit as much

information.

The studies show that academic spoken discounseuny respects tends to
resemble ordinary conversation, although othewofaet-gender, level, and disciplinary
area—must be taken into account. The studies redekove have used corpora to
examine this question, but another dimension caadbled by looking at it from within the

context of institutional discourse. Studies whichtlis will be reviewed now.

3.4 ACADEMIC SPOKENENGLISH AS INSTITUTIONAL DISCOURSE
Institutional discourse carries a number of purpa@s®l constraints that non-institutional

discourse does not. Drew and Heritage (1992) dafistéutional discourse as that which

® This was judged by counting the frequency of tiatking.
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is oriented to a “core goal, task or identity” winiis connected with the institution. They
specified that there is sometimes no clear disondbetween it and what they term
“ordinary conversation.” It orients to institutidrgoals, has specific constraints on what is
allowed in the discourse, and it may have partrcustitutional frameworks of inference.
Another aspect that characterizes institutionatalisse is asymmetry between the
participants. In previous research, institutionatdurse has been treated as one of the
things that distinguishes spoken academic discamderdinary conversation, so
institutional discourse is included in this sectidtiowever, in the current research,
institutional constraints, mostly having to do wiitme, were most noticeable when

comparing spoken and written academic discourse.

Hartford and Bardovi-Harlig (1992) show that corsagional closings tend to be
different in academic speech and ordinary speecause of institutional constraints in
this case, time constraints. In their study, ttegetrecorded a number of advising sessions
and analyzed the closings. They also interviewedattvisors involved. They found that
closing sequences in this situation tend to besifit from those of ordinary conversation,
as described by Schegloff and Sacks (1973). Irdimary conversation, a previous topic
can be felicitously reintroduced during the clossegiuence. However, in academic
conversations it is precisely this sort of topidathis infelicitous, although other topics,
which orient the speakers to other, non-institwladentities, were allowed. Hartford and
Bardovi-Harlig determine infelicity by looking atilssequent turns as well as by

interviewing the advisors.

Thonus (1999) refers to Agar’'s (1985) idea of disse ecology to interpret

conversations between tutors and native-speakimgmmative-speaking tutees (both are
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university students) in a writing center. Agar deB discourse ecology as the
“circumstances around the institutional discounser evhich neither the institutional
representative nor the client have any control” th@y include time constraints and
differing levels of background knowledge (p. 158)e tutoring session must be

conducted efficiently, requiring the tutors to ckesometimes between politeness and the
institutional goal of being a good tutor. “Being@od tutor” is defined by the guide for
tutors as not giving direct advice on the paperistead encouraging the tutee to find it.
Thonus finds that establishing a balance betwestutional time constraints on one hand
and time-consuming teaching techniques on the adleecommon dilemma in

institutional settings.

Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (1993) have lookeaatifferent effect of
institutional speech on spoken discourse, whicl teem congruence (Bardovi-Harlig &
Hartford 1990). Congruence describes the extewhioh participants act according to
their own and their interlocutor’s relative statliging an encounter. In another study
looking at conversations between advisors and eapeaking or non-native-speaking
advisees, they find that sometimes it is necedsaiye participants in this sort of
encounter to act in a non-congruent manner. BarHaviig and Hartford examine how
non-native-speaking advisees’ pragmatic competdagelops by showing the extent to
which they are able to mitigate non-congruent spe@ts in a native-like manner. Making
a suggestion, for example, is a non-congruent $paeicfor a lower status person in an
institutional encounter, but it can be necessathénadvising session as a way of the
student to control his own class schedule. Natpeakers are able to mitigate this by such
measures as forming the suggestion as a questibnph-natives experienced difficulties

in expressing themselves in ways that could beideresd context appropriate.
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From looking at these studies it seems that a ghessl of the effect of institutional
constraints on academic spoken discourse haswtlddime, specifically the difficulty of
conveying necessary information about a subjedtiw@ set amount of time. Other effects,
such as in the Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (1998idy, have to do with status. Both of
these have an effect on praise and how it diffensifooth compliments and written praise,
as will be seen. Although the current researcloisable to go into the pedagogical
implications of giving praise in a certain way, #féect of time constraints on praising
behavior, and its subsequent effect on studenoprence, would be an interesting

subject of study.

3.5COMPLIMENTS

As the differences and similarities between praisgpoken academic discourse and
compliments in ordinary conversation will be exaednit is important to review current
work on the characteristics of the latter. TheseeHaeen examined extensively (Manes &
Wolfson 1981, Manes 1983, Wolfson 1983) and shawlmetquite formulaic. Wolfson
(1983)found that the form of compliments in American Eslglis limited both
syntactically and semantically. In terms of synt#we majority of compliments have one
of three forms[NP] is/looks [ADJ] (more than fifty per cent of Wolfson’s data showed
this form); I like [NP]; and[PROQ] is [ADJ] [NP]. Semantically, the adjectives used were
also quite limited, with the most frequently useljeatives beingnice or good Three other
adjectivespeautiful,pretty andgreatwere also frequently used. This of course raises t
question of why compliments would be so markedtynfalaic. Wolfson believes that it is
due to the importance of compliments’ discoursesfiom, which in her opinion is to

increase solidarity between the person giving tragliment and the interlocutor.
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Manes (1983), however, points out that complimangsput to several uses, not
all having to do with solidarity. She believes tredpecially in a teaching context, they are

used to give encouragement, as in this examplenddy a teacher to a student (p. 84).
John found out what the homework was, somehow, | do n't
know how. But that's great, John.

Wolfson (1983) mentions other uses, such as tesaitticism, and, when used

sarcastically, to actually criticize.
| really like the way you went through that stop
sign.

(Wolfson 1983: 92).

Knapp, Hopper and Bell (1984), in a study influehbg those above, asked
subjects to recall the last compliment they haeiked and give some information about
the circumstances and the giver. Although this obsly has the problem of depending on
the subjects’ power of recall, which they acknowledthey believe that the fact that the
compliments tend to mirror the form found by Wolga983)suggests that the subjects
were fairly accurate in their recollection. Knapjfmpper and Bell also asked the subjects
what they felt the motive for the compliment wasd avhether they thought it was
deserved. They found that their subjects felt toatpliments were sincere and deserved
and were generally pleased with them. This givepst to the contention that
compliments are used for solidarity, and furthesvet that to some extent they succeed in

this purpose.

Unfortunately, one of the most fascinating andegively-studied aspects of

compliments is not able to be examined in the mtassearch. This is the effect of the
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compliment giver or receiver’s gender, and it carbedirectly examined because there
are very few female instructors in the BASE corptiswever, this is an important aspect

to look at when determining the purpose of complitae

It is still not clear which gender gives or gets thost compliments. Manes
(1983) and Wolfson (1983) found that women tendive, and get, more compliments
than men. Manes (1983) believes that complimertsised to encourage the hearer to
repeat desired behavior and Wolfson (1983) caits“8o obvious to a native speaker that
it hardly deserves to be mentioned” (p. 84). Mahesefore concludes that the fact that
women are more likely to be complimented on thppearance indicates that in our
society it is valued for women to take an interegheir personal appearance, and that
compliments are intended to reinforce this behaWdolfson (1984) reiterates this opinion
with a collection of appearance-related complimentsn to professional women in
circumstances that could be considered inappr@pré&tie concludes that, “A feminist
interpretation would certainly hold that the coastt against complimenting adult males is
but another indication that male behavior is talcebe normative and requires little
comment or judgment while females must be congtaathinded to behave in socially
approved ways” (p. 15). Holmes (1988b) also hasdtitat women tend to give and
receive more compliments than men do, althoughaskeowledges that methodological
factors may have had an effect on her data—spatliifithe fact that most of the data
collectors were women. However, even after the dedaadjusted for this fact,
compliments are most common in women'’s interactibttdmes believes that the
prevalence of compliments to and from women isdug to “patronising linguistic

strategies” (p. 425), but because these are regjasipositively affective speech acts,
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which mark solidarity in women’s speech. She b&gethat they may not serve the same

function in men’s speech, which would explain thelative paucity.

The conclusion that women get and give more congiisihas not, however,
been unanimously shown. Knapp, Hopper and Bell41€88d that compliments flow
between members of the same sex, whether men oemonatsuki and Nishizawa (2005)
found some evidence of men getting more complimems Rees-Miller (2011) found
that men receive more in certain settings. Whetlmmen are more often givers and
recipients of compliments or not, this highlightsimportant question: Are compliments
for reinforcement of desired behavior or for saligeor both? Brophy’s (1981) data
seems to suggest that even classroom complimettis lower grades are not
unproblematically used for reinforcement. He pomisthat if praise were mainly given
for this purpose, then we would find praise beingg to the students who most need
their behavior reinforced, that is, low-performistgdents. Instead, Brophy found that
high-performing students are the ones who get th&t praise. In fact, rather than the
teachers reinforcing student behavior, Brophy fitidg students seem to reinforce the

teacher’s praising behavior, by being visibly pexhs

Besides the gender question, the differences alasities between compliments
in ordinary conversation and praise in academi&aspaliscourse would seem to lie in
their syntax and semantics, and whether thesesdmniged as those of compliments; and

their pragmatic function.
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The set of questions for the second research priojéicis dissertation (Chapter 5)
deals with the other major question of academi&spdenglish: whether it resembles

academic written English.

3.6 ACADEMIC SPOKEN DISCOURSE AND ACADEMIC WRITTEN DISOURSE

In this section we will examine some aspects ofganmsons between academic spoken
and written discourse. First, the interpersona siflacademic written discourse will be
reviewed. This includes hedging and boosting, wiiey be considered a part of
metadiscourse as described above. Then, the identihgency, which in some respects
sets academic spoken English apart from acadeniiemwEnglish, will be reviewed.
Lastly we will briefly review the studies of writteedback that are being used for

comparison with praise in academic spoken discourse

Some of the things that may lead to variation betwacademic spoken discourse
and academic written discourse can be easily inealgidcademic spoken language may
be produced with less preparation and may, depgratirthe context, have less of an
information load. Speech produced during a meatinte instructor’s office or even
during a lecture may contain a certain amount attipfcommunication, for example.
However, despite the fact that the information l@achore dense than in spoken discourse,
the written form also contains an interpersonainelet. Hyland (2010) introduces the idea
of “proximity,” which indicates “the writer’'s cort of rhetorical features which display
both authority as an expert and a personal positiards issues in an unfolding text”
(p.117). This includes the interpersonal, as wekwzaluative language toward the subject
of the writing. Although there are many differerdys that proximity can be shown, one

of those most mentioned is hedging and boosting.
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Hedging and boosting are ways of showing a writer’kecturer’s attitude toward
either the subject matter or the reader or list@Hetmes 1984) and these have been
extensively studied in the context of written acgadediscourse. Holmes (1984, 1988a)
has shown how hedging and boosting are used inanglconversation for politeness, as
well as to make a statement stronger or more méshkiyland (1996, 1998a) points out
that hedging and boosting, are quite necessargadeanic writing. He shows that, in
addition to expressing the amount of confidencenttieer has in the ideas he or she
expresses, they also allow the expression of saldaith and membership in a group of
scholars. Thus, they have the same interpersonelifuns that they have in conversation.
Poos and Simpson (2002) found similar results. Hewneacademic speech and academic
writing do seem to have some general differences. i@portant aspect in which
differences are found is the amount of variatioovamin the discourse. Swales (2001) has
pointed out following Dudley-Evans and Johns (1984} academic speech shows more
variety than writing, in structure, function anglst(p. 34). He also points out that
academic speech is more “contingent,” applying &tlland Mulkay’s (1984) term
(Swales 2001:35). Under the definition of metadisse that considers it to be non-
propositional content, hedging and boosting aré gfanetadiscourse. Mauranen (2010)
does not take this view and thus does not put ngdgithe category of metadiscourse, but
she does note that hedging and metadiscoursedayattr together. She attributes this to
the fact that metadiscourse imposes the speakewsiter's meaning on the discourse,

where hedging opens it up to negotiation.

The concept of contingency is important in exangrtime differences between
academic speech and academic writing. Gilbert antk&y (1984) in a study of scientists’

written and spoken discourse, contrast what théyrea“empiricist repertoire” with the

52



“contingent repertoire.” The empiricist repertaiportrays scientists’ actions and beliefs
as following unproblematically and inescapably fribra empirical characteristics of the
impersonal natural world” (p. 56). The contingegpertoire, in contrast, represents things
as being more dependent on outside events; thatesds to show the steps leading up to
the finished paper, lecture, etc. The empiricipereire, Gilbert & Mulkay find, tends to
be used in writing scientific articles, where tlomtingent repertoire is used when

scientists talk about their professional actions.

Lindemann and Mauranen (2001) echo Swales’s etiatuaf academic speech as
contingent, describing it as more “heterogeneoastradictory, and varied” than written
academic prose (p. 460). They point out, howeVet, written academic discourse has a
privileged place in academia, because it is useddanany evaluative functions, such as

hiring faculty and assigning grades to students.

From these studies we can see that, for varios®nsaone of the main things
which distinguish academic spoken discourse froademic written discourse is the
greater amount of variation in the spoken form sttherefore is the main aspect that will
be treated in this research when praise in acadgmoicen English is compared with

written praise.

In comparing praise in spoken academic discour#ie prvaise in written academic
discourse, which will be done in Chapter 5, theultssof several studies will be used.
Johnson (1992) did a study of peer-reviewed téxtahich the peers were graduate
students. In this case, she uses the word “comptint@ describe the positive comments

on the papers. She finds that compliments in writeademic English are similar to
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compliments in spoken English in that they aretlhisyntactically, although they do not
have the same syntactic patterns as spoken comysntdyland and Hyland (2001)
examined teachers’ written feedback on studentdgingrby conducting case studies of
such feedback in a writing class and subsequemtiyviewing the teachers and students.
They reiterate the idea that praise has a didpatigose. “Teachers are usually not simply
appraising writing, but are often hoping to usedpportunity for teaching and reinforcing
writing behaviors” (p. 187). Hyland and Hyland faliimat praise is most often used in
writing to mitigate criticism, and characterized# “cursory” and less pedagogically
useful than criticism (p.196). They further fouat students are aware of this function of

praise in their feedback, and may view it as meaalynsincere way to mitigate criticism.

Generally it could be said, therefore, that acaddamiglish shows more variation
in its spoken form than in its written formHowever, a major qualifier in this assertion is
disciplinary differences. As will be explored belaw many contexts, these appear to have
a large effect on the amount of variation usediscalrse, as well as the actual number of

words used in both speaking and writing for acadedigcourse.

3.7DISCIPLINARY DIFFERENCES EXAMINED THROUGH CORPORA

Disciplinary differences have been examined asuacgoof variation in academic
discourse, in both the spoken and written form.réfage different ways of dividing
academic subject according to discipline (cf. Maera2006). However, when they are
categorized into humanities and “hard” sciences|ang the Biglan (1973a, 1973b) and

Becher (1994) axes described below, some cleardiftes can be seen.

54



Poos and Simpson (2002), in the study mentionedealitave the intention not
specifically to show differences between academdét@dinary speech, but to counter the
idea that hedging is a characteristic of womenéesp. This idea has been reported
mainly in studies using data from ordinary spegrt{cularly Lakoff 1975, and Holmes
1986, 1988b). Poos & Simpson (2002) concentratetivo of the most common hedges:
“kind of” and “sort of.” They developed a subcorpus of monologic speech&wen
MICASE, representing several different academicidimes (although they note that the
corpus is not large enough to represent each diiseipqually for both genders). They
then counted the occasions of “kind of” and “sdtttbat they found, first subtracting
those instances in which those expressions meagpéaof.” They found that hedges in
academic speech do not depend so much on gendextbet on academic discipline.
There are two reasons for this, having to do with functions of hedges. In addition to
the function of showing a speaker’s attitude towtaelspeakers and the subject, hedges
can serve as pause fillers, as Poos and Simpsohqagi(p. 13). Speech events in the hard
sciences use less hedging overall than those inumnities and social sciences,
regardless of the speaker’s gender. The authotslptesthat this may be because the
language of those disciplines is less precise thainused in the hard sciences, thereby
more often necessitating the use of a pause fillestructors who use less precise words,
and thus have more occasion to pause to thinkeofigiht word, are more likely to use a
pause filler. They also put forth the related itiest in the humanities and social sciences,
“there is more to hedge about. ” Because the humearare less precise they also offer
more opportunities for stating different opiniomslgoints of view, necessitating the use
of a hedge to show either that they are not coralylsure of something or to show respect
for someone else’s opinion (2002:14). They suppustwith evidence from Schachter et.

al. (1991, 1994), who studied pause fillers suctuas” In these studies the number of
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vocabulary items and the number of times the lectused a filled pause were compared
across different academic disciplines. It was fothvad lecturers in the humanities use
more filled pauses than those in the sciencesttatd higher number of vocabulary items
were used in humanities lectures. This supports Rad Simpson’s contention that in the

humanities there is more occasion to use such Bedge

Csomay (2007) has done a corpus-based study, medtabove, of teacher
versus student talk and finds significant differenbetween the way teachers and students
talk in terms of turn frequency and length andiisgic features (as in Biber 1998).
Teachers also talk differently to older undergradsi@nd graduate students than they do
to young undergraduates. Speech differs substignti@icording to discipline, and
Csomay postulates that this is because of therdiftavays that knowledge is transmitted.
In her view, education classes demonstrate a nul@borative way of transmitting
knowledge, as both instructors and students shuyuitic evidence of involved, on-line
discourse. These features are lacking in Engingetasses, suggesting that there is more
of a one-way transmission of knowledge. In the Bess classes, teachers’ speech does
not show personalized framing features, where stiusjgeech does, which may mean that
teachers take a more passive role. (p. 353). Thik/rovides linguistic evidence that
different disciplines may not share the same waioking about the roles of teacher and
student. This could have a bearing on the amouptas$e given and the form which it

takes.

Mauranen (2010) in a study of discourse reflexiitan English as a lingua
franca context, notes some differences among swptines in its use. In a medical

seminar, the focus was on understanding factsragfpprofessional development.
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Discourse reflexivity was thus used frequentlydiarification. In a Women’s Studies
seminar, the participants focused on synthesiziagdxt they had read with personal
experiences, opinions and previous discussionsy iked more discourse reflexivity here
for more purposes: to bring order to the discoars#in evaluative remarks to mark the
difficulty of expressing certain concepts. In aipcdl science seminar, discourse
reflexivity was used for the participants to co-swact arguments, which was the main

activity of the class.

There have been a number of studies further irgastg the differing cultures of
different disciplines, not just by means of lingiggeatures. Disciplines have been shown
to differ in terms of the mode of classroom teaghthe time given over to research as
opposed to teaching or service, and the ultimasdsgaf the discipline in terms of what
they teach students. Since these may also prave itafluential in praise, these studies

will be examined next.

3.8 CULTURAL DIFFERENCES IN DISCIPLINE

Biglan (1973a, 1973b,) devised an important frant&for thinking about broad
disciplinary categories, which was later built ugmynBecher (1994). This framework
divides the disciplines along two lines: a hard/sidfision, dealing with the strength of the
paradigm for choosing appropriate objects and nustlod study; and a pure/applied
division which has to do with the extent to whible discipline is concerned with practical
application. Biglan also deals with a life/nonld®ision, concerning whether or not the
discipline deals with life systems, but this wititrbe used in the current research because
its characteristics are not as well developed ae®ther two divisions. There are thus four

categories in this framework: hard-pure (for exampktronomy, physics, and
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mathematics), soft-pure (literature and other hutiea) anthropology, sociology, and
other pure social sciences), hard-applied (engingemedicine, computer science), and

soft-applied (education, applied linguistics).

One of the main differences is social connectedrtbesamount that a researcher
involves others in his or her research. Social eatians, as Biglan defines them, involve
not only actually doing research with another petsot also being influenced by others
(1973b: 205). Biglan found that the hard discipdin@ general, show more social
connectedness than the soft ones, and scholdrse applied disciplines show more social
connectedness than those in the pure disciplir@s, Biglan believes, is due to the
relative strength of the research paradigm in tlésaplines—if the paradigm is strong

then scholars’ “attempts to work together will bethindered by differences in
orientation” (1973b:210). This in turn leads to tdieservation that the soft disciplines are
more likely to encourage idiosyncrasy and indepeoéén scholarship, where in the hard

disciplines young scholars are frequently mentdBadlan 1973a, 1973b Becher, 1994)

The differing focus on independence among the pliseis means a corresponding
difference in the types of classes taught andergtals of learning. This can be seen in
both the curricula and syllabi which would be founaertain departments, as well as in
classroom activities planned by individual teachBlesumann, Parry and Becher (2002)
show that curricula in hard-pure fields tend td'lbeear and hierarchical, building up
brick by brick towards contemporary knowledge.”4p7), where soft-pure curricula
“[return] with increasing levels of subtlety andight into already familiar areas of
content.” (p. 407). Becher (1994) points out thextain types of classes, such as

engineering and medicine, may have more of a “diclalocus. Handal et. al. (1990)

58



reiterate that in the natural sciences, teachingmsidered to be information transmission,
with students relegated to taking notes (p. 32ahduages and creative arts tend to be
more participatory. In terms of the types of atigg that might take place, although all
disciplines use lecture (Neumann 2001) soft and Haciplines tend to differ in other
activities and the way they require students td deh new knowledge. Lectures,
seminars and tutorials are the preferred methadawhing for the humanities. Natural
sciences, technology, and medicine prefer labdestpoexercises and field trips, and
technological disciplines favor lectures (NeumafAD). It has also been found that the
hard disciplines emphasize learning facts and que@nd preparing for a career, where
soft disciplines focus on such things as generaWkedge, critical thinking, and character
development (Neumann 2001:138, Braxton 1995, SamattEthington 1995, Neumann,
Parry & Becher 2002). Hard applied knowledge iscesned with “mastery of the

physical environment” and yields products and teqes. Soft applied knowledge is
concerned with the development of professionaltpraclts products are protocols and
procedures (Neumann, Parry & Becher 2002: 406Erims of assessment, hard
disciplines tend to favor memorization and appiarabf course material and soft
disciplines require more analysis and synthesiaX@n 1995, Neumann 2001). Lueddeke
(2003), examines disciplinary differences with exggo Trigwell and Prosser’s (1997)
typography of teaching styles: Information TranSfeaching Focus (ITTF) practiced by
teachers who focus on transmitting informationanaepts, and Conceptual
Change/Student Focus (CCSF) in which teacher® thelp students’ development.
Lueddeke finds that the hard disciplines show nodr@n ITTF orientation, and the soft
disciplines tend toward CCSF. Similar results wietend by Linblom-Ylanne et.al. (2006).
Although previous research does seem to show dalhetween the more transmission-

based hard disciplines and participatory soft gigoes, it should be mentioned that some
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of these studies were done as much as 20 yearsuagythe differences may not be as
clear cut today. Fortanet-Gomez and Bellés-For{@d05) point out also that even lecture
classes are changing to become more interactivegaldarian. Even if a certain

discipline is identified as having a lecture-bassde of education, we must remember
that actual classes at the present time may nst loéearly based on a transmission model.
Indeed, classes which required student participationany imaginative ways were found

in both MICASE and BASE transcripts of hard disitiplclasses.

Ylijoki (2000) used Becher’s (1990, 1994) framelwvto explore the “moral order”
of several departments in a university in Finlamdywhat “defines the basic beliefs, values,
norms, and aspirations prevailing in the cultuveith each department here defined as a
separate culture. What she found in her interviata deiterates other research about these
disciplinary areas. Soft pure areas, representesbbiplogy, value learning for its own
sake, dedication to study and corresponding witless to spend many years mastering the
subject, independence and originality in reseaanld, using the subject to help others. The
soft applied discipline, public administration,dantrast focused on obtaining skills for the
job market, completing studies quickly, status, prestige. Ordinariness and conformity
seem to be prized in this culture. The hard apmliedipline of computer science also
focuses on learning by doing and practical trainlmgpking at these moral orders and
their influence on the praise that is given in slagght be useful, but it should be
remembered that the moral order of one soft-puescifor example, might not be able to
be generalized into other soft-pure classes. Alghovllijoki found status and prestige to
be important in the soft-applied discipline of gal@dministration, they are unlikely to be

important in the field of education, also a sofpigd field.

60



3.9CRITICISM

This section provides a review of the literaturat torms a background to the study of
criticism in Chapter 7. Criticism is a fairly conegl phenomenon, so this section of the
literature review is broader in scope. Negativadfeack in the context of a university
discussion section can take many forms, as witht@ored later. Many studies of the
Initiation Response Follow-up (IRF) pattern expltre different forms that the F-move
can take, particularly in an ESOL context, to pdevbackground for the categories of
criticism discussed in Chapter 7. Since in crititiwe find a variety of options for the F-
move, these studies are included here. The studgpair, both in conversation and in the
classroom, provides some background. Also, althdagh wants may be involved in
positive feedback, it is in criticism that they bete more apparent. Therefore, a

discussion of face has been included here as well.

3.9.1 The Initiation-Response-Follow-up pattern

One of the most important concepts when discugbiegliscourse of classrooms is the
Initiation-Response-Evaluation pattern, or IRE (ieli979), also called Initiation-
Response-Feedback or Follow-up pattern (Sincla@to&lthard 1975). This is the most
familiar type of discourse in classrooms at alelsvand in many different cultures. Children
have been shown to use it even when there is wbeepresent (Seedhouse 2004). There has
been a great deal of debate on this pattern ardfé@st on the classroom and the students’
learning. Most of the studies done on IRF (the ncommonly-used term) have to do with
pre-tertiary classrooms, with others also deality) WRF formulations in the English as a
second or foreign language classroom. Since mestarehers are dealing with the extent to

which IRF formulations stifle students’ expressia@nghinking, the studies are most
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concerned with these two contexts in which it is/uenportant that students have a certain
amount of autonomy and are able to think freely enedtively, in the case of K-12
classrooms, or produce a great deal of languagbheinase of ESOL classrooms. Therefore,
the vast majority of the studies do not have tevith the tertiary context. However, IRF
exchanges occur there as well, although not exalysiand as students prior educational
experiences have primed them to equate the IRFaexgehwith the classroom, they are quite
likely to have an effect on the type of discoutsat students produce. Since praise and
criticism will be examined in these studies, amtsithese frequently constitute the F
(Feedback or Follow-up) move of an IRF exchange résearch on the IRF pattern will be

examined here.

The term Initiation-Response-Feedback (later changéollow-up to reflect the
broader use of this slot) was coined by Sinclag @oulthard (1975). Later, Mehan (1979b)
postulated the similar IRE or Initiation-Respons&ldation. As the name shows, Mehan
tended to see the third move as being purely etragjavhere Sinclair and Coulthard see
more possibilities. In this type of pattern, thadieer asks a question or poses a problem
(Initiation), the pupil answers (Response), anah tthere is some sort of third move by the
teacher, often comprising some sort of feedbackdWweup). The canonical example is
provided by Sinclair and Coulthard:

“What time is it, Susan?

Three o’clock.” ( p.37)

It is the third turn, “Good girl” which distinguigls this classroom discourse from the type of
conversation one would hear outside the classrd@dimough three-part exchanges can be
used in ordinary conversation (Tsui 1994), an eatale move like this one is usually only

given by a teacher to a student (although therexaeptions, cf. Berry 1987). According to
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Sinclair and Coulthard, the follow-up move coulahsist of various acts: evaluate, comment,
or accept, or a reinitiation. Sinclair and Coulthaharacterized the act of “evaluate” as
“realized by statements and tag questions includiogis and phrases such as ‘good,’
‘interesting,’ ‘team point,” commenting on the qiixabf the reply [. . .]Jalso by ‘yes,’ ‘n,’
‘good,’ ‘fine,” with a high fall intonation, and petition of the pupils’ reply with either a high
fall (positive), or a rise of any kind (negativeafyation)” (p.43). Outside of this situation, the

more appropriate response would probably be “themk (Sinclair and Coulthard 1975, 37).

Although Drew and Heritage (1992) called Sinclaid &oulthard’s (1975)
categories “fatally general and imprecise,” the BX€hanges have provided a useful point for
examining classroom discourse for many researchiese has been some debate about
whether this pattern of classroom discourse is @idggeous for students’ learning. Van Lier
(1996) has pointed out some of the advantagesestsidan immediately receive feedback
from the teacher, students answer in turns andlhat once, and the teacher can easily guide
the discussion in the way she chooses (p.150)vieg is not entirely positive, however, as
he feels that “the student’s response is hemmestjigezed between a demand to display
knowledge and a judgment on its competence” (p),Mliich he believes is not motivating
for the student. He notes that in his data, he bntls four statements made outside the IRF
pattern: three requests to be excused from the evarone statement, “Hacksaw isn’t used
for wood.” This last is the only time he finds ad#nt disagreeing with a teacher, and it is
whispered. This, he feels, shows the IRF strucisra manifestation of the teacher’s power. It
should, however, be noted that other researcheesfoand classrooms, even in the lower
grades, which do not adhere strictly to the IREgat(eg. Clifton 2006), and have found
university classrooms where students disagreeyfreith the professor, although IRF

structure is used at times (Rees-Miller 1999).
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Although as will be seen much of the research dhdkchanges has been done in
the classroom, ilt should also be remembered Riatexchanges do not only occur there.
Seedhouse (1996) has pointed out that that it¢®@afse common in parent-child interaction,
and he believes that this should recommend IRFangds to ESL professionals who believe
that students can acquire language in the samektyen do. Tsui believes that the three-
part exchange should be considered a basic upitdifiary conversation (1989). A key point
is assessment in the third turn, which seems tfieature of institutional if not necessarily
classroom discourse. Berry (1987) has found a airttiree-move exchange in a doctor’'s
office, where doctors will repeat the patient’'swaesin a falling tone to indicate positive
evaluation. However, unlike in the classroom, thisot taken by the patient to be a terminal
move. To explain this she postulates the existefheg'Primary Knower” who is performing
the I-move. In the case of the classroom, the &ashithe Primary Knower of the information,
so she terminates the exchange. In the case aftardeith a patient, however, the doctor is
the Primary Knower of the medical field, but thdigat is the Primary Knower of such things
as his symptoms and habits, meaning that the ddo&s not terminate the exchange. A study
by Antaki et. al. (2000) illustrates some of th#idulties of interpreting a third-turn
assessment. In examining transcripts of “qualitiifet interviews—one set between persons
with learning disabilities and psychologists, opelsetween cancer survivors and a
psychologist, they find occasions in which the iviewver uses “high grade assessments”
such as “brilliant” or “jolly good.” They find thahese usually do not orient to the content of
the interviewee’s answer (for example, an assessofiéhrilliant” might occur after the
client has given a piece of bad news). These higlegassessments seem to serve to mark the
successful conclusion of one part of the intervieafpre moving on to the next part. Their

impersonality and the fact that they are not coteteto previous content seems to underscore
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their institutional use, and in fact the researsitkd not find such assessments used when

they surveyed corpora of non-institutional disceurs

While some research has been done on the IRF egelwatside of the classroom,
IRF is a particular point of interest in classrooomtexts. Besides the fact that it could be
considered the typical pattern of discourse inddhssroom, pedagogical concerns have also
made it a focus of study. Certain features of Rie pattern tend to limit the students’
participation, a fact that has led some to the kemngn that it is not appropriate in some
contexts, such as a communicative language class(eq. Nunan 1987). McHoul (1978), in
his study of turn allocation in the classroom, aosownith the belief that the usual way that
turns are allocated does contribute to a teaclkserisrol. In contrast with informal situations
such as conversation in which turns are not presiyoallocated, in the classroom the teacher
controls all the turns. Since the floor automaticegverts back to her after another person
finishes a turn, she may speak as long as sheviikkeut fear of interruption. Similarly,
Skidmore (2000) believes that F-move assessmenisrikat the teacher takes most of the
turns, making it counterproductive for a classranrwhich students are encouraged to speak.
Mercer and Dawes (2008), in a similar vein, pount the implicit rules of the classroom: only
teachers can nominate, ask questions without psionisand evaluate; student answers
should be relevant and brief, and students shoaltltev be nominated after a teacher asks a
question (p. 58). Despite acknowledging the powwat this gives instructors, they do think
that IRF exchanges can be put to good use and aeragety of purposes (p. 59). Barnes
(2008) has pointed out that IRF may not give sttglsuafficient time and freedom to discuss
their ideas. However, Alexander (2008) believes atthough children are being given a little
more freedom in British schools, they are stillexjed to come up with the answer the

teacher wants. “ . . .in the end, though therei® more time to think, and space to provide a
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fuller answer, the answers which count are stdkththat the teacher expects, and extended
thinking time is not so much for thinking from finsrinciples as for deducing even more

accurately than thitherto what it is that the temchishes to hear” (p.99) .

Despite these opinions, some have found good pimintsing IRF exchanges.
Musumeci (1996) believes that the IRF pattern isféective way of using limited class time.
Wells (1993) points out that IRFs can be used itydhe class’s idea of what they have
learned, and consolidate their ideas. Seedhougd)2@s asserted that the IRF patterns have
different interactional and pedagogical purposepedding on the context of the classroom

(p.64). Many other researchers have categorizéerdift types of classroom and uses of IRF.

Several studies have pointed out that there arakdifferent types of IRF pattern, with
different types of pedagogical use. These are sorastconceived as some type of
dichotomy, in which teachers can move from an aittitore, monologic mode to one
with more pupil involvement (while always remainimgcontrol). Van Lier (1996)
believes that the IRF exchange in the classroonva®rientations: a display or
assessment orientation, in which the instructasleng questions to determine how well
the students have learned previously, and a paatioin orientation, in which the
instructor is encouraging the students to partteigad contribute more to a discussion.
These two orientations are more of a continuum thdithotomy, and they can both occur
at the same time. Although in the participation metudents are more free to contribute
to a discussion, van Lier points out that the déffees in power between teachers and
students are usually apparent in the IRF patted@XR Cullen (2002) distinguishes
between “evaluative” and “discoursal” functionstioé F-move. The evaluative function is

probably the stereotypical use of the F-move. Hiiel is used “in order to sustain and
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develop a dialogue between the teacher and thg’@asd the focus is on content rather
than form. (p.120). This occurs with referentiather than display, questions used in the
I-move. It can be used to make a students’ corttahimore closely aligned with what
has already been said [to] act as a platform orhwvta build and extend the discussion” (p.
122). Similarly, Wright (2005, p. 231) notes tha F-move has two main purposes, one
of which is to evaluate and the other of whicht@ grovide help to learners in
reformulating their response.” Wells (1993) doettiethe fact of a more evaluative F-
move so clearly to display questions in the I-molrehis classroom descriptions, he
shows a teacher eliciting accounts of the studemtgip activities not to show what they
have learned but to establish an “agreed accodrttiecactivity (p. 27). A more specific
framework of classroom discourse was made by NeasdjWells (2000), who categorize
I-moves into Assumed Known Information, Person&rdmation, and Negotiatory
Information, and match these with F-moves. The l«esoare categorized with respect to
who the Primary Knower is expected to be. In thst €ategory, the Primary Knower is
the instructor, and students are being asked gisplastions to check previously known
information. For an I-move demanding Personalrmfation, the Primary Knower is the
student. In the last category, there is no Prinkargwer, and students and instructor are
negotiating the discussion together. Evaluaticexjgected when the teacher is the
Primary Knower, but not needed elsewhere (p. 3883saji and Wells found that in fact
negotiatory questions are evaluated more frequémly known information questions (p.

391).

Other researchers divide classroom discoursdifiaexchanges and different,
usually more participatory, forms of discourse. \tagr (1996, 2001), although he does

acknowledge a more participatory orientation of BX€hanges, believes there are forms of
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classroom discourse in which students can have freedom and be more active. What he
calls “transaction” involves more symmetry and tway exchanges of information, but
instructors and students are still subject to seantof institutional agenda. In
“transformation” the instructor and students argpshg the agenda together and “it is
possible to speak of a true co-construction of nmggnand events” (p.180). (Van Lier
postulates another form, transmission, which ingslene-way delivery of information from
teacher to student and is more restrictive thandR#hanges). Clifton (2006), speaking of
ESL classes, places “facilitative” interaction omtrast with interaction that occurs in the IRF
exchange. In the facilitative classroom the stuslent more free to choose topics and act
outside of what Clifton calls “the teacher’s welpofver” (p. 142). Although in an ESL/EFL
context these two orientations of the F-move cddeéquated with focus on form and focus
on meaning (cf. Seedhouse 1996), the distincticosran other subjects as well. Barnes
(2008) has divided classroom discourse into expdoyaalk and presentational talk—the first
used when students are “trying out ideas” and s® pelished than the second which is used
to present a finished answer. This resembles Gidvet Mulkay's (1984) ideas of the
contingent repertoire and the scientific repertagsecept that where they are describing
differences in discourse, Barnes’s purpose is medagogical. He believes that both types of
talk are necessary in the classroom, but teachedsto move the students into a
presentational mode too soon (p.7). In order toengod use of exploratory talk, instructors
need to make students feel safe enough to expressdeas. Barnes seems to feel that the
presentational style is the only one that occursiduRF exchanges. Scott (2008), in a study
of science classrooms, divided classroom speeohdiatogic and authoritative, with the first
involving teachers’ asking for more opinions oraikstfrom students. This is actually part of

a four-dimension framework, with interactive/noneiractive being the other dimension.
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Cazden (2001) contrasts “traditional” classroomsaning those which use IRF exchanges,

with more participatory, non-traditional classes aoncludes that both have merit.

Besides specific reference to IRFs, there are atlgs of interpreting discourse that
contribute to our understanding of the power ddferal which seems to be inherent in
classroom discourse. Several researchers havedfidferent frameworks which allow us to
look at classroom discourse more closely. Thisatbel seen as evidence that, since teacher
questions and student responses are given indiftfeontexts for different pedagogical
purposes and involve different patterns of intecectiRF may not be an adequate means of

describing classroom discourse for some purposes.

Wright (2005) distinguishes between horizontal—gday knowledge which is
acquired in a variety of situations—and verticaodiurse, which is more specialized
knowledge acquired in more specialized circumstanBeth of these can occur in the
classroom, but vertical discourse is more commdiis fiact leads to the teacher’s inherent

power and authority (p. 48).

Walsh (2006) also sets up a framework that goesrizeIRF to interpret classroom
discourse. His is called Self Evaluation of Teachak (SETT) and consists of four modes.
They are managerial mode, involving more teacHky maaterials mode, which tends to be
form focused and use more IRF exchanges; skillssgattms mode, which deals with
specific language skills, and classroom contextenadich is more content focused and
involves longer learner turns. These modes, paatiguskills and systems mode, seem to be
mainly applicable to the language classroom, aljhdyalsh claims they could be applied to

the tertiary classroom as well (p. 105). This aBdanger pieces of discourse to be examined
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than by IRF exchanges. The purpose of this framlevedior teachers to be able to look at

their own interactional patterns.

Although some authors have developed other framesvar expanded on the IRF
framework, IRF still remains a useful way to catezm classroom discourse. Building on
this idea, several authors have categorized th@W¥eraf such exchanges. Since this paper
will explore criticism, which, although rare in tiary contexts can be a part of the F-slot
in such exchanges, we will examine these here.t bfakese have to do with foreign
language classrooms. This is probably becauseatimmds more of a concern in the ESL
classroom, and there is also more emphasis on ethetmot students speak. While some
of these categories do not apply to tertiary Lsstaoms, they can give us an idea of the

possibilities of the F-move.

One thing that is has been categorized in theulagg classroom, and is also
common in tertiary classrooms is what is calledstx (Lyster & Ranta 1997), or
reformulation (Cullen 2002). In the language claesr this indicates an F-move in which
the teacher restates a student’s utterance witdirrdqut does not interrupt the discourse to
do so. Thisis a frequent occurrence in discussemtions, although the reasons for it are
probably more complex than repairing a studentigleage. Edwards and Mercer (1987),
writing about classrooms in the lower grades, beliethat restatement and paraphrase
served to restate a student’s answer in a moresatadlly appropriate manner, or to bring
it more in line with a teacher’s lesson plan (P6)14This may also be seen in the
discussion sections in MICASE, although repetithmial restatement can be used for

several pedagogical purposes, including making thateall students heard the answer.
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Lyster and Ranta’s (1997) other categories mayadimited to language classrooms, but
they do reflect a concern with linguistic accurffcgt may not be present in other contexts.
They are explicit correction, clarification requesnetalinguistic feedback, elicitation and
repetition of error. Cullen (2002), also deals VBHBL classebut is concerned with the
discoursal role of the F-move. Besides reformurgttbere ielaboration in his view a way that
instructors have of making sure that other studentierstand the response, providing more
input for the class, and letting students know e is listening to their responsescadmment
is the instructor's own spontaneous utteranceedltd the student’s respongepetitioncan be
used for a variety of purposes. Finalgsponsivenessieans “the general quality the teacher
exhibits of listening and responding meaningfudlgd with genuine interest, to the content of
what the student is saying” (p. 125). These tymesdcbe imagined in a discussion section and

reflect the focus on meaning that the discourdal obthe IRF pattern seems to correspond with.

It should be noted that certain features that leaen identified as possibilities for
filling the F-slot may also be used in a non-evalgaway by a fellow discussion
participant. Waring (2002) has found several wayshowing “substantive recipiency”
used by participants in a seminar which can alssele® used by instructors in addition to,
or in place of, evaluation in the F-move slot. Tingt is “reformulation,” which differs
from Cullen’s (2002) definition above in that thereed not be repair. In Waring'’s study
of native and non-native English speaking gradsatdents, reformulation is used to show
understanding of a fellow participant’s contributidout beyond that it can allow a third
party to “pinpoint the heart of a diametrically @ged disagreement” or to solve the
disagreement (p. 463). Waring also mentions thiatrhove is often “a premove to
negative assessment” (p. 463). It should be remerdlibat she is speaking here of peers

who are co-participants in a discussion; it dodsseem to have this function when used
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by an instructor. What Waring calls “extending’aisother way for participants to
demonstrate understanding, by adding something asielm analogy or an example. lItis
similar to what Cullen calls a “comment,” but therjpose in this case is to “move the
discussion forward to a level of heightened un@eding” (p. 471). Unlike reformulation,
extending is an affiliative move that preservesptevious speaker’s stance. (p. 471). The
last form of substantive recipiency that WaringlBns called jargonizing, in which the
hearer gives an “in-group characterization to irevttke shared context that defines the
group” (472). She believes that jargonizing istedao Jefferson’s (1987) idea of
embedded correction. Waring claims that thiswsag of “displaying knowledge and

claiming shared expertise” (p. 474).

Lee (2007) has elucidated the idea that formalgoaieation of the third-turn in these
exchanges can obscure the range of ways that ¢tstsuespond to local contingencies.
He believes that categories may not “do justicénéomultiple layers of interpretive works
the third turn displays” whether the second turoagect or incorrect (p. 181). His
concern is to show how the teacher responds tsttltent’s second turn. He offers several
examples of what can be found when the third-tsrexiamined in this light. One is
parsingin which a teacher uses various means to makestignenore manageable for
students, in response to the students’ secondfisience. The second example is
steering the sequencgesghere the instructor has a preferred directiowhiich she wants
the sequence to go, and uses questions in thettinirdo guide it in this direction. The
third way the teacher responds isiblymating answer®r giving the students hints to
guide them. In each example, Lee shows the mangusaways that teachers respond to
students and makes clear the “practical detaiteaxthing that are contingent and ad hoc”

(p. 202).
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We should also examine the question of how teachal giving any sort of feedback at
all during the F-move. Although this may apply ity negative evaluation, and
perhaps mostly to EFL/ESL contexts, it may be seemiversity classrooms as well.
Seedhouse (2004) has pointed out that the F-maféeis left out, even when the focus is
on form and accuracy rather than negotiating neswkedge. If there is an F-move in the
exchange, it is usually positive. Seedhouse bediglrat, in an EFL/ESL classroom, if
repair is not initiated the turn is understood écalaceptable. Teachers have other
strategies for avoiding a negative F-move in tlistext, including asking a student to
repeat the answer, repeating the error with agisitonation, giving a reason that the
answer is incorrect without saying explicitly thiais wrong, and supplying the correct
form after accepting the incorrect form (p. 168 we can see, most of these are specific
to the ESL/EFL context, and depend on there besiggle, easily identified trouble
source in the student’s response. In the casaivérsity classrooms, where a student’s
contribution to a discussion section might be nbatthe teacher wanted for more
complex reasons, most of these are not used. Xaep®on is that instructors may be
supplying a correct or more desirable answer afteepting an undesirable answer, but in
most cases it is difficult to tell whether the mustor actually feels the response is
undesirable, or is just adding a slightly differeegéponse to the discussion herself. Zemel
and Koschmann (2010) looked extensively at reititgpan IRF sequence with an
initiation move in the feedback slot in order tma&levaluating the students answer.
Wright (2005:375) and Mercer (2001) also point it instructors frequently ignore
student errors, which Wright feels is done in ottbeencourage participation. Kramsch
(1985: 178) identifies ignoring an answer and répgahe question as a form of negative

assessment. Edwards and Mercer (1987) agreehistHisting, “Repeated questions
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imply wrong answers” as one of the underlying ustierdings that teachers and students
must have in order to participate in classroomaiisse (p. 45). They point out that the
IRF exchange indicates that that the teacher’s naftee the student’s response, being in
the Feedback position, will naturally be seen aduative. If the move is to repeat the
guestion, then the student’s Response move is stadel to be not satisfactory (p. 46).
Another method that has been identified is askisgraes of different, easier questions to

get the student to arrive at the answer herseHsfi¢r, 1985).

It is evident from the attention paid to IRF patem the classroom that they are an
important part in discovering the different roleslaesponsibilities that teachers and students
have, and that examining them is frequently comeiiéhe first step in conceiving of a type
of class in which students would participate mord have more control. Since one of the
aspects of the IRF pattern that contributes moste@ower differential is the F, or Follow-
up move, a greater understanding of praise andisnt can add to a discussion of power in
the classroom. As was mentioned before most oftilndies quoted above were done in either
a pre-college or ESOL context, in which more impsiven to student participation and
students are considered to need more encouragémaaier to participate. Because of this,
some aspects of the studies do not apply to thieartgcontext. However, seminar instructors
are definitely thinking about the interactionalesiaf their classroom discourse and the

balance of power. Evaluation is a significant jmduthis.

3.9.2 Repair and its application in the classroom
Just as compliments were used to compare ordipagch with academic discourse in the
case of praise, it may be useful to find an appnate equivalent in conversation for

negative feedback in the classroom. This is n&asy, however, because of the different
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forms that negative feedback can take. The idéeephir” in conversation (Schegloff,
Jefferson & Sacks 1977) has been taken up by @s&arinto the discourse of the
classroom (eg. Kasper 1985, McHoul 1990, MacBet2Mut they are generally
speaking of correction as it occurs in the fordagrguage classroom. In that context,
repair consists in a large part of pointing ouglirstic errors, which was not found in the
corpus data for seminars and discussion sectiahsvaith might be assumed to be a very
small part of negative feedback in the universaithe can gain insight also from criticism

in other academic contexts (Hyland & Hyland 200&s§ez 2004),

Sacks (1973) noted a preference for agreememnnersation, and Schegloff,
Jefferson and Sacks (1977) explored the organizafioepair in conversation. Of the four
types noted: self-initiated self-repair, self-ibétd other-repair, other-initiated self-repair
and other-initiated other-repair, Schegloff, Jefter and Sacks found a preference for self-
repair, in both self-initiated and other-initatedrhs. The “repair” which they speak of is
not “contingent upon error, nor limited to replaaary” unlike what might usually be
understood to be correction (p.363), and what mightneant by correction in a classroom.
The repairs can follow any trouble with speakingaiing or understanding. Schegloff,
Jefferson and Sacks themselves felt that thisnpgpi@bably only holds for a conversation
in which the participants are relatively equal;thigought that other-correction might be
more prevalent in such contexts as parent-childteacher-student. Jefferson (1987)
found two different patterns for repair—exposed amtbedded. In the former the repair
becomes the subject of the conversation whileendtter it does not, but the repair is
adopted by the speaker. Exposed repair is ofteongganied by an accounting by one

interactant—apologizing, explaining, admitting,.at¢hile it the phenomenon of repair in
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conversation may be different from correction ia ttassrooms, Schegloff, Jefferson and

Sacks’s work has been applied to that context.

Kasper (1985) applied Schegloff, Jefferson ank§$a¢1977) categories to the
foreign language classroom, expanding their fotegaries to eight to account for the fact
that there are two “others’ who might repair a stits utterance: the teacher and another
student (p.203). In examining two types of forelgnguage classroom, focused on form
and focused on content, she finds differing restitshe form-focused classroom she
finds the most common pattern is other-initiatdueotrepair, with the teacher frequently
asking another student to complete the repaihércontent-focused phase, as in Schegloff,
Jefferson and Sacks, self-initiated self-repair praferred. Unlike in the conversational
data, other-initiated other repair was also “stipmgpresented” (p. 213). Rehbein points
out that in ordinary conversation the speaker cordithe repair, where in educational

discourse this is always done by the teacher (19&dted in Kasper 1985, p. 203).

McHoul (1990) examines repair with reference tbegoff, Jefferson and Sacks
(1977) in the classroom using data from a geograpdss. McHoul found a similar
preference for self-repair, but with a great ddaitber-initiation (by the teacher).
Teachers, he found, use a variety of methods tw siadents where repair is needed, but
leave actual repair to the students. MacBeth (26€gh)onds to McHoul by asserting that
classroom correction and repair in natural convgnsare not comparable: “whereas
classroom correction seems tied to a normativerafeorrect and correctable replies,
repair in conversation—and classrooms—is tied ¢éopttactical achievement of common
understanding [. . .]” (p. 729). Hall (2007) makesimilar claim: that unlike repair

sequences as they are described in the Convergatalysis literature, correction in the

76



foreign language classroom does not interrupt tbeodrse but is instead part of it.

Norrick (1991), differs from Schegloff et. al.’sgference for self-correction by
postulating that in any conversation, it is thetipgrant who knows more about the subject
who is the preferred one to correct. This wouldgbedult when speaking to a child and a
teacher when speaking to a student. When the pentits are relatively equal, however,
then the one who knows most about the subjecthsithe speaker, and thus the

preference is for him to correct.

Razfar (2005) points out that in Schegloff ets4977) and other Conversational
Analysis conceptions of repair, it is assumed $le#t and other- repair are “neutral
discourse practices used by speakers to maintawvecsational equilibrium” (p.406).
However, classroom repair takes place for instometi purposes rather than
conversational ones. Teachers, Razfar finds, dgusbtise repair to show proper

linguistic form, but also for a variety of “discipary and ideological purposes” (p.407).

In the area of academic English, there have beeeral analyses of criticism in the
context of written discourse, and usually thesecatieisms of writing, either of students
(Hyland & Hyland 2001) or peers (Hyland 2000, Foe2008, Itakura & Tsui 2009).
While, criticism in spoken academic discourse camdérd to identify, criticism in its
written form seems fairly clear, although it cannisinterpreted by students (Hyland &
Hyland 2001). It has also been found to be lessneomin written discourse than praise is
(Hyland 2000, Hyland & Hyland 2001). Criticism tento be mitigated (Hyland 2000,
Hyland & Hyland 2001, Fortanet 2008, Itakura & T&0iL1) showing that there is a

tension between interpersonal aspects and pedaddgianstitutional) goals in written
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discourse as well. The forms of this mitigation é&&een shown to be culturally

influenced (ltakura &Tsui 2011).

3.9.3 Face

Academia is sometimes ideally conceived of as aestin which criticism is freely
exchanged because it is about ideas and not péramdabecause criticism furthers the
intellectual work of the academy (Tracy 1997, Tan2602). However, in reality
interactional concerns are of course quite impartaven written academic discourse has
been shown to include an interactional elementlfebmpson 2003, Hyland 2005). When
an instructor passes judgment on a student’s regp@ven if positive judgement, in front
of other students, interactional facets of discedmscome very important. Giving and
receiving feedback, both negative and positive,trthesefore involve face concerns of

some kind.

Several different interpretations of the concepfiace have been developed since
Goffman’s (1967) explication of the term. One o thore influential studies on face was
done by Brown and Levinson (1987), who developrttieory of politeness on the basis
of face. They conceived of face as “the public-sakige that every member wants to
claim for himself” and further describe it as, “setmng that is emotionally invested, and
that can be lost, maintained, or enhanced, and beusbnstantly attended to in
interaction” (p. 61). They defined face in termsa@ints, positive and negative, which they
claimed were universal. Negative face can be ddfagethe wish not to have others
interfere with one’s wants. Positive politenessvat@and Levinson define as the wish to
have our wants desired by others, with “wants” yengadly defined. It might also be

termed the desire to be liked or admired, or tadmepted as part of a group.
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Brown and Levinson (1987) believe that some speaethare intrinsically
threatening to the speaker’s or hearer’s positiveegative face. These are called face-
threatening acts (FTAs). Acts threatening the h&sanegative face are things, such as
advice or requests, which suggest that the spa@kempinge upon the hearer’s freedom.
Those which threaten the hearer’s positive faceh s1$ criticism or disagreement, give
evidence that the speaker does not think well ®@hiarer or care about his feelings. Acts
which threaten the speaker’s negative face are actshas thanking and accepting an offer,
both of which involve incurring a debt to the heasich may cause the speaker’s
freedom to be impeded. Finally, acts which areateneing to the speaker’s positive face
include apologies and compliment responses, whigy cause the speaker to disparage

his own positive face.

Brown and Levinson (1987) therefore postulate se\strategies that are used to
minimize FTAs, which are expressed as a seriebaites. The first is between doing the
FTA and not doing it. If the speaker decides tdldoFTA, the next choice of strategies is
between off-record and on-record strategies. Arrexbrd strategy is a hint or irony or
similar strategy. Within on-record strategies, $peaker can choose to do the act Bald On
Record, or without any sort of redress at all @eample, “Close the window!”). If the
speaker chooses to do the FTA with redress, helvaose positive or negative politeness
strategies. Positive politeness strategies canbasxplained as friendliness or solidarity.
They are meant to indicate to the hearer that Heoisght well of or accepted as a member
of the group. They include such things as exprgssympathy with or admiration for the
hearer, using solidarity markers such as in-greams, joking, or being optimistic.

Politeness strategies which address negative facas Brown and Levinson point out,
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what is known in lay terms as being polite; suchtsgies could also be termed respect or
deference. They include minimizing imposition, @srespect language, apologizing, and

being pessimistic.

Although Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory hasrbeghly influential, it has
also received a great deal of criticism. Severs¢aechers have pointed out that Brown
and Levinson’s (1987) nomenclature, with face bépwgitive” or “negative,” is
problematic. Bousfield (2008) points out that pesiand negative politeness are in fact
not dichotomous opposites as might be assumedtiiemnomenclature, “positive” and
“negative” being polar antonyms (p.35). Scollon &wbllon’s (1997) terms for the two
sides of politeness avoid this problem. In thenafial conception of positive and negative
face, these terms are called “involvement” and épehdence.” Involvement they define
as “concerned with the person’s right and neecetodmsidered a normal, contributing, or
supporting member of society,” where independeroepghasizes the individuality of the
participants. It emphasizes their right not be cletgby dominated by group or social
values, and to be free from the imposition of ah@p. 47). As can be seen, this is quite
similar to positive and negative face as postulate@&rown and Levinson (1987), and
Scollon and Scollon mention that the terms havesime meaning (p. 47). However, in
Scollon and Scollon’s nomenclature, the two siddaae are not expressed as wants.
Scollon and Scollon themselves claim that the teawwsd what they believe could be a
problem—that people will associate “positive” wgbhod and “negative” with bad,
although in fact no value judgments are meant bytehms. Their politeness systems are
different from Brown and Levinson’s, based on poamed difference rather than negative
and positive strategies. Their first system, defeee occurs when the exchange is between

two people who have psychological distance, bulistance in power. A solidarity
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politeness system occurs between two people wittistance and no power disparity, and
the hierarchical system occurs when there is amiffce in power, with or without

psychological difference.

One criticism of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) franmiwhas been that it is not,
in fact “universal;” that they do not apply to ailltures, contexts, or situations, and that
the two face wants expressed as “positive” and dtieg” by Brown and Levinson (1987)
do not describe all the face wants a person coaNeé.hSeveral researchers have pointed
out that it is not always suitable in Asian conseftde 1989, Matsumoto 1989). More
applicable to the academic context is the work @éfRkMiller (1999). She found that in
stating disagreements with professors, a FTA aaegrid Brown and Levinson, the
students tended to do them bald on record, withoutsort of mitigation. Professors who
disagreed with students, however, did the FTA widme mitigation. According to Brown
and Levinson’s theory, in which relative power,iabdistance, and imposition interact to
produce the weightiness of an FTA, a student’sgilessing with a professor would be
weightier than the reverse, since the professbigiser in status and has more power. She
postulates that in the particular case of an acadenvironment, a student’s disagreeing
with a professor actually enhances the profesgmsitive face, since it upholds certain
attributes which the professor may value such agybetellectually curious and
questioning. This illustrates the important polttface may be more complex than the
dichotomous framework laid out by Brown and Levimsburther illustrating that face
wants are in fact more complex than they appeBranvn and Levinson, Bousfeld (2008)
explains that positive and negative politenessazaur in the same utterance (p.36). He
has also pointed out that Brown and Levinson dieeir examples from decontextualized

speech. Looking at face in discourse may give msieh more complex picture. Arundale

81



(2006) also takes issue with Brown and Levinsodsaiof inherent speech acts, believing
that “no utterance inherently marks, signals, aoeles any specific face meaning or
action” (p. 208). This agrees with the opinionB&yraktaroglu (1991) who argued against
politeness being treated as “something static,ucaple in the grammatical characteristics
of a single utterance” (p.5). To Tracy and Naughtt894), Brown and Levinson’s
concept of face is very abstract. They believepfiPas situated identity concerns are
more particular and contextualized than positive megative face” (p.283), and point out
that one person can also have conflicting face svantcy and Carjuzaa (1993) have
mentioned the decontextualized nature of Brownlawnson’s analysis as being
problematic as well (p. 176). Spencer-Oatey (20@#8)also claimed that the Brown and
Levinson frame fails to account for the complexifypeople’s actual face wants in various
situations. She believes that differing face wanéy become more salient in different
situations, explaining why people may choose one f@ant over another when they
conflict. Certain value constructs, she feels,raoee important to different people, and
thus their face concerns may differ as well. Hiragd Turner (1996), while using Brown
and Levinson’s conception of face to compare Jaggaad British tutor-student
interaction, found that different attention wasdotm face wants, with the Japanese
students attending more to the face wants of ttee &and the British students to their own.

Clearly face wants and their import differ acrogkures and contexts.

Another criticism of Brown and Levinson (1987) et it is not complete, since it
does not include rudeness or deliberate impolitgras only lack of politeness. In
Brown and Levinson’s theory, although a speakerseana FTA bald on record and thus
not attempt to redress the face threat, in achegch speakers can actually enhance the

face threat or perform “face attacking” (Tracy, 89Bousfield 2008, Culpeper 1996,
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Rees-Miller 1999) strategies. Bayraktaroglu (19949 added the idea of “face boosting”
acts—compliments in the case of boosting the fd¢keohearer, boasts boostithg face

of the speaker. Culpeper has developed a theampadliteness that is based on Brown
and Levinson, delineating various impolitenesstagias in terms of positive or negative
face. Bousfield (2008) also points out that thevar and Levinson model, contrary to
their claim, cannot give guidance on disarming aggiion since it presupposes that polite

behavior will prevent it (p.4).

Brown and Levinson’s (1987) concept of face as\jant to politeness has also
been challenged. Spencer-Oatey (2005) claims thaepess and face wants are in fact
not the same thing, and one can threaten face witteing impolite and vice versa. (p.
08). Arundale (2006) also focuses on face as digisied from politeness. He believes
that rather than being the social psychologicahphgenon of self-image, face is “an
emergent property of relationships, and therefarational phenomenon” (p.201).
Rather than face being divided into positive anglatiee, Arundale sees relationships as
being a matter of connectedness or separateness, dnd Baratz (1993) point out that
Brown and Levinson do not address self-oriented f@ants, making the theory of limited

utility in some contexts.

Another important aspect of face is the meaninthefterm itself. Many
researchers have contrasted it with the term “idghtvith face having a meaning that is
more tied to interaction. Tracy and Naughton (1988 the term “identity,” which they
feel means “self in situation” as opposed to “selfiich refers to an individual’s internal
state (p.282). “Face” also refers to the self latrenships, etc., but they believe the term

“face” has an air of superficiality which they wighavoid.
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Spencer-Oatey (2007) agrees that face is an ini@nat phenomenon and
differentiates between face and identity in sevetla¢r aspects: face is positive, where
identity can be either positive or negative; faas hn affective aspect, where identity does
not; and face is more easily threatened. Arundale mentions that face is “a relational
and interactional phenomenon” (2006:94). Tracy {d9%ed the concept of “institutional
identity” to explain a number of speaker behavish&en engaged in intellectual discussion.
Intellectual identity refers to the way that pagants in such discussion show their roles
as professors, graduate students, etc. by thewecsational actions. Institutional identity
as conceived by Tracy is also interactional in reatlihis concept is used as
intellectual/institutional face in Tracy and Cagaz(1993), and they feel it expresses the
relationship between a speaker and his or her idlesgsellectual competence, within the

context of intellectual discussion.

With particular reference to Tracy (1997) and Traog Carjuzaa’s (1993) work
on face in the academic environment, we can sédaba concerns of both teachers and
students may play an important role in the reabratf feedback in spoken academic
discourse. For the purpose of this research, BranehLevinson’s (1987) conception of
face and politeness is not so applicable, as pesiind negative politeness strategies can
be seen but are not common in feedback in the agadm®mntext. Rather, the broader and

more complex sense of face will be applied to ilkreng of feedback.

3.10 Conclusion
This chapter has attempted to draw together maspadate threads which relate to various

aspects of feedback in spoken academic discouirse. general characteristics of spoken
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academic discourse were reviewed. Metadiscouradragjuent object of study in academic

spoken English was examined (Swales 2001; Swaldslcezewski 2001; Lindemann &
Mauranen 2001; Mauranen 2003, 2007, 2010; Adel 28¢@&nd 1998, 2010; Swales

Burke 2003, Fortanet 2004). The many ways in whitddemic spoken discourse is
supportive of novices was also reviewed (Maurar@®B, 2003; Rudolph 1994; Swales
2001, Fortanet 2004, Poos & Simpson 2002, Hylare®1L9This general review gives a
background of some of the interpersonal aspeasademic spoken discourse. The next
group of studies pertains to the first two projaaftthis thesis: praise in spoken academic
discourse as compared to compliments in ordinanyesation, and as compared to praise in
written academic discourse. To this end, the btopat of the extent to which academic
spoken discourse resembles ordinary conversatior than written academic discourse was
examined (Biber 1988, 1995; Biber & Conrad 200heBi& Jones 2005; Csomay 2002). The
difference between academic spoken English andereation was explored with reference to
institutional discourse (Drew & Heritage 1992, Hamtl & Bardovi-Harlig 1992, Thonus

1999, Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford 1993). After thispme background studies on compliments
and aspects in which they could be compared walsprwere reviewed. (Manes & Wolfson

1981, Manes 1983, Wolfson 1983, Knapp, Hopper & Bag4).

Further background to the second project, comgacademic spoken English with
academic written English, was next reviewed. Tlot tlsat academic speech contains more
variation than academic writing has been explonedhrious ways (Dudley Evans & Johns
1981, Gilbert & Mulkay 1984, Swales 2001, Lindem&MNauranen 2001). From that
background, the specific context of feedback wadaerd, in student peer reviews (Johnson

1992, and instructors’ written feedback on studrenting (Hyland & Hyland 2001).
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The third project deals with disciplinary differas and the effect these might have on
praise. As background for this project, some studiere reviewed which examine
disciplinary differences through corpora (Poos &fson 2002, Csomay 2007) and by
looking at cultural differences among the discigir(Biglan 1973a, 1973b, Becher 1994).
Literature on the effect of the differing cultur@s such things as curriculum planning and
classroom activities was also reviewed (NeumanmyRBaBecher 2002, Handal et al. 1990;

Luedekke 2003, Linblom-Ylanne et.al. 2006, Ylioki(D).

The last project, on criticism, brought togetheaiage of perspectives, and for this
reason it required a review of a diverse rangduafiss. First, the IRF pattern and its
pedagogical efficacy, were reviewed (Sinclair & Goard 1973, Mehan 1979, McHoul 1978,
Mercer & Dawes 2008, Alexander 2008, Musumeci 1996lls 1993,Seedhouse 2004), and
different types of interaction within the IRF pattievere reported (van Lier 1996, 2001,
Cullen 2002, Barnes 2008, Cazden 2001). Otherpre&tions of classroom discourse
(Wright 2005, Walsh 2006) were also discussed,elbag IRF-type exchanges outside of the
classroom (Seedhouse 1996, Tsui 1989, Berry 198(akA2000). Then, repair in
conversation and in the classroom (Schegloff, dedfe & Sacks 1977; Kasper 1985,
McHoul 1990, MacBeth 2004) and criticism (Hylandland 2001, Hyland 2000, Fortanet
2004, Itakura & Tsui 2009) were considered. Finadhere was a brief review of the key
literature on face (Brown & Levinson 1987, Bouddi@008, Scollon & Scollon 1997, Rees-

Miller 1999, Arundale 2006, Spencer-Oatey 2007).

This literature review has been rather wide-rag@ind illustrates the complex issues

that are part of a study of feedback in a univerdassroom. While some broad

86



characterizations of academic spoken discourse leee made here, it is hoped that this
research will enable a closer look at interactiothe classroom by examining feedback and

what is known about academic spoken discoursesgtrigsent time.
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COMPLIMENTS IN ORDINARY CONVERSATION AND PRAISE IN
ACADEMIC SPOKEN DISCOURSE: A COMPARISON

4.1INTRODUCTION
This thesis as a whole will attempt to characteszeken evaluation by tertiary-level
instructors in several different ways. The firgpsto an exploration of praise in this
context is to distinguish it from compliments. Fvill serve two purposes. The firstis to
set praise apart as a separate speech act whiubygh it shares certain characteristics
with compliments, should be understood and exploratifferent ways. This will lay the
foundation for the study of praise in a spoken exhénd the comparison across
disciplines. The second purpose is to positionrgsgarch within the context of academic
spoken discourse. One of the main foci of reseanchcademic spoken English is the
difference between it and ordinary conversation.lddking at the ways in which
compliments in ordinary conversation differ fronaise in academic spoken English, and

the reasons they might differ, we can add anothmeewision to this discussion.

It seems intuitive that praise in an academic cant@uld be in some way
different from compliments in ordinary speech. fEhgeems to be general consensus that
compliments are given for the broader purpose w@ibéishing solidarity or making the
hearer feel good (Wolfson & Manes 1980, WierzbitR&87). The immediate purpose can
be to serve as a greeting or thanks for a mealf@tol& Manes, 1980), or for some other
purpose. Wolfson (1984) believes that complimé&ntzrdinary conversation can have a

didactic purpose as well. She believes that oasare that women are thought to give and
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get more compliments, particularly about appearasddat compliments are given to
reinforce desired behavior, in this case bein@aetitre. All of these reasons are probably
part of an instructor’s impetus for giving praidgdowever, at least ostensibly, the main
reason for praising students is probably to ackedgg a correct or desirable answer to
the student as well as other hearers, to rewardttlieents for the answer or for other
behavior (diligence in study or originality of thght, for example), and to encourage all of
the students to behave in a similar fashion. Skeast in terms of speaker’s motivation,
praise and compliments are not the same things §tbdy shows several other ways in

which they differ.

This chapter shows the results of a comparisondmtvpraise in academic spoken
English and what is known about compliments inmady speech. First, the semantics
and syntax of praise in the British Academic Spokeglish (BASE) corpus was
compared with those of compliments as found by ¥éolfand Manes (1981). Praise was

also examined within discourse to see the diffezsrbetween it and compliments.

Several significant differences between praisea@mdpliments can be found when
we examine the structure and use of praise and aamiipwith what is known about
compliments.The first is that praise seems to be tied morengtyoto role than
compliments are, with students hardly ever praignstructors in this context and, if they
do, showing evidence of non-congruence, that igveareness that they may be acting in
a way that is not appropriate for their own statlative to their instructor’'s (Bardovi-
Harlig & Hartford 1990). Second, it can be obsédrtieat where a reply, usually thanks, is
obligatory in the case of compliments, it is noligditory and may be inappropriate in the

case of praise. Evidence was also found thategrdifeers from compliments in the extent
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to which it is contextualized. These things seempdint to fundamental differences in the

function of praise and compliments.

4.2METHOD

Both the Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken Eng{diCASE) and the British
Academic Spoken English (BASE) corpus were examimbd BASE corpus was used for
this section because, although it does not hageest a variety of types of speech events
as MICASE does, it has more examples of each. BA&EL60 lectures and 40 seminars.
Although there were about 15 lectures that wereenttely monologic, seminars yielded
much more interaction and thus more praise. Fsmré#ason, it was decided to focus on
the analysis of seminars. The seminars in BASE doome four major academic

discipline areas: Arts and Humanities (AH), Lifeddviedical Sciences (LS), Physical
Sciences (PS), and Social Sciences (SS). Terctipissare available for each area. The
BASE corpusvas collected at the universities of Warwick an@dReg and is almost

entirely transcribed and available on the Internet.

Each transcript was carefully read twice and fidssnstances of praise were
marked. After this, a search was done for the wérdht” and “good” in each transcript,
to be reasonably sure that all instances of pragge found. All of the examples of praise
were categorized into syntactic patterns as desgtiglow. For the semantic analysis,
each example of praise was categorized accorditigetpart of speech of the word
carrying the positive semantic load. Then, the nemof different tokens for each part of
speech was analyzed. After this, praise was exainwithin the discourse to see if

differences from compliments could be found inwegy it is used.
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4.2.1 Total counts
Praise, as defined below, comprised 1,653 of tfe68D total number of words in the
transcribed seminars. This is about .3% of thal tnaimber of words in these transcripts,

and .6% of words spoken by the instructor.

4.2.2 What is praise?
The definition of praise used in these projectissussed at length in Chapter 2, but will
be briefly stated here. In this project as in tb& of the thesis, praise was defined as a
positive assessment of a student’s performancan acknowledgement of a student’s
response as correct

right

well done

some of you have done simply outstanding (ah009)
In almost all cases, this included a positive woisijally an adjective but

occasionally a verb.

Although one of the more common ways of acknowlegghat a desired answer
has been is to repeat or restate this answer, Whesenot included in the syntactic or

semantic analyses, or the total count of praise.

In order to be counted as praise, the utterancedadcur in the feedback slot of
an Initiation-Response-Feedback (IRF) pat{&imclair & Coulthard 1975, Mehan 1979a).
The Initiation, in most cases is either a questioa discussion topic proposed by the

instructor. The Response generally consists o$tiheent's answer or contribution to the
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discussion. Praise then comes in the next slegliback. Having the praise occur only in
this pattern ruled out such utterances as:

STUDENT: Are we on page 154?

INSTRUCTOR: That's right

In addition, the wordgeahandOK could conceivably be used as praise, but were not
counted here because it is not possible to tellvihey are being used as praise and when
they are being used as discourse markers. Foasireasons;ight is only counted as

praise if it is followed by a restatement or otheaise words.

After these expressions were taken out of thestn@pt, the remainder of positive
teacher responses to students’ answers or disoussintributions were all analyzed as

praise.

4.3SEMANTIC ANALYSIS

One of the more surprising findings about complitaen the literature was that they are
very restricted, both semantically and syntactycatl the way that they are realized
(Manes & Wolfson 1981, Wolfson 198Xnapp, Hopper and Bell (1984) found similar

results.

Semantically, although compliments can be foundgiaiwide range of adjectives,
two-thirds of adjectival compliments use one o&fadjectivesnice good, pretty,
beautiful andgreat Compliments are similarly formulaic with regatdssyntax. Eighty-
five percent of compliments make use of one of dnige formulasNP is/looks (really)

ADJ; | really like/love NPandPRO is (really) (a) ADJ NP Wolfson andvianes (1980:
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124) point to the function of compliments in explag this regularity. They claim that,
since the main function of a compliment is to ceemfeeling of solidarity, it is important
that the compliment be formulaic and relativelyefid originality which could create
distance. Further, since compliments frequentyuarconnected to the context of the

conversation, or occur without a context, it is artant that they be easy to identify.

As has been stated, it is a common-sense concltisabpraise has a different
purpose from compliments. Although praise may $eduor solidarity in some cases, we
might expect that praise, being more status-bagédactually increase distance. If this is
the case and if Manes and Wolfson’s (1981) conctutfiat the lack of originality in
compliments is due to their function as solidabtytding devices, then we might expect
praise in academic settings to be less formullits also expected that, if praise is
didactic in nature, it might contain more inforneettion what exactly the student did
correctly and how this is important. This wouldalead to less reliance on adjectives
with a weak semantic load than can be found in dongmts. The fact that compliments
are not connected to previous speech may alsddedifferences, as praise in a university

is obviously frequently connected with a studentsrect answer.

In the majority of instances of praise found in BA&s in Manes and Wolfson’s
data, the adjective carries the positive semao#id (1981:116). Indeed, the percentage is
over 80% in both sets of data. Of the 312 exampiigsaise in which a positive word can
be identified, 280 are adjectival. Although Manad &Volfson found a wide range of
positive words in their data, 72 different typeslh in BASE we might expect a smaller
number because there is a smaller set of thinggybeodified. Where Manes and

Wolfson’s data comprise compliments on appeargrasonal attributes, and possessions,
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the praise in BASE is directed either to the stu@dewl her or his personal skill or
intelligence, or to some sort of intellectual penhiance. However, in BASE we find a
total of 33 different adjectives, a wide varietyns@ering the fact that there are fewer
tokens in all As with Manes and Wolfson, who found a large cotregion of
compliments likegoodandnice,in BASE over 60% of the adjectival praise usey twb
adjectivesright andgood. Other adjectives often used wesecellent(N=14, 5%) great
(N=11, 3.92%), anthteresting(N=18, 6.42%). If all five of these are taken tigs, we
have a result very similar to Manes and Wolfsooiser 80% of adjectival praise in BASE

uses one of these adjectives. (See appendix C-1)

As in Manes and Wolfson (1981), very few praisesttkcontain adjectives in the
comparative or superlative, which might indicatatti is unusual to compare one student

to another student. There is only one instanaehich that happens:

| think Laura’s way is actually the better way

(ss006)
The other use of the comparative compares two pedoces by the same group of

students.

Although Manes and Wolfson (1981) do not look &t hlouns that these adjectives
are modifying, probably because of the infinitei@gr of possibilities, in BASE there is a
much smaller number and so we can examine these ctamely. The most common such
noun ispoint, butquestionandideaalso occur more than once All of the nouns medifi
by these adjectives describe some sort of inteiédgierformance or effort (e.gffort,
guestion, argument, suggestion, job, plaNone of the adjectival praise describes the
student him/herself, as in “You're a good studefdr’example, althoug@ood for you
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occurs twice. This might indicate that more impeed praise is preferred in academic

settings.

For a much smaller number of praise tokens the ganbes the positive semantic
load—that is, praise using verbs of positive evidunesuch as “like.” There are only ten
examples in BASE. In Manes and Wolfson’s datahsummpliments are as limited
semantically as adjectival ones, with 80% of trenttusing the wordske or love (1981:
118). Although the number of tokens of praise ol the verb carries the positive
semantic load in the BASE corpus is so small the&amnot be considered representative,
they show a similarly limited patternlmpressis the verb in six of the ten examples, with
pleaseandlike making up the others. Although the impersonalitpraise mentioned
above might account for the worlilee andlove being avoidedimpressmight be too
strong a word for most student performance, whigghtraccount for the paucity of verb-

based praise in the BASE data.(See Appendix C-2)

In adverbial praise, the adverb used was even nestacted. The most commonly
used adverb is, unsurprisinglyell which always modifiesdone The other adverbs used

wereeloquently, clearly, outstandingndgreat

You voiced it there very well clearly eloquently
(ah007)

We have seen the essays and by and large they are

super so i'm very very pleased with your results so me
of you have done simply outstanding (ah009)
It's coming great so far (ps003)

95



In BASE, as in Manes and Wolfson’s (1981) datardlveere instances of intensifiers
being used by themselves as praise—in the cas@SERbsolutely which so often

modifiesright that it can stand in for it. (See appendix D).

Although it was thought that the didactic purposeraise would make it
necessary to use a larger range of positive wprdsse was almost as restricted
semantically as compliments are. One reasonhimbiay be the case is that some of the
praise occurs in classes where the instructorkim@gjuestions of the students, rather than
introducing a discussion topic. In many casesdlags display questions, with a small
range of desirable answers. In this situationsthdents already understand that they are
being praised for a correct answer, so furtheragktipn beyond “right” or “good” is not

necessary.

There are a few examples of longer praise witlsa testricted number of words
being used. Unlike in Manes and Wolfson (1981)dheere several instances of praise in
which no one word had a positive meaning, and thes@ had to be interpreted from the
context. In this case, usually the instructorasatibing the behavior in such a way that

students understand that it is praiseworthy.

These are the sorts of arguments we'd hear in court

(ss006)
from a law classroom, is one example.

You had realized the numbers were not necessarily

going to be one to six (ps003)
occurs in a longer unit of praise, and descrilmeg & group of students did better in a

game of logic.
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That's something not many people realize (ps003 )
in response to an answer, also describes howuldersts knowledge or behavior is
desirable. These types of praise tend to be loingerthe ones using positive adjectives,
perhaps because it takes more words to make ittdehe student that they are being
praised. Usually, this sort of praise occurs nbbemwthe student has given a correct answer,
but in response to some sort of performance—ppétiin in a mock court, in the first
example, in a game in the second. So, the supmositat praise might be less varied
semantically than compliments because of its didacirpose may not be entirely
incorrect, but there are relatively few instangewhich praise is used to actually point out

desirable behavior, rather than merely acknowlegigicorrect answer.

One of the most striking differences between ttaserfound in BASE and the
compliments that Manes and Wolfson (1981) found ike realm of deixis. Manes and
Wolfson found that 75% of their compliments conttia deictic elementgou or that
This, they claim, shows that usually complimentsrast connected to the previous
utterance, so the subject of the compliment musipeeially pointed out (1981:119).
When we look at deixis in BASE there is quite dadé#nt result. Overwhelmingly, where
deixis is presenthatis the deictic word, with 102 tokens or 31.24%haf total of deictic
terms in the corpu&.ouoccurs only 27 times or 5% of the total. This rbayanother
indicator that there is a tendency toward imperkpai#on in praise which is not present,
or is less present, in compliments. As was meetidmefore, the object of the praise tends
to be some kind of accomplishment, knowledge ofoperance of the student, more rarely
the student her- or himself. However, the poinichvimakes a stronger contrast with
Manes and Wolfson is the fact that in the majaoitgases, there is no deixis at all. As

will be discussed in the section on syntax, mucthefpraise found in BASE consists of
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utterances such agry goodwell doneand similar expressions, where the subject is
completely omitted. This illustrates another majdference between praise and
compliments: from these data it seems that pra@eea be separated from the context,
since the thing being praised is usually part efdbntext itself. This contrasts with
compliments, according to Manes and Wolfson, whéztfuire deictic elements such as
youor that because they are separate from the context. lostlall cases, the thing being
praised is the answer to a question or a contohub a discussion. In a few rare cases
they deal with a previous performance (paper, prtasien, etc.) of some kind. So all the
participants are aware that when the instructos,s&ood” he or she is referring to a
student’s previous utterance. This might show seupfer Manes and Wolfson’s assertion
of the meaning of deixis in their data, as welfashe idea that praise and compliments

serve different purposes.

4.4 SYNTACTIC ANALYSIS

Syntactic analysis found that, although praisd8®WSE does not show the extreme
formulaic quality found in compliments, instructats tend to prefer a limited group of
syntactic patterns when giving praise. The follogvpatterns were found:

(I think) NP COP (INTENS) ADJ

(INTENS) ADJ

(I think) NP COP (DET) (INTENS) ADJ NP
(I thinkk NP VP (DET) (INTENS) ADJ NP
(I think) NP VP (NP) (INTENS) ADV

| like/be pleased with/be impressed by NP

(See Appendix D).

Most common is the following pattern:

(I thinkkNP  COP (INTENS)  ADJ

that’s right

i thought that watching it was very impressive (ps004)
i think your argument’s right (ss003)

somebody’s awake and alive (1s008)
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This pattern occurs in over one-third (33.43%)haf tlata (113 of 337 examples of praise)
Of all the utterances in the (I think) NP COP (INN&) ADJ pattern, the most commonly
occurring isthat’s right. 24% of the utterances in this pattern, a tot@%fare made up of

this utterance.

The next most commors a pattern of a single adjective, sometimes with an
intensifier.

(INTENS) ADJ
excellent
not bad
very interesting
absolutely right

This pattern accounted for another 29.28% of tita,®9 of 337 examples. It should be
acknowledged that when the instructor gave the saond in praise several timesde

“right, right, right”) each adjective was countezparately, so the praise with this pattern

is not always as perfunctory as it appears.

The next most common pattamthe same, but the adjective modifies a finalmou
(I think) NP COP (DET) (INTENS) ADJ NP
th at's a good effort (Is004)
that’s a super analysis (ss004)
11.83% of the praise found in BASE has this pattérvariation on this has another verb
in place of the copula.

(I think) NP VP (DET) (INTENS) ADJ NP

you've raised such an important subject (1s003)

i think you did a good job

i think what you're pointing to is an interesting q uestion  (ah005)
This accounts for 5.62 % of the total praise efdestingly, the verbs “seem” and “look”
and the like, which occur in place of copukabs in some data (Johnson, 1992) do not

occur here.
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A few more patterns are much less common. A siadleerb plus verb pattern
occurs in 2.95 % of the data, for a total of 10negkes. This pattern in BASE is only
realized with one adverb and verb combination:

ADV VP
well done

Longer sentences in which the adverb was the pesitord were also present, and these
showed a little more variety

(I think) NP VP (NP) (INTENS ADV
you voiced it there very clearly (ah007)
that works well (ps002)

This accounts for another 3.84% of the praise, Wlexamples.

There are 6 instances of an adjective plus a notimei 37 examples, 1.17% of the
total praise;
ADJ NP
good point
nice one

As was mentioned in the semantic analysis, vetlg lif the praise consists of a
positive verb rather than an adjective or advérbis pattern occurs in only 10 examples,

or 2.95% of the data:

| like/be pleased with/be impressed by NP

i like the idea (ss001)

i'm impressed by your structure (ah003)

i'm pleased with your results (ah009)

we should feel quite pleased with the way these arg uments went
(SS010)

There is another group of praise utterances whichal fit into any of the patterns

above. These tend to correspond to the categgryatfe mentioned in the section on
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semantic analysis, which have no specifically posivords. In several cases they have no

adjectives or adverbs at all.

you were working as a team (ps004)

that’s the thing with good things if they happen th e team tend to
make them happen  (ps003)

you had realized the numbers were not necessarily g oing to be from

one to six (ps003)

In these cases, as in the ones present in the Heraaalysis, the studensse able
to understand from the context that the behaviorgogescribed is desirable. This further
supports a difference between praise and complsrteat was pointed out in the section
on semantics: they are clearly, sometimes inexilycdied to the context of the interaction.
In some cases these examples are clearly praiseideeof the immediate context. For
example in, “You had realized the numbers werenegtssarily going to be one to six,”
the students understand that this is a good timrtiga context of a game. In the case of,
“these are exactly the sorts of arguments we’d lmeeourt,” the context is more global,

with students understanding that this is prais leaw classroom.

Overall it can be said that praise is very limitieggrms of how it is realized. In this
respect it resembles compliments, according to glame Wolfson (1981), although the

potential variety of formulae is broader and moepehdent on features of the co-text.

4.5DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

Praise has several clear differences from complisi@nterms of discourse. First,
although the role of status in giving complimeras been discussed (Manes &Wolfson
1981; Knapp, Hopper & Bell 1984) it seems cleat there is a much stronger connection

between praise and status. In an academic sitygiraise seems to go in only one
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direction: from instructors to students, or higteefower status. In the BASE transcripts,
there were no instances of a student giving anyadqrerformance evaluation to a teacher.

In MICASE, this only happens twice

S5: and also i just, wanna say something um, i
just wanna say that it's, very rare that i feel
comfortable in a class, enough to like talk and it,
usually doesn't happen and it took me a little

while but i just wanna say that this is, a class

that, i definitely felt, (like contributing

something)  (MICASE, Anthropology of American
Cities Office Hours)

S6: heyiiloved the class i just wanted to tell

you. [S2: good,i'm glad ] ithought at first like
just driving that far, i'm like oh i hope the

class is good <S2 LAUGH> and now it's like, and
everyone's like wow you must really like that

class to drive that far i'm like no it's like it_

the drive doesn't even seem that bad anymore and

[...] (MICASE, Anthropology of American Cities
Office Hours)

In these cases a great deal of hedging and disfjuean be seen, neither of which seems
to be obligatory when teachers praise studentthofgh theoretically hedging is not
necessary when giving a compliment, there are tiwiesn complimenting constitutes a
Face-Threatening Act (Johnson 1992, Brown & Levin$887). (Face is discussed in
more detail in Chapter 7). Johnson, for examplkebes that a compliment given
“arrogantly or inappropriately” can imply that tgever of the compliment claims
knowledge of the subject (p. 62). Hedging doesseein to serve this purpose when it was
found in the BASE transcripts, however—it is mostbed to express genuine doubt or
mixed feelings about the student’s answer. Theesits’ speech can not be described as
inappropriate, and in fact the teacher in thisagitin seems pleased with the praise. The
phenomenon that the students above may be shoaingerhaps best be explained by

referring to Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford’s (199&ytn “congruence,” meaning acting in
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accordance with one’s relative status. In the etamabove, the students may be
showing, by their hedging and disfluency, that they acting in a way that does not
correspond to their status as students. It magrdrgficant, also, that both of these cases
occur during the professor’s office hours (thatnsa private moment when other students
will not be listening). They are also directedreg same teacher, who for some reason
may be more approachable or easier to give prai$ghis seems to be evidence that,
although compliments are sometimes tied to stanasse and status are more strongly

linked, with lower-status speakers who give préééng pains to mitigate it.

Another discourse difference between praise ancptiomants is that, while
compliments require a response, a response tema&ns infelicitous. There are only

two instances of response to praise in MICASE, lfatktious. There are none in BASE.

S1: mhm i see where you're going and i think it's a

really good point to press him on, um

S3: too bad he's dead (MICASE, Philosophy Discussion
Section)

S1: yeah so that's a nice way to think of it. i mean

so basically what happens is you have

S9: idon't understand what i just said. <SS LAUGH>
no seriously i (MICASE, Philosophy Discussion
Section)

® Other anecdotal evidence supports the idea thigipg in a classroom may not be
appropriate for the speaker with lower status. e&oept from a discussion forum about
teaching on the website of tl#ronicle of Higher Educatiomight serve as an example.
In a discussion of annoying students, one posfersothe story of a teaching assistant
who overheard the poster’s discussion with anatbk#eague of various ways to teach a
certain class. “After my colleague left, my TA thgroceeded to give me *his*
impressions of my lecture. He did it again tod#greclass, offering his critique of one
part of the lecture and giving me an overall "ggual’ before he left.” The poster clearly
felt that the TA’s praise was presumptuous. (“Druss”, 2008).
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In the first instance, théhim” referred to by both S1, the instructor, ar@l e student, is
Immanuel Kant, and the student responds humordaghe idea that he can “press” him
on something. In the second instance, the studerg blatantly disavows the content
which the instructor praised. Again, these instgrmoth come from the same class, so
there may be something in the classroom atmospt@m encourages such responses.
We can see that responses to praise are extrearelyhowever, since none of the
approximately 380 tokens of praise found in BAS&ereed any type of response that was
recorded. Recordings are audio only, so the studag have smiled or looked pleased,
but a spoken response does not seem necessas/wdlid seem to provide evidence that
praise is used for a different purpose than comgits. A compliment which garnered no
response would be failing in its purpose of encgung solidarity among participants, and

its more immediate purpose of starting a convessair changing the subject.

4.6 CONCLUSION

As we have seen, compliments in ordinary speechpeaide in academic spoken English
differ in several important respects. In terms@&iantics and syntax, although praise and
compliments resemble each other in that they bs¢haurelatively limited syntactic and
semantic pattern, they differ in the use of deixislike compliments, which tend to use
the deictic elements “you” and “that’, one of theshfrequently used syntactic patterns
omits deixis entirely. Manes and Wolfson (1981l)eéwe that this has to do with the
necessity of pointing out the subject of the compint. Compliments, they show, are
independent of context, for which reason they sonest serve as a greeting exchange. In
contrast to this, praise is very closely linkedhe context. It is almost always given in

response to a previous comment, so deixis is messary. This in turn shows us that

104



praise differs in its discourse purpose. Praisgdcoot, for example, usually be used as a

greeting in the classroom, or to change a sulgsatpmpliments frequently are.

In terms of discourse, praise is much more strotigtyto status than compliments
are. Compliments also require a response, ustilhks, but this is rarely seen when
students are praised in academic situations. Thaakaever seen as a response to praise
in either the MICASE or BASE corpora. This phenomealso could be explained by the
fact that praise has a different purpose than daeptinents. If compliments are used to
start conversations or to change topics as Mang$\&ifson (1981) believe, it seems
clear that this is not the case with praise. InlRie exchange, the floor is usually returned
to the instructor after a positive evaluation, sy sort of response is dispreferred at this
time (Wong & Waring 2009). This might also be daete fact that, as several other
studies have pointed out, academic speech usuwmdlham institutional agenda and thus is
operating under time constraints (Hartford & Barnddarlig 1992, Thonus 1999). Itis
possible that this is evidence that the most ingmbrgoal of praise is not to give pleasure
to the hearer. If all the parties are aware thaigoal is something other than pleasing the

hearer, then thanks is not necessary.

This leaves us with the question of the purposgraie from a discourse
perspective. Although it may seem obvious thaipiingose of praise is to acknowledge
and reward a correct answer, and concurrently tcowage other students to continue to
do well, it may have other uses as well. Unlikenpiments which are used to start
conversations, praise may be actually used foofip®site purpose—to signal that nothing

more is wanted from the student’s answer and tairadhe floor. The shorter praise is
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used to show that a single student no longer refidar, where extended praise can be

used to signal a shift in the focus of the classnahe quote below:

i thought both sides did a very good job at

putting forward a coherent argument i was
impressed by your structure i mean i thought you
both had good good form to your presentation but i
think what we should be doing now is we should
perhaps now be moving away

from just the the argument and thinking about
whether we could do some crossing over [. . .,]
(ah003)

A similar point was made by Wong and Waring (200%ing Conversation Analysis,
they found that the expression “very good” tendedrid a student’s contribution to a
discussion. They suggested that English as a 8damguage teachers use caution with

this expression to avoid cutting off a student’atabution.

The aspect in which praise resembled compliméméstact that they are both
limited syntactically and semantically, might poiatthe fact that praise has an important
interpersonal purpose. Compliments, after all,enbought by Manes and Wolfson
(1981) to be so limited because they are vitaktatdishing solidarity. Hearers must be
able to quickly understand that they are being dongmted. The fact that praise is
similarly limited may mean that it is similarly iregant for students to understand that
they are being praised. Lack of originality mayken& easier and less time-consuming for

instructors to use this mode of creating solidaaitgl encouraging students.

It seems from this evidence we can confidentlyteay although the terms are
often used interchangeably, praise and complinemetsiot the same phenomenon. They
are realized in different ways, serve differentqmses, and are acknowledged by the

hearer differently. The differences in praise nigé able to be explained by the fact that,
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unlike compliments in ordinary conversation, thayd an institutional agenda. It is also
possible that while compliments are given for theppse of pleasing the listener, and for

starting a conversation or changing the subjedtheeof these is true for praise.
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A COMPARISON OF POSITIVE EVALUATION IN SPOKEN AND W RITTEN

ACADEMIC DISCOURSE

5.1INTRODUCTION

This project will examine the extent to which aaadespoken English resembles
academic written English with respect to praise. was pointed out in the literature
review, one of the major goals of studies of spakesdemic discourse is to determine
whether it is more like academic ordinary conveosabdr academic written English
(Swales 2001). In the previous section, a compangas made between praise in spoken
academic discourse and compliments in ordinary exsation, to address the first part of
the question. The current section addresses tiiee part. As will be shown, there are
several challenges to this comparison, some toittothe differing purposes and
characteristics of spoken classroom feedback aali&on of academic writing, and
others with the fact that the interpersonal aspgutritten academic discourse has not
been researched as much as that of ordinary catigrs Nevertheless, in order to
explore the major concerns of academic spoken disepit was felt to be a worthwhile

subject of research.

There are several issues relating to the compadsanademic spoken discourse
with academic written English in general, and tbmparison has so far remained
inconclusive. The discipline or general area oflgtseems to have a great influence on
what kind, and what amount, of language is usdibth spoken and written academic
English, with the humanities and social sciencasdoghown to vary substantially from

the hard sciences. However, in general, it has bmend that spoken academic English
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has more variation than written academic EnglishdiBy-Evans & Johns 1981; Swales
2001). It also shows more contingency (Gilbert &lkéyy 1984; Lindemann & Mauranen
2001; Swales 2001). Gilbert and Mulkay describecth@ingent repertoire as being
contrasted with the empiricist repertoire in whadnclusions are shown to have been
drawn only from evidence, and thus the contingepéetoire manifests as more “personal”
and “open to debate” ( 1984: 46). Academic spetharefore, shows the process of
coming to a conclusion to be more complex and gobkic. Other studies, such as that
of Poos and Simpson (2002) give further dimengsiaihe idea of differences between
academic spoken English in social sciences anteimard sciences. Although spoken
academic discourse in general seems to show maegiga than written academic
English, hard sciences seem at this juncture ta $bss variation than social sciences and
humanities, perhaps because the concepts thatstbgets deal with are more fixed and

require less interpretation.

For this project we will be examining the diffecexs between praise in academic
spoken discourse as it is found in the British Agatt Spoken English (BASE) and
Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken English (MICASBjpora and published studies
of praise in written academic discourse—that isttem evaluations of written work.

Unlike compliments in ordinary speech, praise iittem academic English has not been
the subject of much study. Although there havenlzefew studies done on feedback
given by teachers on student papers, the majadrrityi® deals with its pedagogical efficacy.
Walker (2009), for example, deals with differereg of comments and how “usable”
students find them, based on student interviewse éxtent to which feedback, either
spoken or written, causes change in student behawold be an interesting topic and one

which has not been studied in the spoken conteédduranen (2002a) has pointed out that
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spoken discourse is largely the route by which cesiare socialized into academic culture
(p. 115). She also believes that the frequencyaliuative language in spoken academic
discourse indicates a certain amount of expliaitazation taking place (p.136).
However, with a spoken corpus it is not possibledonduct interviews with the
anonymous participants, and since the corpus ceeganly a single class in various
subjects, we cannot see improvement or the lackdfie Instead, we will look at several
studies which deal with the type of language chasemrite feedback, and the discourse
purpose of praise in written feedback. These studeal with several different types of
feedback, although they all fall into the categofryvritten academic discourse: feedback
given by teachers on student papers (Hyland & Hi/2001), peer feedback given on
student writing (Johnson 1992), feedback giveadademic articles by peer reviewers
prior to publication (Fortanet 2008), and book esvs published in academic journals
(Hyland 2000). These studies vary a great deddertype of context they represent.
Although there are many studies of written feedb#uky tend to focus on pedagogical
efficacy. Through these four studies, althougly theal with different contexts, we can
get some idea of syntax (Johnson and Fortanetgrsiges (Johnson and Hyland) and
interpersonal issues (Johnson, Hyland, and Hylamtl/and) of praise in written
academic English. Spoken praise data was compatedvritten praise exemplified in

each of these studies, and in all cases was fauhdwte less variation and range.

5.2PRAISE IN WRITTEN ACADEMIC DISCOURSE

Four key studies form the basis of our comparidgrraise in spoken and written
academic discourse. Johnson (1992) examines wadtmpliments in the context of peer
reviews by graduate students. The participantBigtask were given a task, by the

researcher, of reviewing essays by their peergy Were specifically asked to write what
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they liked about the essay. She compared complingeim this context with what is
known about compliments in speech (for example f\dames & Wolfson 1981; Manes
1983; Wolfson 1983; and Holmes 1988b) and also eéxaahthe compliments within the
framework of Brown and Levinson’s politeness unsats (1987). Hyland and Hyland
(2001) look at feedback given to ESL students ftbeir instructors. Their data come
from not only samples of praise and criticism, &igb interviews and think-aloud
protocols. Their study focuses more on the efficgcthe praise and criticism, rather than
structure and function, although they do pointseueral characteristics of written
feedback. Fortanet (2008) examines a differentafqoeer review—those that are given to
potential authors in academic journals to help thewse their writing or tell them why
the submitted article will not be published. Shalgzes the language in terms of
Halliday’s (1985) metafunctions and also analyhesreviews as face threatening acts
(FTAs) which puts them in the context of Brown dminson’s (1987) politeness theory.
Finally, Hyland (2000) studies praise and criticisnibook reviews appearing in academic
journals. He also looks at the interpersonal dgeaise in such reviews, and finds many

differences between reviews of texts in differeistilines.

Before describing the commonalities among the diffepieces of research on
praise in written academic discourse, we shoulthaekedge the differences. The most
striking of these is status. Status can have aa@tnon the types of praise that are given
in several ways. First, it is acknowledged (inrsdn 1992 and Hyland & Hyland 2001)
that someone reviewing a work for any purposessi@ed to be in a position to evaluate
it. Someone who is clearly in a position of stadnd is acknowledged to have at least as
much expertise as the writer may be thought to blaeéright” to give feedback on the

work. Yet even this is not entirely unproblemafssuming that we have the right to
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praise a student’s work is a concern even for tegobf ESL writing, who seem to be
clearly of higher status and expertise (Hyland &atig, 2001). One teacher that Hyland
and Hyland interview explains that she wants tpoed as “a reader rather than a know-
it-all teacher” (p. 200). However, instructors nfagl some conflict about this, as they
also believe that students are insecure aboutwhéing and need positive feedback (p.
192). This is much more clearly the case for stugerr evaluators. Johnson found what
she interpreted as evidence of anxiety about etratpane’s peers in her study. It should
also be pointed out that giving a compliment was pithe task given to the participants
in her study, so they may have been praising fiesrs even more than they felt

comfortable with.

Seniority in academia is also a factor which mdgafthe use of praise in written
discourse, even among peers. Johnson’s (1992y@éewers are students, where
Fortanet’s (2008) and Hyland’s (2000) are all dsthbd academics, although,
theoretically, peers. Tracy and Baratz (19983 study of colloquia at an American
university, have shown that academics are monat with peers than they are with
graduate students, in the belief that the gradstatdent needs more nurturing. We could
therefore assume also that the feedback givertdéyesmic professionals contains more
criticism than that given either to students byrpex® to students by teachers. Since, as
will be discussed later, criticism is often mitigdtby praise, this may affect the type of

praise that is given.

Another factor that may affect the type of praiseeg is the relative anonymity of
the review. In peer reviews of manuscripts asistlldy Fortanet (2008) the review may

be blind, in which the reviewer and the writer lo¢ tmanuscript are unknown to each
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other; it may be anonymous, when the reviewer kninesvriter of the manuscript but the
reverse is not true; or it may be open. Since jitassible that a blind review may contain
less praise, this may affect the type of data ctélg At the other end of the spectrum is
the published book review, in which not only are Writer of the book and the writer of
the review known to each other, but the reviewdraaudience of many other readers,
although the writer of the book may be assumecktitdoprinciple audience (Hyland
2000.). As Hyland points out, since the both thigewand the reviewer of the book
belong to the same professional milieu, the actititizing it may constitute a real social

threat.

We can see that the amount of feedback devotedhisepvis a vis criticism is very
different in each genre. Hyland (2000) shows tivatr dalf of the evaluative comments,
57%, are positive in his study of published bookews. He further notes that negative
criticisms tend to be specific, where positiveicisims are global, something he attributes
to politeness concerns (p. 48). Hyland and Hyl@@d1) find that 44% of the comments
made by instructors on student papers can be ag&edas praise, as opposed to 31%
which are categorized as criticism. However, tustrasts with other published studies
of praise, which find the amount of praise in instor feedback to be as low as 6%
(Daiker 1989). If the larger number is more acayrttis is quite different from peer
referee reports on articles intended for publiggtio which positive comments accounted
for only 11% of the total comments (Fortanet 208B). (Johnson’s [1992] study cannot

be compared on this point since she instructs aeicgpants to give praise.)

Although it can be seen that there are severahgettdifferences in these types of

writing which may affect the purpose, amount, atiteocharacteristics of praise, all of
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these easily fit into the category of academicalisse—two actually take place in the
classroom while the other two may reasonably beebegl to be studied in one. If we
compare praise in spoken discourse with thesedtmglies, we can get a sense of how they
compare. Spoken praise in the classroom sharesugacharacteristics with each of these
types of feedback, which will be examined laterrsti-we will look at differences in

context between spoken and written praise.

5.3METHOD
Forty seminars from the BASE corpus were read aathéned for praise. The praise was
identified and analyzed according to semanticstasyrand discourse purpose using the

method described Chapters 2 and 4.

Fortanet (2008) analyzes the syntax of evaluatiqreier reviews of articles prior
to publication, using Systemic Functional Grammarsimilar analysis was done for the
spoken language data in BASE and then comparedRaeittanet’s results. Similarly, the
syntactic data obtained as described in Chapteastoompared with Johnson’s (1992)
syntactic data. Johnson’s data on semantic chaisesprovided a comparison for the
semantic analysis of the BASE transcripts. Hyl@@D0) provides a semantic analysis of
book reviews which also give background, althouglibes not give information about
numeric data. Finally, the interpersonal use af issues with praise were compared with

the findings of Johnson, Hyland, and Hyland andaidgl (2001).

The amount of praise in each type of evaluativeingiis likely to be very
different, with more praise in the instructors’ greers’ evaluations of student work and

less, perhaps none, in the reviews of articlesoied for publication. Taking these reasons
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into account as well as the small sample sizadindt seem feasible to compare the
amount of praise in written feedback with the amdaand in academic spoken English,

so this was not done.

5.4 GENERAL DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SPOKEN AND WRITTEN PRAS

We have discussed the differences between variods bf written positive feedback, and
now we turn to contextual differences between spael written feedback. There are
several characteristics that may be similar. Spgiaise, for example, closely parallels
instructor feedback on written papers in the reéasitatus of the interlocutors and the

didactic purpose. However, there are several diffees which must be addressed as well.

5.4.1 Context

Spoken praise is often as short as a single wonl,ia the BASE data, only rarely
exceeded one sentence. The written praise fouather studies is usually at least one
sentence long. This can partly be ascribed tdatiethat spoken praise is made under
institutional time constraints. Praise generatfgurs within a discussion or lecture in
which the instructor has a certain institutionag¢gga, and not much time to give praise.
There may also be a time constraint on an instrugting written feedback which has an
effect on its length. However, written feedbackyrmaanstitute an entire sequence which

can be made up of several moves. Within this, preés play a small or large part.

It is also worthwhile to mention that the objettlee praise also differs in length.
With spoken praise, an instructor is frequentkrevledging the correctness or

desirability of a short answer, often a single woltds not often that an instructor answers
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a short answer with longer praise, although it degspen for a particularly apt answer.
For example, from the BASE medical transcripts:

somebody’s awake and alive (1s008)
The longest thing under review in our set of acaddeedback is an entire book, and this
does usually have the longest written feedbacknefto several pages. This probably
explains some of the syntactic differences betvagerken and written praise, which will
be discussed later. In addition, Hyland (2000) noestlack of space as being a factor in
the construction of published book reviews. Thie@t praise in that global, usually
positive, evaluations tend to take up more of theece available for the review since

giving the reader an overall impression of the bsed&ms the best use of space.

Another important difference is the subject of phaise. Written comments deal
to a greater or lesser extent with the mechaniegritihg as well as the content. We may
expect that the less experienced a writer is, theerfeedback directed at him or her will
evaluate mechanics, but even book reviews dealrtwe £xtent with form issues—usually
clarity or difficulty for books that are intendeal be used as classroom texts. In Hyland’s
(2000) study, 68% of the comments have to do wettitent (p. 46). Hyland and Hyland
(2001) find that in student writing the ideas, ppased to the mechanics, are the subject
of 64% of teacher comments. Interestingly, 43%lbhegative criticism dealt with

formal issues (p. 193).

Spoken praise is overwhelmingly about the contéatsiudent’s response and its
correctness or desirableness within the contettietlass. After having done a

presentation or given a longer answer, spokengray be given that deals with the form
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or language used rather than just the contents i§hiare, however, and was found in only
a few examples:

| think it was really clear (ps004)

I thought it was brilliant you were reviewing all

the time (ps004)

I thought you both had good good form to your

presentation (sic) (ah003)
| was impressed by your structure (ah003)
You did a good sort of appendix (ah003)

These were the only instances in 213 examplesaidgthat could be said to be directly
about the form of a student’s answer or presemtadilthough of course any of the many
instances of words like “good” or “excellent” cdyin the instructor’s mind, also include

the form of the answer as part of the assessment.

5.4.2 Audience

Of course, in both spoken and written praise tieeeespeaker and a hearer, the
person being praised, who constitutes the primadyesmce. However, spoken praise
differs from some forms of written praise in th#tt@r, unconnected people are usually
listening to it. There is a similar situation itudent peer reviews. Johnson (1992) points
out in her study of peer comments on student pagfegcommenter is probably conscious
of the professor as “overhearer” (p. 56). She dmdsnention what effect this might have
on the comments that are made. This is not the wdhk peer referee reports, nor with
instructor feedback on student written work. dotf these cases are considered to be a
very private kind of discourse, and care is usuiaken to preserve confidentiality. The

book review is the only form of written academisatiurse here under examination that
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shares the characteristic with spoken praise ofgogerformed in front of an audience.
This may lead to the praise being constrained mesavay. Hyland (2000) mentions that
the book review is “interactively complex” for thisason and that it carries a “greater risk
of personal conflict” than other forms of acadewnhi®course. Although it is not stated here,
he is probably talking more about the risks pdsedriticism than those posed by praise.
However, there are several reasons why public @raey be a more complex act and
carry more risks than it does in its written for@poken praise, like book reviews, has a
primary audience consisting of the student beirgspd. However, it is intended to have
some sort of an effect on its larger audience dk Wast as the larger audience of a book
review needs to know whether a book is worth buygingdopting as a text, the larger
audience for praise in the classroom needs to kmo@ther an answer is correct or a
behavior is desirable. As part of the didactigqmse of praise, the instructor may have the
intention of encouraging certain behaviors in ttleeostudents, or demonstrating the
reward for students who do a good presentatiomrecto class prepared. There also may
be risks inherent in showing praise; for exampidyeing seen to favor one student over
another by use of too-effusive praise. The ddsitesat students equally may lead to

more uniformity in praise and less variation thaseen in written praise.

5.5SYNTACTIC AND SEMANTIC FORMS

5.5.1 Syntax

Although much attention has been given to the syiatéorm of compliments in ordinary
speech, possibly because of the surprising finthagthey are so limited in scope, the

syntax of praise in its written form has not beealtwith extensively. Fortanet (2008)

in her study of peer referee reports, categorizesitin terms of Systemic Functional
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Grammar (Halliday 1985). We should remember tragree would expect of peer referee
reports, they do not contain only praise, but@stn as well. Fortanet divides them into
three categories: criticism (both positive and hiegs recommendation, and question.
The reports in her corpus contain more “criticisimén either of the other two categories,
and “positive criticism” comprises only 11% ofghiln identifying the patterns used in
“criticism,” she deals with “positive” and “negaéVcriticism as a whole. She finds that
most of her data in the criticism category consiétsither attributive or identifying
clauses:
Example attributive clause:

The analysis is very interesting

This paper makes an interesting, quantitative

contribution to both the competence-based

perspective of the firm and to the field of

guantitative management. (p- 32)
Her second category involves attributive clauseslinng a mental process, of which the
following are examples:

| am still not certain why Lecture 5 was included in

the analysis.

It is difficult to develop enthusiasm for another

article on industrial districts . (p. 31)

The third most common is what she calls an idemiiflause:
the background does not specify or discuss
entrepreneurial orientation to a sufficient degree

none of the studies (. . . )consider historical

changes in academic style in actual use. (p.32).
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The last of the patterns Fortanet (2008) finds eséstential clauses:
there is also no discussion of the history of the

region or the historical development of the area
(p-32).
These types of clauses represent 59.8% , 14.5%f4land 8.5% respectively, so it can be

seen that the first type of clause is very common.

The BASE data shows far less variation, with corgpte ellipsed attributive

clauses making up over half of the data.

brilliant (1s006)
well done
really clear position (Is004)

that was very good
inoculation would be a very good example (ah008)
A smaller number of examples use material clausasiental process clauses with “I
like”
I thought you had good form to your presentation (ah003)

we’re having great attempts at putting forth a cohe rent

argument  (ss006)
| was impressed by your structure (ah003)
we should feel quite pleased with the way these arg uments
went (ss010)
In this case, the spoken praise shows fewer patterd less variation that written praise

does.

120



Johnson (1992), seeking to find out whether comtits in student peer reviews
parallel those in Manes and Wolfson’s (1981) gtadso investigated the syntactic
structure of such compliments. She found thattmpliments in her data were not so
limited in pattern as compliments in ordinary sgee8he finds the following patterns in
her data: (These are the basic patterns, therspare variations).

(1) NP is/feels/seems (intens) ADJ (XP)
(2) I really/ (especially) like/enjoy NP
(3) NP is (really) DET (intens) ADJ N
(4) NP V (DET) (intens) ADJ N

(5) You (intens) V NP ADV

(6) NP interest/fascinate/help PRON

(7) 1t BE (intens) ADJ/NP Infinitive

(8) (a/an) ADIN

Syntactically, the BASE data shows the same raag®hanson’s data, with eight
patterns found along with some variation. Howewdrere the most common pattern in
Johnson’s data (pattern 1) represents 34% of har thee following patterns together add
up to more than half of the BASE data:

(intens) ADJ
And

(a/an) ADJ N

The actual syntactic patterns that are used itvibekinds of praise are similar but
show important differences. The most commonly ysstern in Johnson’s (1992) data—

NP is/feels/seems (intens) ADJ (XR3-present in the BASE data, but not nearly as
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common agintens) ADJwhich does not seem to appear at all in the aeew data, and
(a/an ADJ N)which is present in Johnson’s data but very r@cepunting for only 3.1 %

of her data. This may be partially explained g differences mentioned above—that in
the spoken data the praise is given by an instrugerating under time constraints, and
that the instructor in such cases is frequentlysprg a single answer, rather than a more
lengthy piece of prose. Another reason for theBerdnces is probably due to the status
difference between instructor and student as omptwsbetween two peers, which Johnson
discusses at length. Where an instructor will feetonstraint to simply saying or writing

“good,” this would probably be considered arrogéiitwere done by a peer.

Although this sample is very small, and only reyergs the genre of peer review, it
does suggest the possibility that syntacticallygeran spoken academic discourse
resembles ordinary conversation more than acadentien English in that it occurs
commonly in a more limited range of syntactic paise (Although, as was shown in
Chapter 4, there are several important differénc@éth respect to syntax, praise shows

less variation in the two contexts which were coraga

5.5.2 Semantics

The semantic choices that are made when formulatiaige in academic situations are
important because, as Johnson (1992) points aayt,show the collective face wants of
the academic community. When papers are positendyuated as “interesting” or
“informative,” for example, it can be seen thatdbattributes are valued. Since we can
expect these to be the same in both written ankiespmode, we may not find so much

variation here.
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Johnson finds thaggoodandinterestingaccount for 18.7% and 13.3% of her data,
respectively. Other adjectives used inclatar, organized, excellent, informative,
helpful, importantandeasywhich collectively comprise 62.6 % of the data.published
book reviews, Hyland (2000) found thatefu] important andinterestingwere used often
by reviewers in all disciplines, although he doesprovide exact statistics. More
discipline-specific words of appraisal includagdnificantandinsightful for philosophy
and marketinggetailedandup-to-datefor hard sciences, ambmprehensivandpractical
for engineering. Neither of these studies menttbesamount of praise that was adjectival,
or gives ideas of words besides adjectives thay the positive semantic load of the
praise statement. In the BASE data, 82% of the@8Be tokens were adjectival.
Although 33 different adjectives were used in g most popular wergoodandright,
which together made up about 60% of the adjecpvaise. The next most commonly used
wereexcellentgreatandinteresting Hyland & Hyland (2001) do not specifically deal
with this issue in their discussion of instructeedlback on student papers, but they do
mention that praise is “less specific and moreanyf’sthan criticism, and that suggestions
had more pedagogical value. They suggest thatrthisbe due to the fact that praise is
frequently paired with either criticism or suggess and that in such pairings the
suggestion serves to narrow focus (p. 196). Thexreseveral things that are noteworthy
about the differences between spoken and writtaisg@r The first is that in both instances
the written praise uses positive adjectives thatarrower in meaning than the spoken
praise. Whergoodcould modify almost any noumsightfulusually refers to some sort
of intellectual process or product, sucheaswer pointor commentaryIn fact, most of
the adjectives used in examples of praise in thieeeBASE corpus of seminars are more
broad in meaning. The less commonly used adgsiiclude things likerilliant, lovely,

andfantasti¢ which are equally as general in meaning@sd but are different in degree.
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Very specific praise exists, but it is either ndfegtival or depends on the context for
specificity.

I thought the one thing you did much better this

time was to assimilate the information (ps003)

two very wide-ranging presentations (ss005)

that's something that not very many people realize

(ps003)

it's almost the natural way of doing it (ss006)

these are exactly the sorts of arguments we’d hear

in court (ss006)
In the examples above, we are given more of anafledny the student’s action or answer
was desirable. This type of praise, however, ctrie8 a minority in the corpus. Most of
the praise of any type is quite general, eg:

good

well done

that’s a good question

fascinating idea

that’s cool (ps002)

In this aspect, spoken praise is more like compits@ ordinary conversation,
which show a similar amount of vagueness, as wpkaired more fully in Chapter 4.
Time constraints may again be influencing the potida of praise here. It has been
postulated (Wolfson 1983) that the reason complisignordinary conversation use such
a small semantic range is that it compliments anenportant for solidarity that they are
necessarily clear and easy to understand. Itgsiple that in the case of written

evaluations, because they mostly contain only extsle language, this clarity is not
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necessary. Another possibility is that the ingsumay feel some constraint because of
the larger audience of the other students in thescbom. While the instructor may wish
to indicate to them that an answer was correcott ip some student behavior as
desirable, a more detailed evaluation, includingerspecific praise, may not be

appropriate in this context.

Another noticeable characteristic of the writpgaise is the extent to which, in
both contexts, the praise has to do with the efféthe writing on the reader. The
adjectives in the spoken praise express a pure yatilgment about correctness or quality,
generally without expressing the feelings of th&mmctor toward the response. The fact
that peer reviewers take care to make their praime personal is not surprising in light of
the status issues discussed previously. Peersiggathis strategy to avoid making value
judgments that would not be appropriate from soreawrthe same status. In the case of
book reviews, however, this would not be the caseesthe entire genre exists for the
purpose of evaluation. In this case it is posdiiée the reviewer is taking into account his
or her larger audience of the readers of the rewevo need to know whether or not to
buy the book. Hyland (2000) also points out tha ohthe things a reviewer must
accomplish is to demonstrate “an expert understanali the issues.” (p. 41). It seems
that the larger set of adjectives used to for higld book reviews may be used for this
purpose, to show that the reviewer understandssies well enough to comment on
them with a certain amount of specificity. Hylaridoamentions that in the humanities and
social sciences, since “controversy and debatenare important than demonstration and
proof” (p. 52), reviewers oriented more to the gyaif ideas and the ways in which they

were expressed, and used a range of evaluativadgego describe these.
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Semantics, like syntax, showed less variation ensfoken form than in the written
in the contexts examined, with spoken praise ungr adjectives and less specific ones.
This is interesting in light of Johnson’s (1992ptriabove about expressing the
community’s face wants. Perhaps in terms of ansgejuestions in a seminar, a
student’s face wants are more simple than thosermeone writing a paper or article—to
get the question right, or to make a good contiaputo the discussion. Further

interpersonal issues that seem to be present isepnall be examined below.

5.6 PRAISE AND POLITENESS

This section will examine the interpersonal sid@m@ise in the classroom, as compared
with praise in peer reviews (Johnson 1992 ) andunsor feedback (Hyland & Hyland
2001). Praise in any context seems to have a emmplationship with politeness, which
can be explored through Brown and Levinson’s (1$®lifeness universals. As discussed
in Chapter 3, in Brown and Levinson’s frameworkgjple have both positive and negative
face wants. Our positive face wants are the désibe liked and accepted, where our
negative face wants are wanting to be respectedanichposed upon. Face-threatening
acts (FTAs) threaten either the speaker or theehsgrositive or negative face. Apologies,
for example, threaten the speaker’s positive fgcghowing her or him in a poor light.
FTAs are redressed, in this framework, by varicolggness strategies. Brown and
Levinson themselves put compliments in the categbtiireats to the hearer’s face,
because they might imply that the speaker envieesires the hearer’s possessions and
the hearer will have to respond to that in therituOn the other hand, compliments can
also actually function as a positive politenesategyy, to redress the face threat of

criticism as Johnson, and Hyland and Hyland (20@d/e found.
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Although one might not expect compliments or @asbe hedged, it is often
found this way in academic written English, for el reasons. Firstis the idea that
praise is an FTA in itself because it implies aaleative status in the speaker or writer.
Hyland (2000) also mentions compliments as beingdHn his work on published book
reviews, because “not everyone is entitled to comgnit” and because lavish praise may
be “superficial and undiscriminating” (p. 45). thre case of student peer reviews,
reviewers seem to be more markedly hesitant totaatopxplicitly evaluative stance.
Johnson (1992) finds that about one sixth of thmgdoments found in her data include
expressions such as “I think” or “I feel,” whichesmterprets in this case to be a type of
hedge. She believes that in these reviews thestsidre using the expressions to “[limit]
the scope of their claim to knowledge” and “makeliEik to their audience that they are
offering a personal opinion, and that this opimoay not be shared by others (‘I think X,
although others might not agree’)” (p. 62). Thied not seem to be a feature of peer
referee reports, although other speech acts, suggaests for improvement, do show
evidence of mitigation (Fortanet 2008, p. 29) .isThay be due to the fact that the peer

report is anonymous, or to the paucity of praissuch reports.

In the spoken praise in BASE, 38 “| think” expliess in 312 instances of praise
were found, or about 12%. “I find,” “I believe” other similar expressions do not occur.
“l guess” occurs once, but its meaning seems tio Ibeake the praise less forceful (more
explanation below). The occurrence of “I think"dpoken praise is therefore much less
common than in peer reviews, and there is no eeelémshow that the instructor might be
redressing a possible FTA by using it. Contexyydhiere appears to be no difference
between instances tfat’s goodandl think that's goodInstead, it seems more likely that

it is serving the purpose that Hyland (2000) gifieessuch expressions in book reviews.
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Although he believes that such expressions seriedges when they are introducing
criticism, Hyland also believes their use with pealinks the positive evaluative more
clearly with the reviewer. “Instead of weakening #peech act, as with criticism,
designating oneself as the source of praise seovethrk certainty and so emphasise the
force an of evaluation, enabling the reviewer teetgreater personal responsibility for it”
(p. 58). It is not always easy to say whetherliis&ructors in the spoken praise meant
their “I think” expressions to hedge or boost thaige. There are about 12 instancek of
think that’s right for example, and one would need intonation datzetable to determine
whether the instructor was emphasizing “think” how hesitation, or “right” to claim the
praise more strongly. There are examples of miooag and specific praise in which the
instructor says “I think” repeatedly

well i think i think this has been a very funct- i

think fruitful area i mean i think you did a very

good job at really researching a number of differen t

position and i don’t know if you found that i think

you did a very good job at moving through these

different positions and avoiding er painting

yourself into ideological corners that you didn't i

thought you did a good job at sort of looking at th e

different sides of the same question and talking

around them  (ah003)
In this case, “I think” occurs with other boost&rsnean,” and “very” and it seems if

anything to be boosting the praise. Johnson (18f2jtions “Your analysis is correct” as

being the type of comment which, although positweuld seem blunt when given to a
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peer because it claims a higher level of knowledgewever, examples of praise with

almost the exact same form were found in the spokepus
you're absolutely right (1s002)

that's a super analysis (ss004)
Therefore, although some of the “I think” expressidfound in BASE may actually

constitute hedges, this does not seem to be a riegture of spoken praise.

Hedged praise also occurs in some contexts aswavedent to criticism. Hyland
and Hyland (2001) find this in written teacher feack, in examples such as
Fairly clear and accurate
Or
Mostly fairly good (p. 197).
Hyland (2000) finds similar expressions in publdh®ok reviews:
| found the book reasonably well written.
This is in many respects a good book . (p. 60).
Hyland (2000) attributes our understanding of theseriticisms to Grice’s Maxim of
Quantity. As the Maxim of Quantity states that ¥@es give the information that is
required, no more and no less, limited praise iegilo the reader that that is all the praise
there is to give. We find several praise expressioa BASE which seem to parallel the

weak praise as criticism examples above:

I mean | guess that's right (ss003)

| thought your answers were pretty good (ss001)
well, that's a good effort (Is004)
you were accurate (ps003)

that’s a pretty good piece of work (ps008)
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you’ve used all the right words i'm not sure in the

right order (Is005)
In these cases, rather than being linked to theitlax Quantity these seem to occur
when some sort of evaluation is obligatory in tressroom—when someone has given an
answer or finished a presentation—and the instrdetds that he or she can not give full
praise because of the shortcomings of the studpatfermance. The fact that other types
of peer review such as Fortanet’s (2008) studyeafr reviews of articles before
publication and Hyland’s (2000) study of publishexbk reviews do not include hedged
praise could be ascribed to the position of bogwthiter of the review and the writer of
the original article or book. If both are estahdid academics, then the supposition that
they are entitled to pass judgment on each othest& may not have an influence. Itis
also possible, of course, that hedged praise wiirpresent in these reviews but not

noticed by the researcher.

Another way in which praise is frequently usedgoliteness purposes in written
academic discourse is to open or close a lengégeppf academic prose. Hyland (2000)
believes that it may function in this case to buddport with the audience (p. 53). He also
believes that praise in this context has the sasemning that compliments do in ordinary
speech: to establish solidarity, in this case betwaembers of the same profession (p. 53).
Hyatt ( 2005) in his study of feedback on MasteEdtication assignments, puts praise
occurring at the beginning or end of a longer pigicieedback which includes positive
and negative comments in the category of “phatmaroents” rather than “positive
evaluation,” along with comments such as “I hope fjnd these comments helpful.” (p.
344). It thus seems that the question of whetheln somments actually are praise, or are
serving a completely different function, has noéméully decided. This is mentioned as
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being a feature of book reviews (Hyland 2000) ab agepeer reviews (Johnson 1992).
Interestingly, it also seems to be a feature ofacedemic speech as well. To take one
example, it was mentioned by Madeleine Albrightagay to open high-level diplomatic
meetings (Montagne 2009). Although brief prasseametimes used to close a sequence,
as Wong and Waring (2009) and Mehan (1979) havet@miout, one rarely finds praise
in BASE used to open or close evaluative commepitsbably because, as mentioned
before, evaluative acts are not very lengthy. Akhe discussed in more detail below, it
is also the case that criticism is not very comnmoaicademic spoken English. Where
praise is used to open an evaluation in writtenliEhgthe evaluation usually includes
both negative and positive comments. Lengthyuatains in BASE are very few in
number, and the criticisms therein are entirelyitpasexcept in the case of composition
class transcripts, also discussed below. Thergifagenot possible to see one instance of

praise as being a distinct “opener.”

One of the very common politeness uses for praige ¢ombination with
criticism. This is a very common way of mitigatiogticism across genres. Hyland and
Hyland (2001) find that 20% of the negative commsemt student papers are paired with
praise (p. 195). Interestingly, they also find tsiaidents are aware of this tendency, and
may discount the praise as a result (p.202). Fert@®08) also mentions it briefly as a
way of mitigating blunt criticism in peer referegports (p. 31). Johnson (1992) considers
that a peer review considered constitutes a “glé&@” because of the criticism and
suggestions it contains. Within the global FTA gpecific FTAs of critical remarks or
individual suggestions. Johnson suggests thaseiaiused to redress both of these types

of FTA. (The global FTA is redressed by the praipening as discussed above).
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This is found comparatively rarely in the spokeaige data. One reason for this
is that direct criticism was very rarely found ither the British or the American corpus.
In seminars in the humanities and social sciennashich students generally give
personal opinions and experiences, one very réirelg an instructor openly evaluating a
response as not desirable or “wrong.” In fact, siegery answer is accepted, it is very
difficult to tell what answer the teacher is hopfog Here is one of the few times when it

was clear that a student gave a mistaken answer:
S13: in the like the Amazon they still are, a little
bit
S1: sorry?
S13: like in the Amazon where they, really have no

contact [S1: they've ] outside, the tribes have no
contact at all.

S1: um, well they do, [S13:  well very little ] imean
that's, that's i mean that's that's an interesting,
situation to bring up. i mean they do have contact, with
with the government at this point. um, i think this was
discussed in your book but um, maybe even thirty-fi ve
years ago, there would've been tribes, that had pre tty

much autonomy. but, but now, um, really they
don't . (MICASE, anthropology)

Although the teacher (S1) does point out that thdent is mistaken in his belief that there
are tribes in the Amazon that have no contact thighoutside world, and that in fact the
student might know this if he had done the readshg, begins by saying “that’s an
interesting situation,” precisely the same sotaofjuage used in other contexts to praise

students.

The exception is the hard sciences, particuladdigine, in which seminars
often take the form of a lecture with frequent diogs from the instructor. In these cases
the instructor will negatively evaluate a wrongwaes usually without any mitigation at
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all. This is probably due to the importance infile&d of medicine of memorization of

facts. We do occasionally see very mild praiselusesoften a negative evaluation:
er not quite no good effort septic yeah (Is004)
that's an interesting one but i think that comes la ter

(Is009)

The examples above show that while praise in wrigieademic discourse
serves a range of politeness functions, it does©aee the same functions in the spoken
discourse. This is another way in which academaksn discourse, in this particular
context, shows less variation than academic wrieglish. In fact, it may be the case
that the smaller range of functions that praiseesem the spoken language contributes to
its smaller syntactic and semantic range. Howes@rsidered as a whole it seems
significant that while spoken academic discoursgeneral shows more variation than

written academic discourse, for this speech acofipmsite is true.

5.6.1 Composition classes: the exception
Although praise was not often found to mitigateicism in the BASE data, the exception

to this is seen in a composition class, as below:

generally i like the way that flows as a sentence e ri
like the way that you haven't been er constrained b y
the order in which these appear i-, i-, d-, doesn't

look as though you just lifted things from it er no w

having said that i think it would be better if you
added a quotation or two now as we were just

discussing you haven't put in a sort of final bit
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about where there might be a gap for further resear ch
(ps008)
This excerpt is from the BASE corpus. The Americarpus also has an example of a
composition course in which praise and criticism faeely offered. In this case also we

can see praise paired with criticism:
um Amy you do this. you go nuts with the footnoting
um i commend you for being kinda responsible you do n't
wanna take credit for a- another person’s, work
(MICASE: Composition)
In the example above the praise may seem irontt i&m fact followed by laughter), but
there are also more straightforward examples:
i like this part of the paragraph because we're
getting away from, what we now see has been um
although high quality summary nonetheless summary.
okay? (MICASE: Composition)
Although he does use praise to hedge some of ifi@stn, he also seems to feel no

constraint against direct criticism in class:

Leslie you are a, big-time violator of the comma
splice rule, and so is Erica (who's not here.)

S4: ithoughti did better this time.

S1: <LAUGH> i still caught some, right? you you got

rid of the uh, the incomplete sentences, <SS LAUGH>

but you're still having trouble, <LAUGH> at the oth er
end.

S4:  thank you very much Simon for announcing my uh,
problem (in) class.

S1: vyeahican read you, some examples (MICASE:
Composition)
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There are only two examples of basic compositiasses, and of course the
amount of praise and criticism may be due to tk&uctor’'s own personality and style,
but it may be significant that the composition sl&snscripts in both corpora are marked
by the same sort of praise usage that can be seerittien discourse—to open comments,
to praise globally before offering specific crison, and to pair with criticism to mitigate it.
This could be due to the fact that, at least ia thstance, the composition class is
basically used as an oral version of instructonments on a student text. In this case,
the audience does not seem to prevent the instrirota using direct praise or criticism.
This may be partly because of the instructor’s geafity, or the rapport he seems to have
with his students. There is a great deal of lagigint this particular classroom, the
instructor is older than his students but in aelage-bracket, and in other parts of the
transcript we can see them sharing personal stanegroubles with him. This class may
be particularly congenial and therefore the inggumay have no trouble with telling his
evaluations to all of them. The fact that thisuwrsan both corpora for composition
classes, and nowhere else, however, suggesttingbsition classes have a special
position within academic spoken English, in whioktructors are less constrained to
criticize students’ opinions and the form they taka& longer discussion of the role of

praise in mitigating criticism is found in Chap#®r

5.7 CONCLUSION

Praise in seminars in the BASE corpus seemedaw &8s variation than in the
selected written contexts of academic English. Thistrasts with what has been found
about academic spoken English in different conteXtsere may be several reasons for
this. One may be that there were a variety of @miggenres selected for comparison to a

single genre of spoken praise. Another may be tiomstraints. The effect of an audience
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may be important, too, although in some casesds amt appear to be. Of course, much of
the praise that was found in the corpus consistsrofulaic expressions, such as “good.”
There seem to be fixed expressions that are usattain times in the classroom.
Mauranen (2002a) for example, has found that “thatjood question,” aside from its
evaluative content, also indicates the instructalBngness or responsibility to find the
answer to the question (p.135). There may be dtherulaic expressions within the

range of spoken praise in the classroom but theypayond the scope of this project.

As was mentioned before, the fact that spoken @iaithe classroom seems to
have fewer functions than praise in written fee@trmay account for the smaller amount
of semantic or syntactic variation. Written prats@ be used to open or close comments in
several different genres, or to hedge a criticahiwent or a suggestion. Spoken praise has
a much smaller set of uses: it is generally usdy tonevaluate an answer, a presentation,
or much more rarely, a behavior. It can also lelue close a sequence. It remains to be
seen if written praise used to open an evaluat@rexample, differs from the type of

praise found within the evaluation.

Another factor that might explain the relative lafkvariation in spoken praise is
that in many disciplines the subject of the prassa short answer which is either correct or
incorrect. Evaluative comments are general givemdlatively long pieces of writing for
which criteria may not be fixed, or may not be cleathe receiver of the feedback. This
may make necessary the use of a wider varietymoedc and syntactic structures in

order for the reviewer to get his or her point asro
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Another thing we should consider is the issuearitingency mentioned before. A
great deal of academic spoken English—seminarstimgse office hours—may represent
a step in the process of producing prose. It #asvs more contingency, different styles
of speech, more “fuzzy” language, more hedging (By#Evans & Johns 1981;Gilbert &
Mulkay 1984; Lindemann & Mauranen 2001; Swales 200¥/hen we look at both
spoken and written evaluation, however, the reverag be true. In some forms of
evaluation—the peer review of an article intendadpiublication, the student peer review,
and instructor’'s comments on a student paper—iraduation is directed toward an
intermediate step in the process of making an anederoduct. In these cases, the
material that received the evaluation will be retien, or the student will write another
paper that uses the comments he or she got ondkert one. In the case of spoken
praise, however, except in the case of the compaositasses discussed above, the praise
is directed toward a finished product—an answex presentation. As Mehan (1979b) has
pointed out, it usually marks a terminal point iseguence. This might account for more
care being taken with the written feedback, leadingiore detail and greater variation.
The extent to which a discourse is “finished” mapnstitute another way of dividing the

scope of academic discourse besides along theew/sfioken axis.
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PRAISE IN UNIVERSITY SEMINARS: DISCIPLINARY DIFFER ENCES

6.1INTRODUCTION

In the previous two sections, the question of wletfttademic spoken English resembles
more closely ordinary conversation or academictemEnglish was explored with respect
to speaking and writng. This addresses one ofjtlad¢s of the thesis as a whole. However,
through looking at other research on this questidmecomes clear that disciplinary
differences are an important consideration. Ireotd more completely investigate the
characteristics of academic spoken English, dis@py differences will be considered in
this section. Because disciplinary differences emgass such things as classroom
activities and goals for learning, the possibithgt they would affect an instructor’s
praising behavior merits investigation. Praiseldaliffer according to what is praised
(the student’s answer or behavior) as well as hodents are praised (the exact words).
In the three disciplinary areas that were founddsuitable for comparison in BASE, the
amount of praise, and amount of praise variaticag determined using quantitative
methods. A gqualitative analysis was also doneeterthine the extent to which the praise

reflected cultural differences among the disci@ine

Corpus studies of spoken academic discourse frelyueveal disciplinary
differences. Swales (2001) has shown that acadgmoiken English shows more variation
than writing (p.34). We find that instructors inrhanities and social sciences use a more
varied vocabulary (Schachter et. al. 1991, 1994d)that these disciplines are in some
ways “fuzzier” than the hard sciences, using a wideiety of vocabulary as well as

words with less precise meanings (Poos & Simps@2R2d his would seem to be an
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important dimension to take into account whenet@hsng differences between spoken

academic English and written academic Englishetwben it and regular speech.

Useful categorizations of disciplinary culture e@nade by Biglan (1973a, 1973b)
and Becher (1994). Biglan and Becher, and thoselars who draw on their work,
discuss the disciplinary culture in a much broaday, encompassing the major goals of
the discipline in terms of the student’s intelledtgrowth; the professional life of the
faculty in terms of the relative amount given oteeteaching, service, and research; and
the type and quantity of research that is prodingeeach disciplinary category. Although
this framework is very influential, it is not unfsematic. Kember and Leung (2010) have
suggested that these categories are not as usefescribing undergraduate major courses
of study, since undergraduates tend to take marergkzed classes (p.279). Fanghanel
(2009) believes that studies based on Biglan aeth&, “tend to yield a normalized view
of practice, emphasizing similarities while glogsover internal differences”(p.567). The
current study was done with reference to BiglanBecher’s work because the corpus-
based studies mentioned above divide the discipliméhe same way and seem to share a
taxonomy of disciplines, and none of the corpusstiadudies seems to have made direct
use of Biglan, Becher, or related research. Tleresearch threads appear
complementary, however, and it was thought thajlaBi and Becher’s framework would
make the most suitable frame for the current rebeaBearing in mind Hyland’s (1999)
caveat that the hard/soft divide should be mor& @fntinuum (p. 80), the content of the
class and the activities of the day were careftdiysidered before they were placed in a

category. This will be explored in more detaildvel
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This study will examine the speech act of praistnéclassroom from the
perspective of both the Biglan/Becher typography e corpus studies. From the
perspective of the Biglan(1973a, 1973b) and Be(t@90, 1994) studies, we will examine
whether praise reflects differing disciplinary godfrom the perspective of the corpus
studies, the question of whether praise in diffedésciplines uses more words or greater
variety will be examined. It is hoped that thidlwield a new insight into the study of
those disciplines as well as the speech act it3¢ifs also might provide some practical
information for students in different disciplinegsterms of what to expect, and may be of

use to teachers when determining ways of meetudpsts’ needs.

6.2 CULTURAL DIFFERENCES BETWEEN DISCIPLINES

Studies which describe the cultural differencesvieen the major disciplinary areas are
discussed in greater detail in the literature neyieut will be briefly reviewed here. Biglan
(1973a, 1973b) and later Becher (1994) postulatgg@graphy of disciplines, dividing
them along a hard/soft axis and a pure/applied aks yields four major categories:

hard-pure, soft-pure, hard-applied, and soft-applie

These major categories differ in several importaspects. The first is social
connectedness. According to Biglan, researchettseitnard disciplines and the applied
disciplines in general tend to do more research wilher people, and are influenced more
by other researchers (1973b:205). Correspondiigjlysyncrasy and independence in

scholarship are more valued in the soft disciplifBaglan 1973a, 1973b, Becher 1994).

Another difference that has been observed is inyipes of activities used in

classes. The humanities seem to favor lectureinsesnand tutorials, where the natural
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sciences, technology, and medicine prefer labaestoexercises and field trips (Neumann

2001).

The disciplines also differ in the goals of studyard applied disciplines have the
development of products and techniques as thelr gof applied knowledge is aimed at
the development of protocols and procedures (Neanfaarry & Becher 2002:406). Hard
disciplines assess students by asking them to meenand apply the course material; soft

disciplines ask for analysis and synthesis (Braxi®®5, Neumann 2001).

In her exploration of the “moral order” of variodscipline, Ylijoki (2000), found
some differences as well. Soft pure areas valmieg for its own sake and dedication to
study, as well as using the subject to help othkrdependence and originality are
mentioned here as well. Soft applied areas valt&rihg job skills, status and prestige.

Hard applied disciplines favor learning by doingl gmactical training.

If the classroom praise in these disciplinary gates reflects their goals, values,
or moral order, we might expect it to differ in seal ways. Since soft disciplines
emphasize independence to a greater degree, wé exigéct instructors in these
classrooms to use less praise. It is also postibtehard disciplines would use more praise
because of the greater emphasis on memorizatioa@ndsition of knowledge, which
could require instructors to acknowledge correstngrs more often. What the student is
being praised for may also be influenced by theesbf the disciplineStudents in soft
discipline areas may be praised more for criticadking, synthesizing, or independence
of thought. Looking from the perspective of Ylijak(2000) research, it is also worth

investigating whether other values such as speedagatical applicability have an effect
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on the use of praise, and whether the professiwsoddl is mentioned more in the applied
fields. Other factors, such as the nature oftttevities used in the class may change the
way praise is given, since it has been shown Headifferent disciplines tend to use
different types of activities. The applied disaigls may include more “hands-on” or
practical activities and this may change the gualitthe praise. It may be that a different
sort of praise is given for a discussion contritifavored in the soft disciplines, than a
correct answer as would be sought in the harddidbifferent teaching methods also lead
to differing amounts of teacher talk and studelktitathe classroom, and this too may

lead to differences in praise.

The studies mentioned above have been generalieaidons of the culture of the
discipline, but such differences have been stufitead a linguistic perspective as well.
There have been several studies done with acadgoken English using various corpora
that show differences in the disciplines. Suclilisgigenerally do not use the disciplinary
divisions postulated by Biglan (1973a, 1973b) @&wther (1990,1994) but tend to simply
divide the disciplines into physical sciences om band and humanities and social
sciences on the other. One of the main questi@igesearchers in academic spoken
English look at is the extent to which it resemldeademic written English as opposed to
ordinary conversation. A great deal of varianceveen the disciplines is shown in the
answer to this question. Poos and Simpson (2@ in their study of hedging that it
occurs more frequently in the humanities and tligassciences than in the hard sciences,
which corresponds with the conclusion of Hyland9@P They believe that this is due to
differences in language use between the disciplingk the social sciences being less
precise. They also feel that the subjects andyftes of classroom activity call for more

exchange of personal opinion, which might necegsiteore hedging. Schachter et.
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al.(1991, 1994) found similar differences in thetdy of filled pauses. They find that in
natural sciences instructors use fewer filled pauaesign that there is less searching for an
appropriate word, and fewer words overall. Schaattteal. (1991) clarify that this
difference is seen only in academic speech anthrmdinary conversation, which means
that they found no evidence that more verbose iddals tend to go into the humanities.
Not every linguistic feature is influenced by didoie, however. Simpson and Mendis

(2003), for example, found no disciplinary diffeces in use of idioms.

The corpus studies also suggest ways that praiglet mhiffer across contexts.
Although the Biglan/Becher typography leads usdtielve that the soft disciplines may
contain less praise, the corpus studies suggdssaftadiscipline praise may be longer in
terms of number of words used, since these dis@pltend to use more words in
academic speech. We may also see these differenttesdiversity of praise given, with
the soft disciplines showing more variety. Harscgblines may use words like “right” or
“correct” more often, not only because of a rekatiack of variation in vocabulary used in
those disciplines, but also to reflect those digugs’ greater emphasis on accuracy and
memorization of facts. The value placed on origigand independence in the soft

disciplines may lead to words such as “original™@mique” being used more often.
6.3RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Following the studies of discipline areas mentioabdve, the study examined how praise
reflects disciplinary differences in two aspedtsguistic and cultural. Variation in the
words of praise given and the number of words usgdaise would reflect the linguistic

differences between the disciplines. In terms dtucal differences, the object was to see
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the extent to which the praise given reflects thiéucal norms of the discipline. Thus, the
research questions for this project were as follows
« What difference is there in the quantity of praiseen between soft-pure,
hard-pure, soft-applied and hard-applied discigthe
* What differences are there in the amount of vammain praise in these
disciplines?
* How, if at all, does praise reflect the differingads of the different
disciplines?
6.4METHOD
To do this, the British Academic Spoken English @3 corpus was used. BASE is a 1.6
million word corpus, consisting of 160 lectures @@dseminars, recorded at the
universities of Warwick and Reading. For this reskedhe seminars only were used, as it
was felt that they would be more interactive angstbontain more praise. BASE contains
ten seminars each in four disciplinary categoets and Humanities, Social Sciences,
Life and Medical Sciences, and Physical Scienddmese transcripts were read several

times and marked for praise, in the manner detail€hapters 2 and 4.

The classes were divided into the categories ealed by Biglan (1973a, 1973b)
and Becher (1994). Becher himself (1990) has pdiaté the difficulty of distinguishing
between the four major disciplinary groups. Suligeowithin, for example, an applied
discipline might contain elements similar to a parea (such as jurisprudence in the field
of law) and vice versa. Similarly, hard discipbn@ay contain soft subgroups and vice
versa. In addition, some disciplines such as papgly or geology straddle the divide

between hard and soft sciences (p.334). With vihy background information on the
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seminars offered in BASE, sometimes judgments wexde purely on the basis of what
was going on in the class on the day that the dawgmwas made. It should be pointed out
that this may result in some distortion, as sorassgs are clearly doing activities that
would not be part of the normal class (discussadone detail below). Economics, for
example, can go either in the hard-applied or lpand- category, depending on its focus
(Nulty & Barrett 1996) . Although it is not cleathether the course as a whole adopts an
applied or a pure approach to the topic, the cldssh is transcribed in BASE is on
“industrial economic analysis” which was felt to gore in the applied category.
Likewise, statistics, although it could be thoughgo in the hard-pure category, was
placed in the applied category because for thisqoder class was on the topic of
Introduction to Health Service, and the conterthefclass was on learning to use the
SPSS statistical software package. The psychdegynar in BASE is on Territoriality
and Sexual Behavior and was placed in the softieghphtegory since it deals with
behavior and not actual physical brain functionidgdiscipline frequently mentioned as
not clearly belonging to any of the categoriesitddgy (Nulty & Barrett 1996). In the
BASE corpus, the biology transcript consists ofistit presentations and contains no

praise, so it was not included.

In many cases these disciplinary divisions corradpd to the disciplinary
categories in which the BASE corpus compilers ptheeseminars. However, this is not
always the case. It is not apparent, for exanwpltg, a class on preparing a literature
review, for a course entitled English and Compuaeatiterary Studies was included in
Physical Sciences along with Chemistry and Engingerin these cases, a judgment was

made as to where in the Biglan/Becher typographgeltourses would fit. (A list of the
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courses in each category and how they correspotitBASE categories can be found in

Appendix E.).

Because the BASE Corpus divisions and the BiglactiBedivisions do not
correspond exactly, there is a discrepancy in theber of classes for each category.
Fourteen transcripts were placed in the soft-pategory, four in the hard-pure category,
fourteen in the hard-applied category, and sihendoft-applied category. Of the four in
the hard-pure category, three consist of a Cheynisdiss in which games are played in
order for the students to get to know each othesymably during the first class of the
term. Since this seems to be a special occasioh-entpis chemistry not discussed at all,
but the class seems to contradict the classrooterpatfound by Luedekke (2003)—it
was felt that an analysis of these four classeddvaot be a good reflection of a typical
hard-pure class. Therefore, the hard-pure catagorgt discussed in this research. Other
classes with games, notably in education, are deeclibecause the focus remains on the

subject matter.

In addition to this, it should be noted that thare several other classes in which the
activities don’t seem typical. Two of the soft-pudlasses have guest speakers, with a
corresponding lack of student input. (It is, hoee\possible that guest speakers are a regular
feature of these classes). It is also evident fromtext that several of these classes were redorde
on the last day of class before an exam, and coesélgg may have a higher amount of review of
previous information than the class would usuatigtain. In general, however, the classes follow
the patterns of classroom activity found in Luedek®003) with soft disciplines relying on
discussion and other means of exchanging opiniwh hard disciplines featuring students’

answering questions put by an instructor. Pretientaare a feature of both types of classes. In

146



Humanities classes presentations are used botlesent opinion and as a quick review of facts
before opinions are exchanged. In the hard-appligdplines, which are mostly in the medical
school, presentations are a description of a ptagieth his or her symptoms, as might occur in a
hospital. After this, again, opinions are exchahgkout the nature of the patients’ illness or

injury. (A list of the main activity of each classin Appendix B).

First, the amount of each class devoted to pragseaalculated, and compared
across the three general disciplinary areas. &cin elass, the approximate number of
turns in general and the number of turns takerhbyristructor(s) were counted, to have a
general idea of the amount of interactivity anctkesi-frontedness in the class. Then, the
approximate number of words spoken by the instrugs counted, and the percentage of
the instructor’s words that constituted praise weaieulated. All of these numbers are
approximations because there are many places inathgcript where through context it is
apparent that one or more contributions has beettezmalthough these are not marked.

For example in the following excerpt (hm5250 is itingructor):
nm5250: [ . . . ]Jwhat were the key features that
distinguished the rheumatoid for instance from othe r
disease

nm5250: say again at the back

nm5250: er yeah that they're they're good descripti ons
of inflammation but that's not what she complained of
(Is006)

It is easy to see here that at least two studspbreses, the answer to the original
guestion and the answer to the request for repetitiave been omitted, probably because

they were inaudible. However, since there is mication, except through context, of
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when these occurred, there may be other examplesahe not as obvious. Thus,
although every effort was made to use care in agognthe number remains an

approximation.

6.4.1 Definition of praise

As was discussed more extensively in Chapterig,qguite difficult in some cases to
determine what is and is not praise. The definitised will be briefly reviewed in this
section. In this project, any positive commentseisponse to a student’s performance
were counted as praise. As with many speech aassjiificult to determine the
boundaries. Praise frequently resembles agreeveentlosely semantically and
syntactically, and in some situations in a classr@greement might actually constitute
praise. However, praise differs in that it hasdadtic component. So, where during a
discussion an instructor’s saying “That’s right’ght have the function of indicating to the
students and his or her peers that an answerrisatar a discussion contribution is
desirable; an instructor’s saying, “That’s right'response to a statement such as “Is today
the 18"2” is not. Therefore, the decision was made tg oalint an utterance as praise if

it was made in response to an answer or discusso posed by the teacher.

For this study, all the words of a clause contajrpraise were considered to be
part of the praise, excluding words that seem giaatfalse start. In a very few cases it's

not clear whether something is a false start or kar example

you both had good good form to your presentation

(ah003)
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This could be a false start, or the instructor ddaé repeating “good” for emphasis. In this
case it is not clear that this is a false star, smboth instances of “good” were counted.

However in this case:
mm-hmm it's good it's good it's a good it's a good
poetic (ah004)

It seems fairly clear that the instructor did mdeind to praise the student five time, thus it

does not seem right to count this as five sepamatances of a student being praised.

Praise can be, and often is, as short as a sirgyle. w
good
right
absolutely

In some cases, however, praise can be more lengtigre the instructor gives more

explicit evaluation about what the student did tigh
I thought both sides did a very good job at putting

forward a coherent argument (ah003)
This is more likely to happen when an instructaevaluating something lengthy like a

presentation or paper.

Quite often, an instructor will repeat an answeit #hstudent has just given.
Although this is sometimes done to confirm a cdregxswer, it was not counted as praise,
since the purpose is not certain. Repetition cbeldlone, for example, to make the

answer audible to all students.
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There are, however, a few instances of what weaalllboosted repetitionFor
example, in the following excerpt:
yes well certainly if you've had any surgery to the

terminal ileum that would certainly put you at risk

(1s008)

The instructor is basically repeating the studeatiswer with the addition of “certainly.”
This is more likely to be the instructor’'s acknoddéng a correct answer, but again it is
not certain to be praise—it could, for examplefdwed by the instructor’s explaining

why the answer is wrong in this case. Therefores¢hwere also not counted as praise.

As was mentioned in Chapter 4, almost all the exasngf praise found are
adjectival, which makes a contrast with ordinargnpiments where verbs such as “I like”
are also commonly found. “I like” is almost newrsed in the corpus to evaluate a
student’s answer, although “I'm impressed by” isasionally used. However, in most
cases in this corpus the adjective carries thdipesemantic load. In some cases, there is
no positive word. Some of these are expressiocis asi

you have it (ah008)
which indicate a correct answer. Some of thesamees are dependent on context, such
as

These are exactly the sorts of arguments we’d hear in

court (ss006)
Although there are probably many situations in \wtbeing told that one is talking like a
lawyer does not constitute praise, this is a laagland the comment can be understood as
positive. In cases such as these, all of the wiorttse clause were counted as part of the

praise.
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When recording the praise, the situation in whiehpraise was given was also
recorded. As was shown in Luedekke (2003), thd Hesciplines tend to rely on
instructor-posed questions to which there are adobmumber of correct answers. The
answers given were generally quite short, one wom sentence, and the instructor tends
to praise equally briefly In the soft disciplin@saise was mostly given for discussion
contributions. Both types of disciplines had exbesmf praise being given for reports and
presentations, in which case the praise tended toriger. There are a few other
situations such as participation in a game or palctraining (use of the SPSS software

package) where praise is given.

6.5RESULTS OF QUANTITATIVE ANALYSES

The first research question deals with the relatigm between the disciplinary category
and the amount of praise given in each classt, Begause the classes differed a great
deal in duration (from 21 minutes to one hour aGdrBnutes), the amount of praise per
hour was calculated after the praise tokens had beented. As has been observed
before, disciplinary categories can differ in sevevays in addition to the subject of study,
and these might contribute to the difference inailmount of praise if one was found.
Because of this, initially a correlation was doeéween the amount of praise per hour and
number of turns per hour, number of instructor $yser hour, words per hour, and number
of non-students (instructors or guest speakers)wdre present during the class. Since
the data did not meet the qualifications for a paatuic test, a Spearman’s rho was
performed. The SPSS software package was usddpwit05. No significant results

were found. First the number of tokens per hour eaaiselated with the amount of praise

per hour. The results of this correlation weregighificant ( r=-.135, p =.445). Next, a
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correlation was done between the number of ingirdokens (total number of words
uttered by the instructor) and the amount of prpesehour. These also were not
significant (r =-.128, p =.469). The number of wiper hour was then correlated with
amount of praise per hour. This was not signifi¢ar .075, p = .676). Finally, the
number of turns taken by the instructor was coteelavith amount of praise per hour, and
the results here too were not significant (r =2,08=.859) No relationship was found
between praise per hour and words spoken per fvauds spoken by the instructor per
hour, number of turns per hour, or number of tuaken by the instructor per hour.
Neither the amount of interactivity in the class tie extent to which it is teacher-fronted

seem to have an effect on the amount of praisengivéhe classroom.

After this, a non-parametric multiple regressioalgsis was performed between these
variables (instructor turns, turns per hour, insiou turns per hour, and praise per hour)
and again, no significant relationship was found (B3) = .651, p = .43), meaning none
of these variables has predictive ability on the@ant of praise given per hour. Therefore,
neither the subject under study nor other charaties of the disciplinary categories

seems to have an effect on the amount of praisngivthe classroom.

The next question was whether the praise givehdrsoft disciplines might show
more variation than praise given in hard disci@indo determine this, adjectival praise
was examined. The reason for this was that exangplesaise in which an adverb or verb
carries the positive semantic load are comparatifel in BASE, so that only a total of
five different adverbs and three different verbs ased. Since the majority of praise is
adjectival, there are many more adjectives to erantor each discipline, the number of

unique adjectives used in praise was determinedhiAquare was done between the
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frequencies of unique adjectives in soft-pure,-apftlied, and hard-applied disciplin&§(
(1,25=32.33, p=.15). Again, no significant diflace was found. Soft disciplines do not

show more variation than hard-applied disciplines.

Although statistically no difference was foundween the disciplines, the soft-
pure disciplines were found to have a wider ramgannount of praise given per hour. The
highest number found in the corpus as a whole \28s3B tokens per hour (for a
discussion class on the Cuban revolution). Asidefthe several classes which had no
praise at all—usually because for various readomstudents did no speaking—the lowest
in the corpus was 1.85 praise tokens per hourciass on Logistics and Operation
Management Production. The range found in themafé- category of disciplines was
123.97. The most praise was found in the aforeimesd Cuban Revolution class and the
least in a Film and Television Studies with 4.38ige tokens per hour. The range for soft-
applied disciplines was next, with 105.18 tokensifa high of 107.3 (Psychology) to a
low of 1.85 mentioned above. Last was the hardiegplisciplines which ranged from
92.94 tokens in an Economics class to 8.42 tokeEsngineering, making the range 84.52.
The larger ranges in the soft disciplines mighatigbuted to a larger variety of activities
done in those classes. In addition to the maiiites shown in the Appendix, students
sometimes had papers or other assignments whiahpvaised as part of the class. (See
figure 1)

Figure 1: range of number of praise tokens per eft-pure classes)

Highest The Cuban Revolution 128.33 tokens per hour
Lowest Film and Television Studies 4.36
Range 123.97
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Figure 2: range of number of praise tokens per (gaft-applied classes)

Highest Psychology 107.3 tokens per hour
Lowest Logistics and Operation 1.85
Range 105.18

Figure 3: range of number of praise tokens per (loand-applied classes

Highest Economics 92.94 tokens per hour
Lowest Engineering 8.42
Range 84.52

Figure 4: range of number of praise tokens per Kallithree disciplinary categories)

Highest The Cuban Revolution 128.33 tokens per hour
Lowest Logistics and Operation 1.85
Range 126.48

It can be seen from this that, although theregeeat deal of variation in how

much praise is used in each class, the samplestiremorpus indicate no relation

between the amount of praise and the major dis@plicategory. Praise shows neither a
higher number of words nor a higher amount of wemmefor soft-pure disciplines, which

contradicts the findings of prior research.

There are a few possible reasons why the discgpkhew no significant difference

in terms of amount or variation. The first is tkiare is simply not enough praise to
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capture the effect. As has been discussed, pratsally makes up a very small amount of
classroom speech. In the BASE corpus, the moseoracorded in a single classroom
made up only 7% of the total classroom speechmdat classrooms this is much lower. If
larger amounts of praise were examined, we miglatidbe to see a clearer pattern of
difference between the disciplines. In additior,might be able to see more praise if
other genres of academic discourse were examiliéslalso possible that graduate

classes would show more of this variation, sineg fire more specialized and the students

in some sense more committed to the discipline.

6.6 PRAISE IN CULTURAL CONTEXT

This brings us to the second research questionthehthe behavior being praised differs
according to discipline. Given the disciplinaryfeliences in goals of teaching determined
by Biglan (1973a, 1973b) and Becher (1994) migad o the conclusion that students in
the soft disciplines are praised for independemtgit, or for synthesizing information, or
for general personal growth or critical thinkinghe hard disciplines, on the other hand,
would use praise for students’ acquiring of infotima It was found that any such
difference among disciplines is very difficult tetdrmine from a spoken transcript. At
some points in the transcript it is obvious that skudent is giving an expected answer, but
it is not possible to understand, from a transa@ff single classroom event, whether a
student’s answer shows independence of thoughitmat thinking. This is due in some
cases to the researcher’s unfamiliarity with carthsciplines, but also due to the fact that
even a response which seems very original may tvetpay a reading or an instructor’s

statement from an eatrlier class.
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One way to determine differences in what is beiragsed, therefore, might be to
look at the words of the praise itself. In mostesy as has been shown, instances of praise
consist of a single word. However, there are adgamples in the transcript of more
extensive praise, which give us more insight int@atthe instructor considers desirable
behavior. These are very few in number, howevet,dd not give us a clear picture of
disciplinary differences. In a soft-pure transtmg have these examples:

i thought both sides did a very good job at putting

forward a coherent argument i was impressed by your

structure i mean i thought you both had good good f orm
to your presentation (Comparative American Studies,
ah003)

i mean i think you did a very good job at really
researching a number of different position and i do n't
know if you found that i think you did a very good job

at moving through these different position and

avoiding er painting yourself into ideological corn ers
that you didn’t i thought you did a good job at sor t
of looking at the different sides of the same quest ion

and talking around them i thought that was very

impressive (Comparative American Studies, ah003)

that represents er a very good attempt at sort of
compressing and differentiating between the books

(Preparing a Literature Review, ps008)
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i'm very impressed by the word respect turning up s o]

much (Poetics, ah004)

These examples do seem to be reinforcing certpestpf behavior. In the case of
the first three examples the instructor seems foraising the students for synthesizing
and organizing information. The last example @srfra discussion in which students were
asked to articulate their own poetics. This exangblpraise might be seen to be in
response to the students’ personal growth, thotaghé a feature of soft disciplines
(Braxton 1995, Smart & Ethington 1995, Neumann 208dumann, Parry & Becher

2002) . However, we also find these exampleshard-pure class:
that’s right that was quite good and i thought in y our
plan you realised that there could be a zero that’s
something that not many people realise you realised
there could be high numbers there (Chemistry—Blindfold

numbers, ps003)

i thought your plan was fantastic completely differ ent
you for the first task you came back and made a pla n
you you planned for all sorts which a lot of the te ams

probably would’ve done but then the worst and this
whole task is designed to give you unexpected thing S

(Chemistry—Blindfold numbers, ps003)

i thought it was brilliant you were reviewing all t he
time that's what's going wrong an- and changing the

plan an-and going absolutely you were really really
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good yeah that was really positive (Chemistry—Toxic

Waste, ps004)

In the cases listed above, the praise could betsedam reinforcing critical thinking
or personal growth—soft discipline values accordmthe research. These instances of
praise are given during a game in which teams t@aweork together to solve some
problem, so, as mentioned before, they are not#ygiasses for the discipline. Likewise,
although it was postulated that the hard disciglimeght use more words such as “good”
and “right” to praise correct answers, these wetmdl equally frequently in the soft

disciplines, often to praise factually correct aassv

As for other characteristics found for the diffardrsciplinary categories in the
Biglan/Becher typography, very little evidence vi@snd that they are being explicitly

praised in these classrooms. As mentioned before:

These are exactly the sorts of arguments we’d hear in

court (ss006)
is one example of praise found in a Law classro@mce this is an applied discipline, this
could be taken as support for the idea that counsét®e applied disciplines focus on
professional skills. However, it is impossibledi@w a clear conclusion from only one
example. No instances were found of dedicatiostudy being praised in soft-pure
courses, and although Ylijoki (2000) found thangstihe discipline to help one’s fellow
man was a virtue found in soft-pure disciplineg, éimly mention of helping others was
found in medical school classes, which fall in llaed-applied category. At least in these
transcripts, praise in these classes does not &essflect the moral order of these

disciplines.
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6.7DISCUSSION

The goal of this research was to determine thenéxtewhich the disciplines,
divided according the taxonomy developed by BidE873a, 1973b) and Becher (1990,
1994), vary with respect to how praise is formed ased,. In the seminars recorded for
the BASE corpus, they show very little differencecss the disciplines, either in amount
or variation. The cultural aspects of the discipd also were not reflected in the praise
given. Added to results of the other two studiles may signify an important feature of
praise: that it shows a great regularity of fornd @arpose, even in contexts which usually
show variation. This may speak to the importance of praise iniberpersonal aspect of

spoken academic discoursavhich will be further discussed in Chapter 8.

We should also acknowledge other characteristitkeofesearch which may have
contributed to the results. Although soft discipbrmay use more student-centered,
“active” classes, as Luedekke (2003) shows, thenples above suggest that the type of
praise, and the behavior that students are préasethay have more to do with the type of
classroom activity than the discipline. It shoaldo be noted that the instructor’s personal
didactic style is probably very important. Whiketinstructor in the Comparative
American Studies course extensively praises prasens in her classroom, in other soft-
pure classrooms presentations end with no ackn@&hadnt other than, “Thank you.” It
will take more data than is available in the rekly small sample of the BASE corpus to

determine if teaching style differs systematicalhgong the disciplines.
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Another factor may be that the different disciptynaategories are in fact
reinforcing different behavior but they are doibhghia way that does not involve
classroom praise. It seems more likely, for examgblat feedback on written work will
show this kind of difference, since the instrudtas more time to consider the work that
he or she is praising and give more exacting feeddb# may be very rewarding for a
student to have his or her idea taken up by thiepsor and used in discussion than it is to
be explicitly told that it is a good idea. Moreearch is necessary to determine the

different ways that novices may be being socialingal different disciplines.

Although no significant variation was found in tipigrticular context, using
examination of a corpus, the question of variatiopraise across disciplinary areas is one
that will benefit from further study of differenegres and by different methods.
Interviews and stimulated recall data, for exampteyld add a great deal to our
understanding of this subject. Looking at feedbachkvritten student work and on
graduate classrooms would also show another dimemdipraise which might reflect the

values of the disciplinary culture more clearly.

6.8 CONCLUSION

No disciplinary variation was found in the praiseen in undergraduate seminars in the
BASE corpus, in contrast with other studies of igiseary differences. This suggests a
conclusion similar to that of Wolfson and Manesg8@pin terms of compliments: just as
compliments are important social strategies thattrha understood by people of different
backgrounds, so too does praise fill a vital ral¢hie classroom, which might lead to the

relatively limited forms it takes. Virtually altisdents come into the university classroom
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with many years of experience of Initiation-RespefRgedback patterns (Sinclair &
Coulthard 1975). It may be that praise takes #meesform in all levels so that valuable
classroom time will not be used explaining to stidehat their answer is correct. This
important classroom role of praise does not ddi&oss disciplinary divides, apparently,

so it does not need to take different forms.

This may be all to the good. Murray and Renau®%)%ave investigated
disciplinary differences in 64 different behavios$which one is praise, rated highly on
student evaluations. They found that, althoughdikeiplinary categories differ in how
often such behaviors are found in the classroomaestts in all disciplines seem to
uniformly find them desirable. This suggests #tatlents’ idea of good teaching does not
differ by discipline, no matter what the normstuéit discipline are. Although this study
cannot deal with the pedagogical implications &fiedent types of praise, praise in general
seems to be perceived by students as valuables cahibe of use to instructors in any

discipline.
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CRITICISM IN SPOKEN ACADEMIC DISCOURSE: FORM AND FU NCTION

7.1INTRODUCTION

Research on evaluation in all contexts of academiken discourse has found that it
tends to be positive. Adjectives used in acadepoken discourse are often positive
(Swales 2001) and evaluations tend also to beipeswith negative evaluations being
more hedged (Mauranen 2002b, 2003), delayed (W26008) and generally showing
signs of being dispreferred. This is part of thie f academic spoken discourse to
support novices, but its effects are not thoughitg@ntirely positive. Mauranen has been
led to wonder how students are being taught touev@lnegatively. This research will
examine what happens in the classroom when a dtaderswer is not satisfactory for

some reason, because incomplete, incorrect, amuipic.

This chapter will first explain the methods use@xploring criticism in university
discussion section. A study of criticism presaftsllenges to the researcher which a
study of praise does not, so those will be outliagavell. After showing some of the
factors that go into the realization of criticismthe classroom—such as pedagogical goals,
face wants, and the IRF exchange—some ways ofgmnagative feedback in a discussion

section will be explored.

7.2RESEARCHQUESTIONS

This project seeks to explore what happens inssob®m when a student gives an answer
which is not adequate for some reason: becausdatiually incorrect, not stated in an
academic way, not detailed enough, not tied tcsthgect, or some other reason. The

research was based on the assumption, later wkrifiat examples of direct criticism
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would be very hard to find in classroom discour$ben, what does the instructor do with

inadequate student responses? What does feedimdckide when it is not positive?

In this study, F-moves that were not explicitlysfiive were examined, and
some that might be criticizing the students or emaging them to amend their answers
were identified. No claim is being made that &lihee negative criticism samples have
been identified, nor that all possible categori@gehbeen found. Rather, the aim of this
research is to use the data to identify a set afiwences, describe and position them with
regard to existing theoretical frameworks, and esgivhat this means for the possibilities

open to teachers.

In addition, this study will examine some of thays that instructors address face
concerns and pedagogical concerns simultaneousiy wiving evaluations or follow up

in the classroom, and the different contexts inclhhis happens.

7.3METHOD

In this section, ten transcripts from the Michigaorpus of Academic Spoken English
(MICASE) were examined. MICASE was chosen overBhash Academic Spoken
English (BASE) corpus because, as will be seem,latgreater degree of detail was
needed in order to find examples of negative feeklbo&or example, the student’s
response to feedback, if any, must be understdi@ASE is the more carefully
transcribed of the two corpora, and thus it watstéebe more suitable for this study. The
seven transcripts comprise discussion sectionstirApology, Astronomy, Biology,
Economics, History, Philosophy, and American Padditand undergraduate seminars on

Philosophy, Composition, and Politics of Higher Ealiion. “Seminar” and “Discussion
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Section” are MICASE designations, but seem to lvg senilar in terms of interactivity,
range of activity type, and academic rank of bastructors and students, so both types
were examined. One transcript, Biology of Birdspteins some interaction, but nothing
that was identified as negative criticism. Anothéeat and Mass Transfer, has only
instructor speech and thus no criticism. The traptccan be divided into general
disciplinary group, with Biology and Astronomy befpng to the hard disciplines and the
others, except Economics, belonging to the softnBmics could be either one,

depending on the focus.

The term “discussion section” in the US generalbams a class for
undergraduates that goes along with a larger leatiass (the “lecture section”).
Particularly in large schools where lecture clagsight have hundreds of students, a
discussion section is a chance for students tasisthe ideas brought out in the lectures,
and to review in a smaller group or have the cham@esk questions. The discussion
section is generally taught by a graduate studdmtre lecture sections are taught by more
senior faculty. Discussion sections are roughlyilsinto what is called “tutorials” or
“undergraduate seminars” in other countries. Inmf@cus or activity the discussion
sections also differ quite a bit. In some cades discussion section is used, as one might
expect, for discussion, to make clear or furthemexe the ideas brought up in the lecture
section. In two cases, Philosophy and Econonfiesclasses seem to be taking place
immediately before the final examination, and theelents are invited to ask questions
about concepts they don’t understand. The Anthagpolnd American Politics classes,
on the other hand, seem to be taking place atagmbing of the semester, as they are
defining basic terms in the field. The Biology sewtis going over homework questions

and acting out meiosis and mitosis as a reviewhérHistory section, a professor is going
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over answers previously prepared by students,agipe questions for an upcoming

examination. The Astronomy section is in a planeta.

The MICASE transcripts were examined for instrudtdiow up moves (F-moves),
with particular attention paid to F-moves that weog positive. Ways of responding to
student contributions that indicated a mistakehenpart of the student, or that asked the
student to expand or amend an answer, were codddhase were analyzed in terms of

the presumptive goals of the classroom.

7.3.1 Research dilemmas

In the previous sections we have looked at praiseminars. Although praise is rare in
such contexts, it is also a comparatively clearpti@gnomenon in academic discourse.
Praise can usually be easily identified by a pesitvord in the instructor’s feedback turn.
However, it is hard to even imagine an instructyirsg, “That is a bad answer.” We can
intuitively grasp that instructors use more subtkans of showing students that their
answer is not desirable or could be improved. @&l it is not unheard of for instructors
to respond to a student’s contribution with “nd,isilimited to certain situations and
pedagogical goals. Instructors use a variety oérotheans to deflect students, get them to

add to or amend their contributions, or encourapercstudents to give a different answer.

This makes it very difficult to identify negativeddback in the classroom, which
may be part of the reason why very little resedra$ been done on this subject. Previous
studies have been done by examining written feddfidgland & Hyland 2001) or by
setting up a situation in which participants hadjitee criticism (Tracy & Eisenberg 1991).

From the studies on praise we can see that waitelnspoken feedback may differ
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considerably in the way in which the feedback @ired, both in length and lexical
choices, and in the goal of such feedback. A dismaompletion or similar task which
sets up an artificial situation may not capturewlas that instructors give feedback in fact.
However, looking at actual classroom data hasvits difficulties. Without understanding
what an instructor’s goals are for the class, onetimes even what he is thinking at a
certain time, it is not clear what an individuabexple of feedback is intended to
accomplish. While using a corpus has the benefirofiding enough data to examine a
relatively rare phenomenon, the drawback is thairbtructors are not available to make
their motives known. However, the instructors thelwss may not be consciously aware
of what they are doing when giving feedback, asyand Eisenberg (1991) have pointed
out in the case of criticism. Even if it were pb$sto interview these instructors and ask
what the purpose of certain feedback was, it iscediin that they would be able to

answer. Therefore, negative criticism must be aggred in a different way from praise.

This study was done with reference to Tannen’84) $hree types of
accountability. The first, multiplicity of interptations, refers to the fact that the
explanation here is not the only possible one. §¢wnd, internal and external evidence,
means finding evidence for the interpretation boside and outside of the text. In this
study, we can find some recurring phenomena, asaselther evidence that supports the
interpretation of the participants’ face wants gedagogical goals. As for external
evidence, unfortunately since a corpus is being ugerviews with the participants are
not possible. However, evidence for the intergiretaof the goals of the discussion can
be found in other sources. Tannen’s last formcobantability is what she calls the “aha
factor.” This refers to the fact that to readelsovare familiar with the context some

interpretations will resonate as something theyfamaliar with, but have never been
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consciously aware of. Most of the readers of shusly will be familiar with the process of
giving feedback in a classroom; it is hoped thatesanterpretations will resonate. The
interpretations here were done in a similar matménose of Tracy (1997) and Tracy and
Naughton (1994), whose goal was to “[make] visfiéential likely meanings of
conversational devices” (1994:285). First the pgegoals and face-wants of the
instructors giving praise will be shown. Then, teedback that they give students in the
discussion sections will be examined in light afgl goals, to see how they might be

made manifest.

7.3.2 Research Background

7.3.2.1 Teaching dilemmas

In the context of the seminar or discussion se¢cgtudents are expected to learn actively
by freely expressing ideas and arguing both withedher and also possibly the
instructor. In this type of class, participatiorvital, so it is essential that instructors not
inhibit students from speaking out. Teachers mas dreat deal of interactional work in
order to achieve this. At the same time, it is imgat to encourage students to make
worthwhile contributions, and to let them know th&ir answers are wrong or their
reasoning is faulty. This is not only important foe purpose of making certain that
students have understood the course materialaistssometimes considered practice for
other types of intellectual work. These conflictipgals may be seen in the way instructors
respond to contributions from students that maberrect or undesirable. The
instructor of a discussion section, because opbesition as the liaison between the
professor who teaches a lecture course and therggjdnay also have conflicting goals:
to appear warm and approachable while at the samecbieing seen as professional,

competent, and in control of the material.
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7.3.2.2 The University-level discussion: goals panablems

Although the goal of the discussion section wilcotirse differ depending on various
factors, discussion sections seem to have someajguoals in common. Interviews with
instructors of seminars (which are close in purgos#iscussion sections in the US),
transcribed in the British Academic Spoken Eng(BASE) corpus and available on the
website, show that they are nearly unanimous irewely that a seminar is a place for
more active learning than a lecture and that stisd@nist participate in the seminar in
order to learn. This is despite any broad discgrirdifferences. A Classics professor
says that the purpose of a seminar is “allowingstiidents to do a little bit of work on

their own, so that they can begin to realise thay thave a real contribution to make to the
learning process. And it isn’t just a one-way @sx” An instructor of History of

Medicine points out the benefit for students: “Tleycontributed. They’ve brought
something in. They've tried it out, if you likey the seminar discussion with their peers
and with their seminar tutor, and that will fix iigis in their minds, in a way which is
totally different, | think, and much more real amdch more internalised very often, than
some of the sort of skip-reading which is necessabryiously for writing for essays and

all the rest of it.” Although in the hard discipéis the seminar does not deal so much with
the exchange of opinion, as a Chemistry instrusébieves: “In science one is trying to
help students understand different concepts, tabbeto employ problem solving skills,
and these don’t lend themselves to the developofestitident opinion on matters, but
rather student understanding.” In some casesngtrictors believe that disagreement and
argument between students is desirable, whetheotdhis actually happens in the
seminar. “.. .[T]hat's part of their learningopess, | think, to have a point of view and to

argue for it, is important. Especially in relatioith our students, to work they've done or
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seen in schools” (Education). In some cases t@rag or airing of different opinions
among students is thought to be an essential ptreepistemology of the discipline.
“There are - there are certainly important factd igures that we need to know and take
account of. But those facts and figures are tledras socially constructed]. . . .]We have
to understand why the social world is a contesteddywith different people having
different understandings of what crime is, whettréne is a problem?” ( Sociology). It
can be seen from this that student participatiom@/lidisciplines, is something that the
instructor must actively encourage, and this i$ pathe essential job of the instructor of
the seminar. Although in the hard disciplines egpireg one’s opinion may be of less
importance, in the soft disciplines the studentstnfieel comfortable in order to share their
understandings of the subject. Some instructdesrezl openly to the importance of
students feeling comfortable. “I think most stuideran feel self-conscious or
embarrassed about talking in seminars - as indesdnhight feel self-conscious about
asking a question in a lecture - or even partigigahn a tutorial. That's - that's very well
understood. | think the lecturers taking the sewsrare sympathetic to this and would
help people (Psychology). “[. . .]I hope to gestah a state in a seminar, particularly if it
is a small seminar, where there’s confidence, fieaple trust each other, and where
people actually experience a seminar as a groundhich they can just, you know,
articulate whatever they feel like articulatingtzt moment, and then build it up from

there” (Art History).

Therefore, the comfort and psychological safetthefseminar participants seem to
be very much on the minds of the instructors asssential part of the students’ university
learning. At the same time, however, instructousipay attention to a conflicting goal:

to make sure that students do not misunderstanchdlderial, and that their comments
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contribute to the discussion in a positive waythia hard sciences, instructors at some
times are obligated to tell students that theyang. “ If it's a misunderstanding of the
content of the tutorial, then | think all that ozen do is kind of correct the student as the
teacher, if you like. You have to say, like, “Aally you've got it wrong. You don’t quite
understand this - this area of work.” That'sidifft. One has to do that with some
sensitivity, of course, in order not to completslyitch off a student” (Biological
Sciences). Interestingly, the instructor herergefe correcting the student “as the
teacher,” which may indicate that he orients ts tientity more when correcting students
than at other times. He also refers explicitlyhte threat of a student “shutting down” if
she is not corrected in a sensitive manner. Istifiedisciplines, although there may not
be such clear cut divisions of right and wrong, s@tudent discussion contributions are
seen as undesirable. “However, at the same tingewasriticise you must support those
criticisms with a presentation of some evidenceu ¥annot just simply say, “This is my
opinion.” And that’s it. There’s no discussionedause then you would be accused of
being not objective. It's a purely subjective apmwhich, if everybody did that, then
everybody could have their own opinion, and theoellel be no discussion” (Globalisation

and Regionalisation).

We can see that two conflicting goals, encouragingents to participate in a
discussion and guiding students’ contributionsedobth factually correct and worthwhile,
are important to instructors as they lead the disiom. The way in which these competing
goals are accomplished may be visible in the wayitistructors try to redirect students or
get them to amend their answers. Another impogemhent in the way that instructors

frame their negative feedback is differing face t8an
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7.3.3 Looking at face/identity as a factor

When giving any sort of feedback in the classrobut,particularly negative feedback, the
face wants of both the instructor and the studehbe factors in how the feedback is
realized. The most common way of looking at faca &sctor in interaction has been the
politeness theory of Brown and Levinson (1987)Biown and Levinson’s framework,
face is the image that human beings want to proygethave positive face wants--the
desire for others to see us as a good person vaaribwhat we want; and negative face
wants--the desire to not have our wishes impedeth, e free from having others impose
their wishes on us. Face Threatening Acts or FTrAspeech acts which in some way
would threaten the hearer’s positive or negatiwe faA complaint or disagreement, for
example, could threaten the hearer’s positive faeeause it suggests the speaker does not
think of her positively or does not want what shents. A request would threaten the
hearer’'s negative face, because it shows thatpideker might wish to impose upon the
hearer. Politeness is the way that we offer seite such acts. Speakers have the choice
of not doing the act, using a positive politendsstegy, using a negative politeness
strategy, or using off-record strategies. When simapa strategy, according to Brown and
Levinson, speakers take into account the socitmi®, relative power of speaker and
hearer, and degree of imposition in the FTA. Bramd Levinson’s description has been
amended and expanded by other researchers. Facerha to be considered an
interactional phenomenon (Arundale 2006, Spenceeyd2007), and more complex than

in Brown and Levinson’s framework, as will be déised below.

A cursory look at negative feedback with referetacBrown and Levinson (1987)
would suggest that negative feedback threatensttitent’s positive face, and thus would

be redressed by various means. Indeed we do fayd,veuch as hedging, in which this is
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accomplished, and these will be discussed lateit, fBr various reasons, the Brown and
Levinson view of face and politeness may not be&gtadequate to describe what is
happening in the university discussion. Rees-M{l®99) has shown that such challenge
and criticism may not threaten face in ways thatmedictable from looking at Brown and
Levinson’s model. In looking at disagreementsnivarsity settings, she found that
“pedagogical context and purpose affected the aspoe of disagreement in ways that
could not be explained by the difference in powfdanterlocutors or by degree of severity”
(p.1095). She found that professors, in disagreeitiystudents, used “softeners’--either
positive or negative or other polite forms moreenfthan students did with other students
or even students did with professors. (Rees-Mdéegorizes as “disagreement”
statements that would be called negative feedbattke current research). According to
Brown and Levinson, it might be predicted that stutd, being lower in status and power,
would use more polite forms. Rees-Miller belietlest professors use such softeners to

build solidarity between professor and student.

Tracy (1997) feels that Brown and Levinson’s dggmn of face wants may be too
simplistic. “If. . .]face wants are highly situatially influenced, then it is important to be
The face wants individuals pursue are differerdifferent contexts” (p. 218). She points
out also that the face wants of a single persorbearonflicting (p.220). This leads us to
consider the face wants of the instructors theneselVracy (1997) and Tracy and Baratz
(1993) have shown a fairly complex and sometinmgdlicting number of face wants
among academics participating in a colloquium. sehleave to do with the individual’s
relative status, as well as his relationship tosthigect he is talking about, and his

intellectual claims. Instructors of discussiontsets tend to be graduate students, who
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may feel constrained from claiming a much highatust than their students because they

are only a few years older, and yet need to dematesauthority and control of the subject.

These studies suggest that face wants in acadeenquide complex and may not fit
in with pre-determined “universals.” When givingtihack there is the added complexity
of pedagogical goals which may differ and at tircesflict. In the fourth and final study
of this dissertation, we examine the differenysvthat negative feedback is realized in

the classroom and how this may serve differentgyoal

7.3.4 Conflicting Face Goals

As the interview subjects above mention many tirttess seminar or discussion is intended
to be a more active component of the student'siiegr This contrasts with the lecture
section, in which the students are expected tm leare passively, mostly by listening. In
many cases, this means that the instructor of ideussion section, when different from
the lecture section instructor, may be in a pasitibliaison between the professor and the
students. It is part of the discussion sectiorriresdr’'s job to make the lectures easier for
students to understand and to answer question$liiy may not get the chance to ask
in lecture. In order to attain the instructionabts of making students feel comfortable
and encouraging them to participate, the instruatdhe discussion section may take
pains to align himself with them, sometimes agatinstprofessor, the book, or the
material. The instructor may also have the facé gbappearing warm and friendly to
students. Tracy (1997) and Tracy and Baratz (1888¢ also suggested that in some
contexts academics feel particular constraint ajappearing to assume a station above
their own. Benwell and Stokoe (2002) in a studyubdrials, found that tutors avoid

“expert” and authoritative language, which theytptzge may be a strategy of

173



democratization. For a young graduate studenhtegaindergraduates only slightly
younger than she is, it may be particularly importa show solidarity with the students.

The instructors show this in several ways, which pé discussed below.

At the same time, the instructor has an instingladentity in which she is the
expert on the material and the leader of the cld$ss orientation can be seen in the
classroom as well, most commonly by the use ofaliin-Response-Follow Up (IRF, see
below for discussion) patterns in the discours¢h@dgh not all teachers conduct class in
this way, IRF exchanges confirm the instructora&tiss as a teacher and the leader of the

class or discussion.

Tracy and Carjuzaa (1993) have found that partidgan colloquia show intellectual
identity by showing distance between themselvestlagid ideas, with the novice members,
graduate students, displaying more distance (p. E&&mples can also be seen of
instructors in discussion sections doing this, fidgs$o establish solidarity with students.

There are several different ways that the instmgcsbow this distance.

Instructors of discussion sections that are linkelgcture sections may specifically
refer to ideas as belonging to the more seniontiacuember who teaches the lecture

section.

S1:[.. .Jjust like, just like Dr Kottak was talking

about today, um, with how um, in the on the coast o f
Peru he was saying the, different groups expand the y
come into conflict, and then a larger government fo rms
to mediate, and that's sort of, you can look at it the
same way there. (Anthropology)

S1: so Professor Walton gave you the, example of the

stop sign right? what's the stop sign example? (American
politics)
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Of course, linking the content of the discussioctisa serves a pedagogical purpose as
well, by reminding students of content that theyeéhiearned already and checking that

they understand.

Instructors of discussion sections may also postii@mselves as being on the side of
the students against the professor. Sometimesattes the form of assessing the content

of the lecture section from the students’ poinviefv.

S1: (xx) okay. so somebody explain to me how it is, tha t

the categories, explain, unified consciousness

<PAUSEQ:12> this is pretty tricky. it involved a ga me...
(Philosophy Discussion)

S1: these lectures are really hard, i think (Philosophy

Discussion)

In these examples the instructor characterizesotulelivered by the professor as
“tricky” or “hard,” indicating that she is placirfterself in the students’ position with
respect to the teacher of the lecture section.i@steuctor more explicitly orients to an “us

against the professor” position:

S1: [.. .]Jidon't know if it's gonna be useful but, i

hope so because Ricardo is writing a final on this part.

and he's very mad. so we must be ready, for that. < LAUGH>
(Economics)

S5: are you gonna ask something like this like in proof in

the short answer part in the, uh

S1:. noidon'tthink so

S5:  okay.

S1: idon'tthink so. i hope not. i'll fight for it.

(Economics)
[In this excerpt, as in all the MICASE excerpts @gicwhere otherwise specified, S1 is the
instructor].
In the first example above, the instructor placesélf with the students as the “we” who
must be ready for the professor’s question. Sée sthows herself to be in possession of
privileged information--that the professor is angapd to be allying herself with the

students by sharing it with them. In the secondrgx®a, she explicitly states that she will

175



“fight” against having more difficult content on axamination, again showing herself to

be on the side of students against the professor.

Rather than align themselves with the studentsagthe professor, instructors may

also align themselves with the students againsiiuerial.

S1: mhmisee where you're going and i think it's a
really good point to press him on, um

S3: too bad he's dead

S1: pardon?

S3: too bad he's dead <LAUGH>

S1: too bad he's dead. <LAUGH> it is actually cuz i
think a lot of people would have a lot of

guestions for this man. Um (Philosophy Discussion )
In this excerpt, the “he” in question is ImmanuelnK, whom the students are discussing.
The instructor distances herself from the matenal shows solidarity with the students by
supporting a student’s argument against the piploso As well as the pedagogical
purpose of encouraging a student to analyze are$sdise classroom content, this shows

that she is seeing the students’ point of view.

As was seen earlier, sometimes instructors mayeghrarileged information, for
example information about the instructor, with stkedents in order to show solidarity.
Instructors may also take pains to show that sdntleeanformation they give students in
the discussion section is not specialized. Thisse® be done in cases where information

that is outside of the content of the lecturesraadlings for the course is discussed:

S1: [.. .Jjustin case you're interested, um, Alasdai r
Macintyre. i don't know jus- justto let  you know. but
yeah he's he's he's, um a really well-respected

philosopher who said something very similar. Yeah

(Anthropology)

S1: [.. .]Jlike i don't know if you've all f- been,

following, um what goes, what's, goes on in Turkey [
mean i haven't, followed it as much as i'd like to

(Anthropology)
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S1: [.. ]so like in, the original form of this argum ent,

um, this is kind of actually an interesting histor ical
fact the first time this came up, these guys were n ot
evenon the board, the only other possible explana tion

was chance, (Philosophy Discussion)
In these examples, the instructors downgrade tveirership of more information than the
students. The anthropology instructor displaysfélcéthat she has acquired such
information only incidentally, and in the secondeple shows that it is available to
students as well and that they may already havia ithe third example, the philosophy
instructor describes the information as “just aeliesting historical fact, ” using the

downgrader “just” to show that the information @& of particular importance.

Another way that instructors have of distancingielves from the content of the
class and showing solidarity with the studentshatwmight be termed “reverse
jargonization,” after Waring’s (2002) term. Thiscocs when an instructor restates a

specialized term in a more colloquial manner.

S1:[. . .Jthrough something called independent

assortment. <PAUSE WHILE WRITING> and that's just a

fancy way of saying, random, alignment of chromosom es, at
metaphase okay? (Biology)

S1: what do we want? what do we want from the governmen t?
SS: collective goods.
S1: collective goods, we want stuff .(Political culture)

As Poos and Simpson (2002), and Swales and Bu@@8jZound, instructors may hedge
or mitigate the use of jargon in their classesraoeoto align themselves with students. The
restatements in the examples above show the instsudistancing themselves from the
material by stating the specialized terms in laiggue students themselves would use. In
the first case this also serves to define the tbuhthe second example is a restatement of

a term the students seem already to know.
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Although these examples come mostly from discussemtions which correspond
to a lecture section, they are not necessarily osgdby graduate students or discussion
section instructors. As has been shown (Rudol@4 18wales 2001, Fortanet 2004,
Swales & Burke 2003, Poos & Simpson 2002, Hylan@d) Stertiary instructors of all
levels seem to do some work to show solidarity witident and to be supportive. This
may not be only for pedagogical purposes, but edsoexpress the face wants of the
faculty member, to be seen as a supportive teaitein some cases not to be seen as

behaving inappropriately for the faculty membetation.

This face want may conflict with the instructonsstitutional identity of being
professional, expert, and in control of the matetiee activities, and the class. This
identity, also, is sometimes explicitly shown bg faculty member:

S11: um, then i talked about, salons and how they became

educated and enlightened by, having all these

discussions with men [S1: later on alright
that's, uh good ] um i, threw in um, Mary Wols-

Wolstoncraft as an example of like the strong um, f ounder
of modern feminism, it's later, indication rights o f
women,

S1: that's that's later that's that's, hold that for
another course hold that for another course.
S11: don't go that far?

S1: don't go that far don't go that far this course thi S
course comes toan  end uh, this course comes to an end
when it does for two reasons number one limits the time
and number two when i get bored with history. [S11: okay]
uh, which occurs a lot er- earlier than thanthan wh en my
thing

(History)

This is also taken from a discussion section, batstructor seems to be entirely
responsible for the content of the class, whickdga the conclusion that the class does
not have a lecture section or he is teaching battians. He is a senior faculty member.
Throughout the class he refers to the age differéetween him and the students, and to

the length of time he has spent studying the stibjElsese ways are also mentioned in
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Tracy (1997)s a way of claiming more ownership of the sulyjeatter. In addition, as
can be seen above, he is explicitly showing ownershthe class, in that he is able to end

the class when he wants to, for any reason incfuttiat he is bored.

Such clear aligning of oneself with the course #r@dcourse material is rare,
perhaps because these classes are taught by gratlugents or younger faculty members.
However, it may also be because of the natureeo€ldss. In these classes the instructors
are, naturally, giving information and answeringdgnts’ questions, which may make
their identity as instructors apparent enough tiney do not feel the need to display it
further. In addition, several of these classesuianeg IRF formulations in their teaching.
Since the IRF formulation is a typical one for sleoms of all levels, as explained below,

this also may display professional identity.

7.3.5 What is criticism?

Although the intention of this project was to urgtand the forms that criticism takes in
discussion sections, criticism is rather hard tingein this context. Hyland and Hyland
(2001) define criticism as “an expression of dis$attion or negative comment” (p. 186)
in their study of written work. In spoken feedbakkwever, it is much less clear

Although a few instances of direct expressionsisgatisfaction in certain circumstances
are discussed below, they were not often founds Ehin contrast to feedback on students’
written work, where negative feedback seems toune gommon. Hyland and Hyland

find 31% of feedback in their data is negative 9@)1 Further, most of the feedback that
Hyland and Hyland find, both positive and negatokeals with the content of the student

papers, not the mechanics. So it may be fairydlsat, without the constraints of
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criticizing in front of an audience as classroomdigack entails, instructors would find
something to criticize in their students’ contrilous. Yet we find very little direct
rejection of those contributions, and nothing dild be called criticism in Hyland and
Hyland’s definition except for a few special casestably composition classes, as has
been suggested in Chapter 5. This may be partiguse of politeness concerns, but it
may also be because even a poorly thought-outcdede used productively in a
classroom discussion. Taking up the idea and usitogask a further question or have a
student clarify a concept may avoid the problemegjative feedback altogether while still

maintaining the flow of the discussion.

S1: [...], imean, um why do you think that there are not
as many consequences? i mean why do, why do um, why does
society why is our society set up so there won't b e as many
consequences?

S6: cuz they aren't gonna like, throw like a six-year-

old in jail for like stealing something or like mak e him

pay a big fine (he'll) probably just turn- return i tif

like

S1: imean that's absolutely true but i mean why, what

is it that, what is the value behind that? what is the

idea behind that?yeah.
(Anthropology)
The instructor here seems to be trying to bringdiea of socialization out into the
discussion. The tautological nature of the studersponse would seem to be

undesirable, but the instructor is able to use bve the discussion forward. So, while it

is not a “good” answer per se, it also need nadsn as “wrong.”

In addition to the obvious point that there is mitneat to the student’s face when
other students are observing, another possiblemefas the lack of negative feedback in
the classroom could be that the didactic purpotesssclear. When correcting a
composition, teachers write comments with the etgiien that the student will carefully

read the comments and amend their drafts. (Hylamtyand, 2001). However, when
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giving feedback in the classroom it is not certahrether the positive aspects of the use of
criticism to refine students’ answers and makerttiénking more clear outweighs the
possible negative effects—that students will b&és@hscious or anxious and contribute
less to class discussions. When conducting dismsdnstructors have the two
competing goals of having all students participatel having the contributions be both
well-considered and thought provoking. If teachamying for the latter goal, criticize
student contributions, then students will feel lessifortable and be less likely to
participate. As Hyland and Hyland remark abouttemi criticism, teachers must be
aware of both pedagogical and interactional effeEtsomments (p.190). The discussion
section, more than written feedback, may be a pMdwre the tension between the
pedagogical and the interactional is more cleatty $§ince the interactional aspect in the

discussion section may outweigh it in written fegck

7.3.6 The Initiation-Response-Follow-up (IRF) Exchage

One of the reasons that instructors may be worardjsplay solidarity with students is to
mitigate the control shown in the use of the Itibia-Response-Follow-up pattern. An
introduction to the IRF pattern, and controversikesut its use have been discussed in
Chapter 3. Here we will briefly review differenasfmeworks of the uses of IRF

exchanges,and categorization of the F-move

IRF exhanges (Sinclair & Coulthard,1975) consisamfnitiation by the teacher,
usually a question but sometimes an informativerattce or a request for action (p. 36).
The corresponding R-move from the student couldrbanswer to the question, a question
from the student, an action, or an acknowledgeme&he teacher Follow-up

acknowledges and sometimes evaluates the studgrairge. Sinclair and Coulthard
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categorized the F-move as consisting of Accept|uata or Comment, with possible
rejection included in the Accept move. Mehan coveeiof a similar pattern, which he
termed Initiation-Response-Evaluation, or IRE. $inwst of the authors quoted use
“IRF,” and since in the present study the thirahtisr not necessarily evaluative, the term

“IRF” is used here.

Of particular relevance to the current researelstudies of the F-move in the IRF
formula, as that is where evaluation occurs. Maintyese studies consider language
classroom contexts and so desribe F-moves thabdoceur in a tertiary context (Lyster
& Ranta 1997, Cullen 2002, Edwards & Mercer 198Rgsearch which discusses
avoidance of the F-move, however, is relevant berause of the rarity of direct criticism.
Several researchers have found that F-moves atéedrby the instructor (Kramsch 1985,
Mercer 2001, Wright 2005). The phenomenon of goastbeing repeated (Kramsch 1985,
Edwards & Mercer 1987), or the IRF sequence besngtiated (Zemel & Koschman
2010), or multiple questions being given (Kaspe83)%as a way of avoiding negative
evaluation or implying a response is undesirabldse seen in an academic setting, as will

be discussed below.

It has been shown that the IRF exchange can ooaaritexts outside the classroom
(Berry 1987, Tsui 1989, Seedhouse 1996, AntakileR000; explained in more detail in
Chapter 3). Although the IRF pattern may be foumaother contexts, it seems to be
characteristic of the classroom, and a third tulictv assesses or evaluates may be seen to

be the hallmark of a teacher.
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Many researchers have recognized the dual natwaeaofemic discourse: that it is
used for checking and assessing what studentsléanesd, and also for encouraging
students to explore a topic through discussiondk@mple, Cullen 2002, Wright 2005).

Van Lier’s (1996, 2001) conception of the assessraed participation orientations is a
useful one, but it is difficult in this particularstance to use it to categorize the activities of
the discussion sections under investigation. Whehkihg at the MICASE data, it does
seem that the participation orientation is morerggty represented. In this excerpt, for

example, from the astronomy discussion:

S1: forty-two. and forty-two is what... forty-two degre es
of... altitude. [S2: oh ] so altitude is the number of
degrees from the horizon, to a star. so this star h ere

would be at what altitude to us?

S2: twenty-six

S1: yeah about twenty-six, and this one would be at,

S4: (be at) eighty

S1: eighty degrees of altitude. so altitude is determin ed

by the observer.
We can see what van Lier would probably call “ratin,” since the IRF exchange is
being used to check what the students have learnedis explanation, the display
orientation of recitation would be used to “checkmorized material,” and the
participation orientation to “stimulate access temory.” First, it is difficult to look at a
single class transcript and see which of thesappéning. Also, the data show some
differences according to instructor I-move. Sirtoe dssessment and participation

orientations include all types of teacher I-movbhg distinction is less useful for
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categorization of this particular set of data. Bfiere, in this section we will categorize the

instructor’s I-move according to Mehan’s (1979a)rfdypes of elicitation.

Mehan describes four types of elicitations (notessarily “questions”) in the
classroomChoice elicitationgequire students to choose between two answegs/ny
guestions are one example of thdamduct elicitationgequire a factual response.
Process elicitationssk a student for an opinion or interpretation eredaprocess
elicitationsask students how the opinion was formed, or feirtteasoning (1979a:45-46).
We can see the differing challenges placed onttigesat, with choice elicitations being
the easiest and metaprocess having the most diijficli seems also that choice and
product elicitations are more likely to fall intawv Lier's (1996, 2001) assessment
orientation, and process and metaprocess intodtigipation orientation. It is postulated
here that the face wants of both instructor andesttimay differ as well according to the
type of elicitation. Face concerns and pedagogiogdose both play a part in the type of

follow-up that can be subsequently seen.

This excerpt shows a product elicitation used ategsroom:

S1[...]Jhow do we know where the North Pole is?
what's a good reference point?
SS: Polaris
S1: Polaris and how do we find Polaris?
S3: Ursa Minor (xx)?
S1: Ursa Minor, it's part of Ursa Minor, and what point s
to it?
SS: Ursa Major
S1: Ursa Major. okay and, we find those in the northern
part of the sky [. . .]
(Astronomy)

Although product elicitations are used in the skidtiplines, the two hard sciences

represented in the transcript have product elioitatas the most common type of I-move.
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In this example, the instructor is in a planetariwith the students, checking on material
that students have already learned. The studanssvers are brief and it would probably
not be appropriate for students to add furtherile&he also acknowledges them briefly.

Choice questions are less frequent in MICASE, hotsthe same qualities as product

guestions.
S1: do we tend to have real nice things to say abou t people
who are different than us? [SU-m: no ] just general ly
speaking? what do you think? we as Americans do we generally
have nice things to say about people who are not li ke us?

S6: i don't think we can make a broad-based
generalization like that.

S1: you don't think so? [S6: i don't think so. ] ho w's
that?

S6: <LAUGH?> |, i just don't think we can i think th at,
America is made up of many different types of peopl e
and i think, some people are very accepting and oth ers

aren't, and, that's reality and so some people have
nice things to say or even if they don't have nice

things they don't know enough, but i i don't think that
you, i don't think that you could classify it. i th ink
maybe we could take a census of like, you know the

census just went out maybe you could like, put anot her
one out about how do you feel about people that are

different from you or i dunno. (American Politics)

The passage above exemplifies process elicitatidhs. instructor is using “do you think”
to make clear that she does not expect there éodoegle correct answer. She also
encourages students to expand on their contribaitimostly successfully as above.
Although it can be seen that the teacher is cdimtgpthe discourse and expects it to go in
a certain way, and although she has certain outs@me wants to achieve and will guide
students’ answers so that they conform to thisjshet using the IRF exchange here for
assessing how well students have learned previabsrial, but to explore their opinions.
It is possible in this type of IRF exchange forestetudents to give different answers to

the same question (after bidding and being receghi the instructor).
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Mehan (1979a) mentions that metaprocess quesi@nsot often seen in his data.
The same is true with MICASE, since nothing thatldde definitively identified as

metaprocess elicitation was found.

These three types of elicitation lead to differgpies of F-move. This point will be
further discussed in this paper, but it can be $eee that the instructor using the process
elicitation follows up by encouraging further elaston by the student. She could also
have opened the question to other students, odaueteown comment. The instructor
using product elicitation followed up by acknowléedythe correct answer, by repeating it
with a falling intonation and sometimes adding “OBhe could also say “good” or

“right” or something that would acknowledge thas imswer is correct.

There are also several classes in which IRF ex@saare not used, or not used at
times. In the Philosophy and Economics classadgests are asking questions of the
teaching assistant who is teaching the class. ifgteictor of the Philosophy section, for
example, begins by asking students the subjectwiaey to talk about. Students then ask

guestions. It is also apparent that students rhalfenge the teacher’s explanation:

S3: okay my question is, how do we know that the numina

does not already have these, processes already invo Ived
like, could it- could have a spatial framework and a
temporal framework, but since we're using our

sensibilities, a fun factory if you will, we're

assuming that that is causing those things to be in

there where they could actually be in it already, h ow
do we know that, it's, our

S1: contribution

S3: yes.

S1: this is the question that even, everybody was

asking last week, and, um the main way we're suppos ed
to know that is just by being convinced by these

arguments, that it's us. okay? that the best

explanation is the categories. [S3: wouldn't, Occam 's-
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] that's not really convincing what you're gonna s ay
is, something like
S3: wouldn't it be simpler just to say that the numina
already has that? i mean wouldn't Occam's Razor say :
the simplest explanation is the best one, so you co uld
just say that, the simplest explanation is not that we
add something to it that it already has it

(Philosophy)

Students here are taking the role of decidingapét The teacher’s answer is not the

final move in the exchange, but students can adcetowell, as above. IRF moves are

present only a few times, as below:

S1[...] okay. so somebody explain to me how it is,
that the categories, explain, unified consciousness

<PAUSEQ:12> this is pretty tricky. it involved a ga me..
S4: Monopoly?
S1: vyep..

(Philosophy)

In this example, the teacher is not so much chgddmmake sure everyone learned
something, since the Monopoly example given bypttodessor is not a philosophical
concept. Rather, she is making sure everyone bBharad understanding of the concept

given in the lecture section.

In the philosophy class, although the participamésnot precisely equal, the students
do seem to have more of the right to choose tamdsdecide turns than they do in the IRF
exchange classes. This class might exemplify whaatlyer calls “transaction,” where all
participants take part in determining the topicd aontributions, but the discourse is still

subject to institutional constraints (1996:180).

In two sections, the students are providing thievolup for other students’ answers.

In one case, they are asked to do so by the instrutn fact, although she gives
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instruction that this is to be done, she has tandrmstudents each time, because the floor
returns to her. This is a biology class, and nh@avily IRF-oriented, so the floor may
revert more automatically to the teacher. In theecof a philosophy class, IRFs are not
used as often and students feel free to respoaddther student, including giving follow-
up to them. However, in both cases the professibratify one student’s answer, usually
by repeating it. This signals that the teachdraintrols the class and what is seen as

correct, although students have different levelsawitrol.

Other classrooms that do not follow, or do notlrifollow, IRF format are
History and Composition. Although IRF exchangesrast so often seen in these
transcripts, it could be said that they are follogvthe IRF formula if it is very broadly
defined. In both of these classes the students salymitted a written essay in response to
a teacher prompt, and the instructor is verbalpl@ating it. In the Composition class, the
other students are taking part in this evaluat®waell. So, although the discourse does
not look like IRF exchanges in some respects,ribelctor is still controlling the

discourse and evaluating students’ responses.

It can be seen that, in addition to face conceh®&se are also pedagogical reasons to
use different forms of assessment in the classrobine fact that the two types of
elicitation seem to divide along disciplinary léneould be seen to show this. The teacher
using choice or product elicitations want to chettidents’ knowledge in a more efficient
way. The ones using a process elicitation wartesits to explore opinions and talk more
in class. Face concerns, however, also seempogsent in both cases, as will be seen

below.
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7.4FINDINGS: OPTIONS FOR NEGATIVE FEEDBACK

When the transcripts were examined for feedbackatithg an inadequate response,
several different types were found. Two broad aatieg found were direct negative
feedback and questions. Negative feedback can togabted in various ways. Questions,
also, were found to serve several purposes asdekdbhese aspects of negative feedback
will be explored below. First, the phenomenon diaigp, in which students give some
response to indicate that they have understoodkmoavledged the criticism, will be

explored here.

7.4.1 Uptake

One way that a direct negative evaluation, or agative evaluation, can be distinguished
is by the presence of uptake on the part of theestili As was shown in the previous study,
praise is almost never followed by any sort of askiedgement by the student. Criticism

or negative feedback, however, is very often fodaviby uptake.

Most previous studies on uptake have been done ESL/EFL context, and the purpose
has been to show evidence of learning. Within ¢bistext, however, the term has been
used to mean two distinct things. Allwright (198%es the word to mean what the
learners report having learned. Lyster and Rak8@4) use it to mean all student
responses to feedback, both those that includér r@pe those that do not. Ellis,
Basturkmen and Loewen (2001) also in an ESL contese a definition of uptake that
closely matches what was found in the MICASE datzording to them, it is an optional,
student move occurring where students have “demaiesta gap in their knowledge,”
which may be by giving an incorrect answer or agldrquestion, and someone else,

usually the teacher, has provided the informatjpn286).
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Ellis, Basturkmen and Loewen (2001) focus on lisgaifeatures in this definition,
but apart from that focus, this describes a phemoméhat can be found in the MICASE
data. This is a student move that follows therutdor’s providing of information, usually
as a correction or occasionally the answer to attpre It is optional, although its
frequency suggests that it may be preferred exoeg#rtain situations, described below.
However, cases in which a response is obligatohefwthe feedback is in the form of a
guestion, for example) were not counted as uptéiks, Basturkmen and Loewen and
Lyster and Ranta (1997) examine the phenomenaudtyejthe relative efficacy of ways of
teaching or giving feedback. However, the purpafsexamining uptake in this study is to
help distinguish praise from criticism. Becauséhid, any response to feedback meeting
the above conditions was counted as uptake, ne&entaitv minimal (mmm-hmmm, oh,
etc.) The reason for this is that such uptake veagmnobserved as a response to praise, SO
this aids in distinguishing the two. Uptake occeitber during the instructor turn or

immediately after; no uptake was found occurrirtgrathat.

Uptake in this context may be related to a featated by Jefferson (1987), which
she believes distinguishes embedded correction éxposed correction. Where
embedded correction does not lead to any commemt tine recipient except to adopt the
correction, exposed correction is accompanied bygwats, apologies, or other such
activity that acknowledges the correction. A similigpe of move may be necessary when
students are being corrected or receiving inforomatio show that they understand they

are being corrected.
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Uptake occurs very frequently after correction@mnstimes after questions are
answered, but there are exceptions. When therdtaderects herself, even if the

instructor also corrects her, uptake does not 4edm necessary:

S4: crossing over, can occur i put meiosis one and two.

actually,

S1: wanna take something back?

S4: um, not meiosis two.

S1: mkay, yeah just meiosis one. why can't it occur, du ring
meiosis two? (Biology)

Here the instructor explicitly invites the studémself-correct, clearly indicating that there

Is something wrong with her answer, but even sosthdent does not make an uptake

move.
S5: so how can you, like if you want, oh you can't_i'm just
trying to bring them, together
S1: don't. don't. <SS: LAUGH> don't try. oh okay. see t hat? So

In this case the student is about to ask a questieam she corrects herself. Although this

is followed by correction by the teacher, thereasuptake move.

As Ellis, Basturkmen and Loewen (2001) point optale is given in response to
the instructor’s providing information. Uptake wast seen when the instructor does not
provide information, even if she seems to be irtthgathat the student’s turn is not

desirable. :

S1: so what's politics?

S7: stuff, that's political.

<LAUGH>

SU-m (thoughts and stuff?)

S1: what's politics? Mark? (American Politics)

Although there is no direct negative criticismséems clear that the instructor is not
accepting the answer (discussed further belowthinexample, the teacher moves on to
another student without comment. Since she hagnéred another participant, it may

not be appropriate for S7 to comment further.
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As in Ellis, Basturkmen and Loewen (2001), uptaliofvs another participant’s
supplying information, but the participant does neéd to be an instructor. This is an

example of uptake following correction by a fellstudent:

S5: because, there's it like maybe they're really into the
environment or whatever. but [S1: uhuh ] they and t hey, they
despise like, wasting and all of the uh toxins bein g used
and going into the atmosphere so, they they install values
that the environment's really important [SU-f: instill ] so
instill , values the environment's really important so then

you look at it in in politics for, who's like, like who's,
who strives to, help e- the environment. (American Culture)
[emphasis added]

In this excerpt, another student supplies the comwerd, “instill,” where the student has
used “install.” The recipient re-starts his uttexafrom the place of repair, adding the

correct word, to show that he has understood thection.

Student uptake is also seen at times after a teaclsgvers a student question:
S5: are you gonna ask something like this like in
proof in the short answer part in the, uh

S1: noidon't think so
S5: okay. (Philosophy Discussion)

Most of the uptake found, however, was a studesgamse to feedback from the teacher.

As was mentioned before, uptake in the MICASE tapss is often very brief. It

occurs here in the parenthesis:

S1: so so where's this socialization come from?
SU-m: society
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S1: society socialization from society that, isn't
that kinda like answering the definition [ SU-m:
alright ] with the same word? [emphasis added]

(American Politics)

In the case of an extended turn by the instruthere can be several

instances of uptake.

S4: should that be plus?

S1: oh no no no because [S4:is that ] i changed , ii

used, the change the growth rate of little-Y equals to
the growth rate of big-Y, minus ch- growth rate of L
[S4: oh okay ] minus growth of B. so i kind of like

change around. [S4: okay | [emphasis added]
(Economics)

A student’s uptake sometimes uses humor, but aseatihis depends on the class
and what is being asked.

S1:[. . .Janybody know what Orion is hunting?

S2: abear?

S1: kay not hunting a bear [S2: dang ] no good good guess uh,
(Astronomy) [Emphasis added]

S8: it's like the methods in which we, interact with
one another in order to attain power.
S1: no that sounds like politics.
S8: yeah. what was the question?
(American politics) [Emphasis added]

In the first example above, the student is guessing of the circumstances under
which Seedhouse (2004) posited that instructorpuiiatly give direct negative feedback.
In addition, it is part of a series in which thetiictor’s I-moves are all inviting student
guesses. Some of the instructor’s queries areusersome are clearly facetious, as when
she has the students guess that the dogs Oriomitialsim look like Scottish terriers.
Similarly, in the American Politics class both thstructor and the students use humor a
great deal. Mauranen believes that laughter oanftes in contexts of argumentation and
criticism, and in situations that are potentiallgbearrassing (2001:06), so it is possible that
the student is responding to the awkwardness afigian incorrect answer.
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Uptake sometimes constitutes an extended turn, tsoe®including an account or

even contradicting the instructor’'s negative asaess.

S2: ithought it meant more than that to Kant. i
thought it was__ i thought a priori wasn't just not as-
a posteriori but that it was actually necessary.
S1: nope and it's actually critical that it be, a
garbage category to Kant. so, hold on a second
S2: (well) Gold did a bad job of explaining that
(Philosophy) [Emphasis added]

S1: oh wait a minute but nothing can really violate the

principle of contradiction.

S4: alright uh i i'm probably just like, you know ( XX)
( Philosophy) [Emphasis added]

In the first example, the student responds togheher’s contradiction with a criticism of
either the textbook or the instructor leading #wgér lecture section which goes along
with this discussion section. In the second, tbdent seems to be about to begin an
account, perhaps of what led him to be mistakethisnpoint. This sort of extended
uptake is unusual, possibly because of the timstcaints present in the classroom.
Criticism or rejection of the instructor’s feedbaskof course, unusual because of the

teacher’s higher status and the fact that shehgasght to give feedback in this context.

Other options for uptake include apologizing, aewe

S1: give me an example.
S6: between kings and religion? [S1: yeah ] um, Leo the
Third and, Charlemagne.
S1: okay, w- it's not kings and religion kings and the
church [S6: the church yeah yeah, i'm sorry ] okay,
yeah, alright.
[History] [Emphasis added]

Apologizing is one way that students indicate thal accept the teacher’s correction.

Another way of doing this is for the student to adbllow-up question.
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S2: but he they did at one time, were able to hear
confessions but that's not the same thing as being a
priest like,
S1: idon't_Francis doesn't hear confessions. [ S2:
later on, did they ? ] he had, he had he has no,
Francis had no authority to absolve sins or to do w hat
a priest did
(History) [Emphasis added]
Uptake can even occur before correction, as here.

S1: calculating the laws of nature is not correct. you

don't calculate the laws of nature. you can express .
[ S2: yeah, express them mathematically, that's what [
was ] express, let's do it this way. um... it's

actually New- Newton's Principia. okay? (History)

This example is also interesting in that the sttideaxpressing the fact that she knew the
correct answer. Waring (2002) also notes the pimemon of students’ knowledge display
accompanying a display of noncomprehension. Wiotlecommon in MICASE (this is

the only example found), some sort of expressicknoivledge may be one way of

responding to criticism.

Uptake occurs quite often on anything that could¢dmsidered negative feedback,
even when the student rejects the feedback. Trsepce of uptake may be one of the
things that helps to distinguish positive and niegagvaluation, even though negative
evaluation can be so mitigated and indirect astarixlear. If the F-move is positive, it is
a terminal move and the floor reverts to the tepdmeWaring (2008) and Wong and
Waring (2009) have pointed out. As was mentioneahirearlier section, response to
praise by students is very rare in MICASE and ndstert in BASE. If the F-move is
negative, however, some sort of response fromttldeat seems to be appropriate or even
preferred. This can show the instructor that theet is listening and has understood, or
it can be a new response to the instructor’'s I-mové can even be an objection. In other
cases in which student’s R move is not completarect or desirable, the F-move is a
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guestion which also requires a response from tidest. Silence after the F-move on the

part of the student may therefore be one of thauhef marks of praise.

7.4.2 Direct contradiction or negative feedback

Times when students are directly told that thesvaar is not acceptable are, in fact,
fairly rare in MICASE, and disproportionately repeated in the discourse of one
instructor. When overt expressions of dissatisfacticcur, frequently the teacher is

criticizing not the student’s answer, but some otiehavior

S5: idon't have my book either.

S1: you don't. <LAUGH> alright. <PAUSE:06> let me
steal this for one second and make a copy.

S7: you can make two.

<SS: LAUGH>

S1: thisis discussion you guys you're supposed to
have this.

(Biology)
Although this excerpt seems to be clearly critimizthe students for not bringing books to
class (albeit in a good-natured way), there isegative adjective, or in fact any negative
word in the instructor’s critical comment, “thisdgscussion guys you're supposed to have

this.”

Seedhouse (2004) delineates several times waetmé” answers, with or without
mitigation, are common in the ESL classroom. Thesewvhen students are guessing, in
response to a question originally posed by theestts] and in procedural explanations.
Although the forms of the classes are differentcae see these somewhat in MICASE

transcripts as well.

Seedhouse (2004) points out that a straight negatisessment seems to be

acceptable when students are guessing. This caedmein MICASE as well.
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S1: east to west. okay if i start here, and i draw a li ne,
all the way around the base of the dome, what's tha tline
going to represent?
SS: the equator?
S1: um actually, no.
S2: damn
( Astronomy)

Here the criticism is slightly mitigated (“actudl)ybut the student receives a “no”
response. We can see from the good humored ufttakéhis is not considered

inappropriate or overly harsh.

Another time in which it seems to be usual is spanse to a question originally

proposed by the student.

S4: well i- so you can't violate,

S1: generally. although wait wait wait that's not [S4:

you can't | quite right about synthetic but

S4: you can't violate the principle of contradiction so

wouldn't it be necessary then? cuz if it c- if it's not
allowed to violate it...

S1: oh wait a minute but nothing can really violate the

principle of contradiction.

S4: alright uh ii'm probably just like, you know (xx)

S1: what it means to violate the principle of

contradiction is to have um, something be, both its elf
and not itself at the same time. and, and nothing i n
reality at least according to an analytic philosoph er,

does that, okay. <LAUGH>
(Philosophy)
This was listed in Seedhouse (2004) also as beimgeawhen direct criticism is

frequently given.

Another time that Seedhouse (2004) believes coistrad is acceptable is in
procedural explanations. Although no examplesrot@dural explanations as explained
by Seedhouse were found in MICASE—that is, timeshich students misunderstand the
instructions for a class activity—an interestinggbal can be found between this and

classrooms in which instructors are discussingestidompositions. This could also be
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considered a “procedure” in that teachers are gidirect instruction on a procedure for

doing something. In this case, direct criticismmsgeao be acceptable.

S1: uh 1'll probably repeat this later when more pe ople show
up. um, but write this down, for your sake, while i t's still
fresh, on my mind. uh comma splices, what are those ? do you
know? well you don't I- have to know what they're ¢ alled i
guess but, it's a run-on sentence. right? two sente nces joined
by a comma. uh they should be, separated into two s eparate
sentences or you should do some sort of punctuation fix, um
semicolon dash maybe even a colon, okay? Leslie you are a,
big-time violator of the comma splice rule, and so is Erica

(who's not here.)

S4: ithought i did better this time. (Composition)

7.4.2.1 Ways of mitigating direct negative critmis

Direct criticism seems to be avoided in spoken agad discourse. This is probably done
to avoid face threat to the students, but there Ipeangasons connected to the instructor’s
face wants as well. When direct criticism is givercan be mitigated in several ways.
The amount and type of mitigation seems to diffgreat deal between instructors,
suggesting that individual differences play a lamge in the mitigation used. The
instructor for the Anthropology course rejected fwdent responses, and seemed to use a
great deal of mitigation, as well as disfluencyewltdoing so. The instructor in the
History class not only rejects more student contrdns outright, but also seems to use
less mitigation when he doe$he fact, mentioned before, that younger instrigcioay be
anxious not to be seen to be behaving in a waydibes not fit their status could have
something to do with this, since the Anthropologstiuctor is young and the History
professor is a senior faculty member. However,aymlso be significant that the
Anthropology instructor is female and the Histamgtructor is male, although there is not
enough data here to study the question systemigti¢ale two instructors may have

different philosophies, either consciously or uremausly, about feedback in discussion
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sections. Certainly idiosyncratic differences pdayne part, as can be seen by the fact that
the American Politics instructor, also young anudée, does not use a great deal of

mitigation.

Holmes (1984) defines mitigation as “a strategydusereduce the anticipated
negative effect of a speech act” (p.346). Theeesaweral ways that a speech act can be
mitigated, and some may be specific to the speetcbfariticism or praise in academic
contexts. Hyland and Hyland (2001) point out seMeeys that feedback is mitigated in a
written context, some of which also apply in thelsggn context. However, as was pointed
out before, some differences in giving feedbackiyma in written form may lead to
differences in the form of the feedback. Perhapstmignificantly, spoken academic
discourse seems to contain much less negative dekdbo examples of mitigation will

necessarily be fewer.

7.4.2.1.1 Pairing with praise
Hyland and Hyland (2001) point out that in writfeedback, criticism is often paired with
praise in order to mitigate the criticism. Thigl@ne in spoken academic discourse also, in

both the IRF orientations, in both soft and hatigilines.

S4: Jupiter
S1: nope not Jupiter [S4: oh ] good guess
S2: Saturn?

S1: not Saturn, good guess

S3: Venus?

S1: Venus. yeah it's gonna be Venus. so that'll be over
here

Astronomy
S1: no even people colors and shapes are gonna be the
understanding cuz all your sensibility does is spac e

and time. okay?
S8: okay.
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S1: um, but, you might, right now be sort of showing
that there's tons of different levels of
interpretation which are gonna happen, and think of
the twelve categories, as the most basic of those
additional, levels of interpretation beyond space a nd
time.
S8: mkay.
S1: butthat's good, um
Philosophy

S1: uh, and, typically who would be, the strongest

individual?
SU-f:  king
S1: so, ithink a, the leader of, the war band... you s ee,
you were, you're quite correct in everything you sa id. [S5:
mhm ] but it was nebulous in terms of, of of where it really
lies.

History

S2:

like innovation versus tradition or something (like that) S1:

tradition versus innovation. [S2: okay. ] that's a super

point. you're burying it here...[... ]

History

Besides the fact that this mitigation strategyasegommon in spoken academic discourse
as it seems to be in written feedback, there arerakdifferences between these examples
and the ones found in Hyland and Hyland’s (2001&.d&irst, Hyland and Hyland
characterize the praise as “cursory” (p. 196) argyest that it is tacked on to the criticism
only as a mitigation strategy, something whichgh&lents they interviewed seem to
assume as well. Itis not so clear in the caspoken discourse that this is happening. In
the first example, the astronomy instructor ishia planetarium showing the students a
model of the night sky, and inviting student gusssgout various items. She answers
each incorrect one briefly with “no” or some vatiand “good guess.” In this case, the
“no” in her answer is not really criticizing theugients, who are apparently not expected to

have learned the information beforehand. It sedees that her rejection of their answers

is not particularly face-threatening, and the mrassintended to encourage the behavior of
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guessing. Inthe second example, from the philegatass, the student has given his own
example to illustrate Kant’'s ideas of human sehigitand human understanding. In this
case, it is possible thatfter having corrected a misunderstanding, theunsir tacks on
“that was a good,” possibly intending to say sonmgttike “That was a good try.” In this
case, where the critique is specific and detatlee praise, if that is what it is, is fairly
cursory and general. This is a review lesson beddneal exam, however, so the instructor
may feel some urgency in correcting misapprehessidm the final two examples, in
which the history instructor is discussing practg@amination answers that the students
have already prepared, the instructor seems tavbeggequal weight to the praise and
criticism. Instead of using the praise to mitigte criticism, the instructor is showing the

students that some aspects of their response @semworthy and some are not.

An interesting subcategory of this phenomenon wasd in the feedback of a
single teacher, the anthropology instructor. Siverse times accepts (usually as “true”) a
student’s answer before pointing out that it ikiag, usually by asking a question. In the
MICASE transcript, part of the discussion is takgnwith her attempting to have the

students discuss socialization.

S6: cuz they aren't gonna like, throw like a six-year -old in
jail for like stealing something or like make him p ay a big
fine (he'll) probably just turn- return it if like

S1: imean that's absolutely true but i mean why, what is it
that, what is the value behind that? what is the id ea behind
that? yeah.

S15: it's also not exactly a bad thing to learn, new
information i mean even if that, even if, a college

education isn't gonna be exactly, what you're gonna , ifit's

not gonna take you where you wanna be it's not exac tly a bad
thing to, learn, new stuff.

S1: yeah, that's true, um, definitely. um <PAUSE:04> bu t how
do you know what kind of, what kind of stuff that y ou, that
you wanna learn...? ho- i mean how do you know wha t kind of

stuff is, is more important or more valuable? yeah.
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S10: idon'tthink it's really a difference i think that ,in
bands tribes and chiefdoms, they had to do that, to get
people to follow 'em. and, support 'em. but if they could've,
like just kept it all to themselves they would've.
S1: maybe so. i mean i'm not saying that's not true but it
was a, it's a standard of that society right? yeah.

Anthropology

In the first two examples, the fact that the answerot what she wants is further mitigated
by the fact that she is asking further, more speqifiestions rather than directly criticizing,
which will be discussed later. In the third, skided a tag question, which Holmes (1984)

mentions as a mitigation device (p. 356).

Praise is, therefore, occasionally paired withasin in spoken as well as written
feedback. Where in written feedback praise is seestly to mitigate criticism, praise in

spoken academic English is paired with criticismdther reasons.

7.4.2.1.2 Hedges
Hedging is a strategy mentioned by Hyland and HYI&®01) which also occurs in

spoken feedback. Direct criticism is almost alwagsompanied by hedging in MICASE.

S1: eastto west. okay if i start here, and i draw a li ne, all
the way around the base of the dome, what's that line going to
represent?

SS: the equator?
S1: um actually, no.
S2: damn
Astronomy

S4: well i- so you can't violate,

S1: generally. although wait wait wait that's not [S4: you
can't ] quite right about synthetic but
Philosophy

S1: so so where's this socialization come from?
SU-m: society
S1: society socialization from society that, isn't that
kinda like answering the definition [SU-m: alright ] with
the same word?
American politics
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The examples above contain what Holmes (1984) wisuid a content-oriented

downgrader, such astually, not quite, sounds liker kinda

Although the fact that there is little direct @mi$m overall means that there are not
many examples, the only time when such criticismosshedged is when the instructor is
asking the students to guess. It would be faiatotbat such hedges are usually done for
the sake of politeness. However, there is alsexample of an instructor amending a
student’s answer with a content-oriented downgthdeseems intended to restate the

answer in a more acceptable form, rather thamterpersonal purposes:

S5: and then they violat- or they, go against, our cult ure
and th- yeah

S1: they don't necessarily, give the same meaning to

S5: y- well yeah exactly they have different, cultural um,

backgrounds and stuff.
Anthropology

In this case the instructor seems to be unsatigfigddthe students interpretation of people
from other cultures “violating” or “going againstAmerican culture, so she restates it in a
form that better suits an academic discussions &kample indicates that hedges in
spoken academic discourse can sometimes have gqugci, rather than an interpersonal,

focus.

7.4.2.1.3 Framing the criticism as the instructor&pinion
Hyland and Hyland (2001) found a category of miiain which the instructor frames
criticism as her own personal opinion. They poiat that this “allows [teachers] to

relinquish some of their authority and adopt a tessatening voice” (p. 198).

S5: um, and then, the fo- how fourteenth century and so rt of
like post-Black Death is, leads to the end of feuda lism with
the rise of the middle class and, sort of, a more f ree

S1: those things happened but i would not necessarily s ay
that those are, that there was the one cause which would be

the Black Death, um
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S5: ididn't sa- i just said it was sort of post-Black Death
S1: okay, um... think here for just a second...
S2: just the destruction of feudalism, of feudalism
History

S1: uh, the decay, i think of feudalism. you know, if y ou
wanted to you could certainly, in in this, um, migh t not
work so well here, well it might, but you might, s- you
might want to ask yourself, notions of authority.

History

S1: okay, i don't think you can use the word democracy in
History one-ten. either in terms of the history or in
terms of the way i run the class.

History

S6: butisn't he actually contradicting himself? cuz he
is he, in on the one hand he's trying to, use, her
authority and her influence, [S1: yes ] and on the other
hand he's saying that if he's a real philosopher yo u
shouldn't be, discussing these matters with women.
S1: i'm not certain that the quotation from, from Jerom e,
is intended to make precisely that point or whether it's
intended to make another point. Um

History

All of these examples are from the same class.€Taier two possible reasons for this.
The first is that this instructor uses more digdicism, and thus he has more occasion to
mitigate. This could also be due to some persatiasyncracy. This instructor does tend
to present himself as solely responsible for theeut of the class, as opposed to the
graduate students who refer to another, seniaujtifamember as the person in authority.

So his use of “I think” could also be a way of atag his control.

7.4.2.1.4 Metalanguage
At some points in the MICASE transcripts instrustexplain the reasoning behind
negative evaluation or repeated questioning, whashthe effect of mitigating the force of

the criticism. This kind of metalanguage buildidarity with the students by positioning

204



the teacher and the students as allies againgbpodsficult subject matter. It may also

serve to reassure the student that the criticismotipersonal.

S1: sowhy is it, why is it that, young children don't
understand, say, about, what it means to kill someb ody?
and it's not a difficult, question really i'm just
trying to get you to, really spell it out.
Anthropology

S1: that's, a good point. establish validity is_ you go

to, the s- the the state fairgrounds and you get co tton
candy. and you know, what is cotton candy? it's sor t of
air and sugar, and finally you hit the cardboard. y ou
know i don't mean to pick on you, [S2: no ] but i think
that, that establish validity is not the same thing , as,
um, let's find another expression.

History

In these examples the instructors seem to be neélagsbe students about the purpose of
persistent questioning and in the second exanmgitingd the student know that he is not
being singled out for any reason. Although thisasa common strategy, it seems to be a
way of softening the power differential inherentiminstructor critiquing a student’s

performance.

7.4.2.1.5 Third-party evaluation

Another way that the instructor can avoid diregilying negative evaluation is to ask a
third party, in the MICASE data always a studemtgvaluate. Where in a discussion
section an instructor might ask for other opinionsvhat a student has said, in this case
the instructor is asking if the student’s respassmrrect or not, and she ratifies one
answer rather than the other. This occurs in castéxerefore, where there is a clear

correct or desirable answer.

S5: homologous chromosomes separate during anaphase, i
put meiosis two.

S1: anybody agree, disagree?

S4: disagree

SS: disagree

S1: disagree why?
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SS: meiosis one.
S1: okay meiosis one. you don't have homologous
chromosomes at meiosis two anymore

(Biology)

S1: what's political culture?

S8: it's the way we do it like, you know like the style :

like our culture.

S1: do we agree with her?

SS: no

(American politics)

In the second case above, although more than aveearto the question “What'’s political
culture?” is possible, it appears that studentshitrhigve already discussed this definition.
In these cases the instructor can avoid direciticiaing the student by calling for
different student answers, to which she is thee @bbive positive feedback (the second
answer above is followed by the instructor callarganother student). At the same time,
she is able to check the other students’ understgndn the second example, the
instructor is contrasting the expertise of the ofshe class with that of the student who

responded.

7.4.2.2 Strategies using questions

As was discussed before, questions in the F-slahdRF exchange can indicate an
incorrect or undesirable answer (Zemel & Koschm&i0, Edwards & Mercer 1987,
Kramsch 1985) Lee (2007) also explains the concept he calls fstgehe sequence,” in
which questions in the F-move are used to guid@igmussion in a certain way. This is
also observed in the MICASE data, where repeatingsiating a question several times
does seem at times to indicate that the studesgjsonse is wanting. However, asking for
elaboration or clarification can also mean thatstuglent’s response was acceptable in its
content but not in the way that the student fortmaat. Or, it could mean that the

student’s answer is off topic or otherwise off thark in some way. It could also
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conceivably mean that the student’s answer is geod, and the instructor wants to take it
up and discuss it more. Without knowing what tinructor’s goals are or what she has
planned, we cannot say for certain her purposasimgujuestions. However, several types
of questions seem to indicate that some type ohdment of the student’s answer is

wanted.

In terms of Mehan’s (1979) categorization of proidand process elicitations, the
type of elicitation in the I-move that the studentesponding to seems to be connected to
the type of criticism in the F-move. Direct negatfeedback, with or without mitigation,
was found with responses to product orientatiaioaigh it can also be used for a process
elicitation when the student makes a factual arrdver response. In contrast to this,
questioning is mostly used in cases where the lem®wa process elicitation. When asking
for opinions, teachers tend to be drawing the sttgdeut and encouraging them to
elaborate more, which does not seem to happen thleeriass is mostly product
elicitations. It is also found where IRF is no¢ tthominant structure; for example where
students are questioning the instructor as in ewevQuestion strategies are generally
used when the student’s contribution is not relet@amhe discussion. Question strategies
thus are used more in discussions in which therear'wrong” answers, but merely ones

that do not move the discussion forward.

7.4.2.2.1 Repeating the same question

Repeating the same question with minimal or natestent usually has negative

implications, sometimes strong ones.
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S1: alright. who was the author? [S10: um... was it ]
who was the author? who was the author please? who was
the author? you.
S11: uhwas it Galileo? [S1: no ] Newton?
S1: who was the author please?
S11: Newton?
History

S1: <PAUSE:08> so we have ideas beliefs, attitudes

<PAUSE:07> about, where <PAUSE:09> not only where p ower
belongs but, how we get it there, right? right? [SU -f:

right ] i mean that's what government's about right ? we
think, s- we need some sort of central authority ri ght?

cuz we want what?
S5 we want, representation.
S1: what do we want? what do we want from the
government?
SS: collective goods.
S1: collective goods, we want stuff.
American politics

S7: um political culture's like your values and beliefs

and everything like like geared toward the, politic S.

S1: so what's politics?

S7: stuff, that's political.

<LAUGH>

SU-m: (thoughts and stuff?)

S1: what's politics? Mark?

American politics

Repeating the same question without amendmeninchecate that the instructor is
impatient (as the instructor in the first exammerss to be). Unlike restating or
elaborating on the question, it seems to put thieeeonus of communication on the
student. Restatement of the question seems tcaitedihat the teacher feels some
responsibility for the fact of the exchange nonlgetompleted satisfactorily, and is

attempting to remedy this.

There are a few exceptions in MICASE, where ireedimg a question the teacher

is trying to get a variety of different answers, iarone case, the same answer.
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S1: so what's the what's the point there? alright

I- let's try this. what does a stop sign mean?
SU-m: to stop.
SU-f:  means stop
S1: what does a stop sign mean?
SU-f:  to stop.
S1: what does a stop sign mean?
SU-f:  stop.
S1: stop
SU-f:  <LAUGH> (alright) (xx)
S1: what does a stop sign mean? [SU-f: (no) ] stop. wha t
does a stop signh mean?
SU-m: stop.
S1: okay. do we have some sort of agreement in here
about what, the stop sign means?
SU-m: yeah
American politics
In this case, the teacher is successively askimgtidents the same question in order to

demonstrate that they share the same cultural stasheling of a stop sign. However, she
prefaces this with metalanguage, “let’s try thesid ends it also by explaining what she is
doing, to make clear to the students that sucoessstances of the same question do not

mean that the question is wrong.

7.4.2.2.2 Asking for elaboration

Asking for elaboration has been identified as one key features of the participant
orientation of the IRF sequence (van Lier 1996jiscoursal function of the F-move
(Cullen 2002). When an instructor asks a studeetdborate his or her answer, this is
seen as moving away from evaluation into followamgl thus allowing the student more
freedom. In MICASE data, asking for elaboratiorslasually occur in the participant
orientation such as a discussion. However, it @dad wrong to say that when an
instructor asks for elaboration he or she is natuating the student. This strategy does at
times constitute feedback. In some cases, askingldboration almost constitutes praise

in itself, encouraging the student to develop adgdea. In others, it indicates that the
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student has misunderstood the point of the questioled the discussion to a place the

instructor does not want it to go.

In some cases, the feedback inherent in the tsira asking for elaboration is
positive:

SU-m: media

S1: media?

SU-m: yeah

S1: ooh, tell me.

S14: yeah because i went to a school thatwas [ . . ]
American politics

Here, the instructor’s feedback is so enthusidkatit seems clear she likes the
way the discussion is developing. A teacher’sraskor elaboration can also

seem quite negative, however.

S7: idon't really understand how that, uh like i don't
think that makes sense as political culture.

S1: why?

S7: idon't know. ijust don't. i_ like i feel like

culture should be like,

S1: what should culture be?

S7: idon't know. but like i understand like the

attitudes and beliefs part but like, [S1: uhuh ] i don't
know then, never mind. i don't know what's wrong wi th me.
S1: so Professor Walton gave you the, example of the st op

sign right? what's the stop sign example?
(American politics )

In this response to a student’s question, theuogir's questions seem
antagonistic, and the student’s extended uptak&jding part of an account,

indicates that she received it as criticism.

Asking for elaboration seems to sometimes coristdunegative reaction
on the part of the teacher. In the examples in MBE which have been

tentatively identified as having the intention ofigg negative feedback, these
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questions tend to be more specific. Hyland and kyi2001) found that written
negative feedback tends to be more specific thaitipe feedback, something
they attribute to the fact that the positive feexkbia being used to mitigate the
criticism. In the case of spoken feedback in MIEASowever, negative
evaluations in the form of questions are often gilkecause the student’s answer
was too vague or not tied to the topic. So, is tase the instructors are
showing the students proper discussion behavikeép their contributions

relevant and specific.

S2: right he, he only like understood death by how the

movie portrayed it. like big deal like, another one ,

like in T- in T-two like, thousands of people die. you

know to him <SS: LAUGH>

S1: sowhy is it, why is it that, young children don't

understand, say, about, what it means to kill someb ody?

and it's not a difficult, question really i'm just

trying to get you to, really spell it out.

Anthropology

Here, from the excerpt previously quoted, the teachtrying to get students to discuss
aspects of socialization in this introductory clagsecifically here the fact that it is a
gradual process that takes place throughout choidh&he is asking why children do not
face the same consequences for transgressingaowemns, possibly with the hope of
having students see that consequences in mostise@ee set up with the idea that
children are not fully socialized. Here, the stud@nswers with an anecdote, about the
movie Terminator 2 which is only tangentially related to the subjettthe discussion.
The instructor asks for more details, mitigatingeheith metalanguage as was discussed

above.

S1: anew way of looking at?

S13: everything around you? [S1: mm you can, be more

precise. ] i mean like, (calculation)

S1: itwas not a new way of looking at tables. [S13:

oh ] what is that new way? what is, what are the cr ucial
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hallmarks of that what are the crucial features of the
new way...?
History

Combined with the instructor’s initial request thia¢ student be more precise, and his
sarcastic rejection of the initial answer, it seatesr that elaboration is asked for because
the first answer was not desirable. This instnuseems to be taking the opposite tack
from the anthropology instructor above—direct whate shows hesitation and
disfluency—nbut they both choose to ask more speqifiestions, and ask multiple

guestions, in order to get different answers fromaants.

Clarification requests are placed in this categbegause it is sometimes difficult
to draw a line between asking for clarification as#ing for an answer to be expanded.
In the ESOL contexts described above, it is propahich more clear, but there are few
examples in MICASE where it seems an instructougety does not understand what the
student is saying. In the following example, tbacher asks for clarification, but it is not
likely that she does not understand the word “foeed Rather, she is asking the student
what the connection is between the single word answ offered and the topic of the

discussion.

S4: it's one of our uh, experiences.

S1: is that we experience freedom?

S8: societal (rules)

S4: we do.

S1:. we do?

S4: Dbelief... [SU-f: (xx) ] belief?

S1: we might believe in freedom. <LAUGH>
American politics

In other examples, the instructor is also tryingéo the student to make his or her point

more clearly.

SU-m: school

S1: and what you should do about people who are not
like you.

SU-f:  school
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S1: school? how's that?
American politics

It is possible that in these cases, the single woren by the student is not intended to be
a complete answer, but functions more as a bide\the instructors ask for expansion

they are actually giving the student permissiosgdeak.

7.4.2.2.3 Questioning the R-move’s relation to shject
A subset of this category, which can also be useddicate an undesirable answer, is
asking the student to relate his or her R-movetteethe subject of the discussion or the

broader subject of the course.

S1: and so, maybe we could just talk about, how these

sort of apply to your, own experiences. so i was ho ping
you could just sort of throw out some, ideas, abou t,
how, social control works in our society. basically ,
why do you do all of the things that you do? um, if you,
if you go into um, a store and you see something th at
you really want, and, you, can't afford it, why don 't
you just take it...? assuming that you don't of cou rse.

S2: well when you're younger you do. <SS: LAUGH>

S1: ithink though that's, that's a good point,

actually. so let's let's, keep that in mind.

S2: and sometimes that when you're older you still do

like if you're a, if you're a criminal. <SS: LAUGH>

S1: sure.imean, i i mean, social control is obviously ,

not perfect. so um <PAUSE WHILE WRITING ON BOARD> s o]
yo- so young people. um what does that tell us abou t
young people, um, if young people are more likely t o]

say, steal something?
Anthropology

S12: ijust remember, uh my dad, had to secretly vote
for Dukakis cuz my mom would get really upset. <SS:
LAUGH> definitely... like she didn't want us to hea r
about it. <LAUGH>
S1: sothey tell you, so that's that's a pretty uh,
[SU-m: (harassment) ] it's a pretty, obvious form o f,
political communication right? when we're, explicit ly
talking about candidates and, we know that that's,
political. what about, other ideas they pass on to

American politics

S16: that whatever their parents say is right no matter,
what's coming out of their mouth.
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S1: but what else are they learning?

S7: he told me i was going to hell, a little five-year-

old. i didn't take the pamphlet he gave me.

SU-f:  maybe you are

S7: idon't know like he was like you're going to hell

cuz i wouldn't take his thing.

S1: alright but what are they learning about politics?

can you give me some practical_ what are they learn ing?

(Adam)

American politics

In all of the examples above, the instructor eiteks the student to tie the
contribution to the subject or does it herselfamjanction with a follow-up question. In
these examples, the student’s contribution is efdreetious or personal. The last example,
from American politics, is part of an extended extude in which the students are talking
about street preachers on campus. The instruatsrrepeatedly to bring the subject back
to something more relevant to the class, but theesits’ contributions indicate that they
are too interested in the subject of street preaadhegeneral. In the Anthropology
example, the student S2 repeatedly makes a jok#& gbang children stealing things.
The instructor brings the joke into the discussbfirst, since it ties into the subject of
socialization, but in the second instance she tessthe questions to get the discussion
back to the subject matter, by bringing in a sgead term (“social control”). This is
similar to Waring’s (2002) idea of jargonizatiom Waring's view, peers in a discussion
may jargonize to indicate shared knowledge of gestib Several instances of instructors
restating student answers using jargon were fouMICASE, but they usually occur in

the context of positive feedback. That is, therungor would restate and jargonize the

student’s answer in order to ratify it as on topic.

It may be significant that these examples tendieta with students’ bringing in

personal experiences to the discussion. The stuslehcourse the Primary Knower when
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introducing a personal experience, meaning thdtatian by the instructor is not
appropriate in this case. By using the strategyuafstioning, the instructor is able to both
avoid giving feedback and indicate to the studemt to make his or her answer more

fitting to the discussion.

7.4.2.2.4 Multiple questions.

As was mentioned above, such specific reques®slédoration sometimes involve
multiple questions. Kasper and Ross ( 2007), itudysof oral proficiency interviews,
found that multiple questions are used by intereismwhen there is a gap between
question and answer or when the candidate’s ansvpeoblematic for some reason. In
the MICASE data as well, they seem to indicatenatruictor’s perception of

incomprehension on the part of the student.

In the excerpt below, the previously explored déston of socialization is taking
place. The teacher is asking the students whydbdyp college and why they attend class.
This occurs in the middle of a discussion abouties] so possibly she wants the students
to realize that going to college is something thatalued by young people of their social

class or the one they aspire to.

S1: [...]there're other, types of control, besides,

morals that are exerted on us i think. um, for exam ple,

let's say um, coming to class, right? um, it's not immoral,
to cut class well maybe it- i mean you could ma- ma ybe
someone could make an argument like, i don't know y our
parents paid all this money and, you made a promise to them
to go to class and so it's immoral to cut class but ,um,
let's say uh, let's say for the sake of argument yo u know
you paid your own, tuition, it's your own choice, u m, but
you're still here, you came to class, um ho- hopefu lly part
of the reason is because you like coming to class a nd you're
learning something and you're, you know. but um, in some
cases maybe not in this class but in some class tha t you've
taken you probably didn't, really like it or really get that
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much out of it but you still, went to class anyway. um, not
because it was immoral not to go but, but why?
However, students do not grasp the intention lekthie question, and tend to give

answers as to why they personally feel collegegea idea.

S2: the grade
S1: imean yeah, i mean this, still gets back to

consequences definitely, um social consequences. um , and
that's one reason. <PAUSE:04> do you think that's the only

reason? <PAUSE:05> or if you do come to class because you,

you're getting something out of it say, you're lear ning
something, that you wanna learn, what is it that, w hat is it
that, makes you wanna learn, these particular thing s?

[...]

S8: maybe you have like higher aspirations like on a- | ike
if you have a different, if you have like a, some k ind of
goal later in life that you wanna achieve, then you can't
really achieve that by going camping

S1: yeah, i mean that's, that's an important, i mean th at's
related to consequences but it's, it's separate. ... imean,
yeah definitely goals, definitely goals are importa nt. and
that's wh- for a lot of people that's that's the re ason why
they do, go to school. what if you um, i mean there must be
someone like this, in the class, um like, me, when i was, um
your age. what if you really don't know what you wanna do,

when you graduate from college? i mean chances are probably

that um, going to college is gonna help you with wh atever
you, end up deciding to do, but if you really don't know

what you're gonna do how do you know, that um, goin gto
college is a good thing? i mean this, i mean what is it,

yeah.

S14: because you've seen it work for other people, [S1:
yeah ] and so you

S1: that's true, yeah and that's, i mean that's um, tha t's
important, that's an important part of socializatio nis, is
um imitation. and you sort of have to trust that, t hings
will go the same way for you that they go, for othe r people.
yeah.

S15: it's also not exactly a bad thing to learn, new
information i mean even if that, even if, a college

education isn't gonna be exactly, what you're gonna , ifit's

not gonna take you where you wanna be it's not exac tly a bad
thing to, learn, new stuff.

S1: yeah, that's true, um, definitely. um <PAUSE:04> but how
do you know what kind of, what kind of stuff that y ou, that
you wanna learn...? ho- i mean how do you know what kind of

stuff is, is more important or more valuable? yeah.
Anthropology  [emphasis added]
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The instructor uses a series of multiple questiaimich are sometimes separated by an
example or more explanation but are multiple qoestin the sense that she does not wait
for a student to answer each one. Here she us#stthindicate a change of focus from
the student’s answer (cf. the use of “yes, butioitgraves 1997, Rees-Miller 1999, and
Zemel and Koschman 2010). This can also be coettagith the affiliative use of “so” in
Waring 2002). She does this in a long sequencésh#igets an acceptable answer from a

student:

S3: ithinkit's also too to some extent social, social

conditions social norms like, when you're talking a bout
something as broad as college you know. i- in our, in our
society it's, it's the thing that you should do, yo u know
you should go to

college if you were in high school and you were sma rt

[.]
The instructor responds positively to this, tyihgpithe classroom subject of anthropology.
By doing this she implies that the other studeatswers had less to do with the subject:

S1: yeah i think that's um, i think that's a really goo d

point, um, and let's yeah i mean that's, probably a point

that's, more related to um anthropology
Anthropology

Another, similar example comes from the Americalitigs class:

1S: what do you think um, they would think about,

government resources going to, um activities they f eel
are, not [S7: at odds ] not acceptable, not consist ent
with their beliefs...? not acceptable... what do yo u
even_ they might not even think that, shoot people like
Stacey should, be eligible for, um, you know colleg e
money from the government right? why waste our publ ic
money on Stacey she's going to hell. <SS: LAUGH> do you
see my point? [SU-f: yeah ] but (is it_) they're

learning something about people who are not like th em,
and what that should mean for them politically. whe re
else do you learn about people who are not like you ?

American politics

The instructor has tried several times to conrmoget students to connect, one student’s

anecdote about being assailed by a street preanddris young children to the topic of
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politics. The question above follows an exchangsdyeral students about whether one
of them is going to hell. The instructor repeatssfions to get the students to relate this

to its political meaning.

These are what Kasper and Ross (2007) termedzthrdal” multiple questions,
which occur in the same turn. Kasper points oat these do not often occur in ordinary
conversation, although they may in different indignal contexts. Lee (2006) has termed
“parsing” the concept which Kasper refers to agtigal” multiple questions: rephrased
guestions made in response to student silencepekand Ross and Lee are both talking
about non-native speaking students in a languags,clhe context in which most of the
analysis of this kind has taken place. In the M8EAdata this was not found, either
because native or near-native-speaking studem®udo this often, or because student
silence was not clear in the transcript. In tlase; although the multiple questions are
similar to the same question being repeated setieras, they show the instructor as
being more willing to take some responsibility fmor communication. Multiple
guestions indicate that the student has misundefste question, possibly because of the
way the instructor has worded it, where repetitmirthe same question merely indicates
that the student was not able to answer it. Thgufgacy with which the new questions are

prefaced by “but” suggests that the previous anssveot satisfactory.

7.4.2.2.5 Hints

In what might be said to be the opposite of askimgelaboration, the instructor sometimes
gives a series of easier questions, designed pothelstudent build up to the correct
answer. This is another instance in which questare used to correct factual information.

This is similar to what Mercer terms “cued eliabat’ (2001:246), and what Lee calls
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“intimating answers” (2006). In the academic contéxs could be seen as another way to
avoid directly saying that the student is wrongjle/iving the student a chance to self-

correct and perhaps having the whole class revogether.

S12: uh- generates two haploid cells from a diploid
meiosis one. i don't, nope.

S1: okay she sounds confident. <SS: LAUGH> is that your
final answer?

SS: yeah
S1: uh everybody agree?
S4: no

S9: i put meiosis two.

S1: no? okay somebody thinks it's also meiosis two?
SS: no

S4: no, (that creates) four.

S1: okay Maria's right. um, you get two haploid cells
from a diploid cell. why isn't it, meiosis two?

S4: you get four

S1: and what do you start with?

S4: haploid.
SS: haploid
S1: okay you start with a haploid. remember, it's
diploid at the beginning, then haploid haploid. mka y? so
it's just meiosis one.
Biology

S7: lineage, who your father was?
S1: 'm'm
SU-f:  religion
SU-f:  charisma?
S1: people here who are not going who are not pre meds are
what?
SU-f:  L-SandA.
S1: according to your parents. if you're not a pre med what
are you?
S2: law student
S1. law. so <PAUSE:06> no?
S2: Roman law?

History

In the first example, the instructor is leading sedents through steps that they already
know in order to demonstrate how the answer waseaktkr In the second, the instructor is

giving hints that are not connected to the cldeghe first example we can see the
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instructor’s dual purpose, to avoid direct corr@ctand also to help the students review.

In the second, the instructor seems to be mostidavg direct correction.

Hints often take the form of display questiong;ept that rather than test
something the student is supposed to have alresdydd, they function to help the

student to rethink an idea or make connections é&tvideas.

S6:[...] was between the king, and religion, and then i
gave examples. and then the second tension
S1: give me an example.
S6: between kings and religion? [S1: yeah ] um, Leo the
Third and, Charlemagne.
S1: okay, w- it's not kings and religion kings and the
church [S6: the church yeah yeah, i'm sorry ] okay, yeah,
alright.
History

S1: everybody. they had a population at one point of
about three million. Detroit was a pretty gosh darn ed big
booming city. they had this whole auto industry thi ng
going for 'em, right? then what happened?
SU-f:  suburbs
S9: suburban sprawl.
S1: but why? [S9: because ] it just happened? just one
day
[S9: because no, | people just started moving
American politics

The instructor in the first excerpt asks the stadenan example to show that the
student is in fact talking about the clergy ratthem religion per se. In the second
example, the teacher wants questions of economatsage specifically brought into the
discussion. In both cases we can see the presénptake, and in fact in the first
example the student apologizes, which may inditteteshe takes this as correction.
Although this may be a rather strong way of poiptout that an answer is not acceptable

as it is, it does avoid direct correction of thedemnt.

7.5ELICITATION TYPE AND NEGATIVE FEEDBACK
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The type of elicitation used, as elucidated by Mefi®79) and explained above, seems to
be linked to form that negative feedback takesis fhturn may be because of both
pedagogical and face issues present in the classtoatext. These will be examined in

this section.

7.5.1 Face wants, type of elicitation, and type ééedback

The face wants of teachers using different typesioitation may differ, as may those of
the students who are responding. In a class whiahapily consists choice or product
elicitation, mentioned above as being largely tamdtscience disciplines, there is less
necessity to encourage students to speak. Inrgiglace, since they are all expected to
have learned the material, any student can bedcaiie In a discussion, for the most part
the instructor must wait for a student to have ghing to say, but in this type of class all
of the students are theoretically prepared to anawsg of the questions. There is no
concern, also, with answer length. Not only agahswers prescribed already, but speed
may be an important factor in using this orientatiand so students’ answers are expected
to be brief. Therefore, the face wants of studargdikely to not be so complex as for
other types of elicitation. The students probatish to be seen as competent students
who have learned the material (or, in a few ca®else seen as funny). The face threat of
giving a wrong answer may be relatively small, aejdeg on the situation, and non-
existent in the case of guessifigkewise, in this situation, the instructor is padiy more
comfortable being seen as an expert who has thg agd task, of evaluating students’

answers. In most cases, she is the primary knofwée information. As she is merely

" Mehan (1979) might place guesses with processaians, since they are asking what the studenksh
but they are categorized as product elicitatiortabse at least in the MICASE data they requireoatsh
factual answer, not a considered explication dtident’s opinion. Also, as Seedhouse (2004) hag/sh
and as has been seen in the data, they seem ieeraadifferent type of feedback)
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assessing whether a student has learned a catajrahd not the way a student is
participating, she does not feel constrained inuatang students’ responses and does not
have to take pains to build solidarity betweendret the students. In addition to the lesser
face threat for teachers and students, it is plesiat other factors make clarity more
important than the students’ face concerns. lrasitns where students will have to use
the information soon after the questioning, sucfoaan activity or quiz, the instructor

may give more import to the students’ understandinidpe material.

When these types of elicitations are part of IREhaxges, we are likely to see
more direct criticism. Mitigation can be seen, iug minimal, and it is very clear when
the answer is negatively evaluated. This is foumber of reasons, having to do with both
face and pedagogy. In terms of face, because dbwer face-threat for both instructors
and students, it may be that less care is takaddoess face wants when giving feedback.
For pedagogical reasons as well, it may make senlse clear on why an answer is wrong,
not only because of the time constraints mentidnddecause of the nature of the
disciplines which use this orientation. It is asnetimes not necessary in these classes to
encourage students to talk. In many examplegngiaictor is the Primary Knower
(Berry 1987) and there are clear right and wrorgyns. The instructor in the Biology
section avoids giving direct negative feedback @pb® of times, first by asking “anyone
want to help her out?” and then “I knew you’d shagtt” Although neither is explicitly
criticizing the student, especially the secondanse is face-threatening, in that it implies
that the student got the answer wrong in a prelietaay, or is making a common
mistake. The first is slightly face-threateningchuse it implies that other students have
the answer. However, this is mitigated by theruredbrs characterizing the other student’s

providing an answer as “helping” rather than givinigrmation that the first student does
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not have. Other mitigation strategies we can ikelpairing with praise, pseudo-

clarification questions, and hints.

In IRF exchanges which include process elicitatastend to occur in discussions
in the soft disciplines, the situation is much mooenplex, and interpersonal concerns
probably play a much bigger role. In this type lkidigation the face threat is greater, since
the teacher is not just critiquing a failure to noeire a fact, but giving feedback on the
student’s personal thoughts, opinions, and akiityarticipate in a discussion. The
pedagogical goals are more complex as well. Wioémgdthis type of elicitation the
instructor must simultaneously evaluate the studemswer while also encouraging
participation. In addition to this, the answeeitsnay be more difficult to evaluate.
Unlike a choice or product elicitation where th@ested answer is usually the only
correct one, with a process elicitation as pag discussion, even when the answer is not
the one expected by the instructor it may stilaheseful contribution. However, the time
constraints that are sometimes seen when teadteeusiag product elicitation may not be
so important. When responding to a choice or pebdlicitation, utterances tend to be
short, and extraneous information is often not appate. When responding to a product
elicitation however, students’ answers may be lonigesome cases long answers, which
represent greater participation, are encourageas e instructor must take more care

than with a product elicitation, not to discouragstudent from speaking.

It is in this type of elicitation that we may markearly see the instructor trying to
distance herself from the material and create aotywith the students. This may be part
of an attempt to create an egalitarian atmosphée¥evno one person’s opinion matters

more than another’s. In order to make studenteroomfortable expressing their
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thoughts and opinions, the instructor may be tryogreate the idea that the class is a
group of equals having a conversation, insteadadissroom in which evaluation is taking

place.

The face wants of both instructor and student @ more complex with this type
of elicitation. The face concerns of the studeayie a more delicate matter here, since
opinions and thoughts which comprise contributitmthe discussion are more clearly tied
to the student’s identity. A single incorrect aeswo a choice or product elicitation may
only label the student as someone who perhapsalistudy the material that was
assigned, where an undesirable answer to a pretieation might suggest that the
student is not intellectually capable of makingeassble contribution. (Or, perhaps, did
not have the social skills to participate in a dggion). Therefore the face wants of the

student are probably more of a concern for theugtr in this context.

The face wants of the instructor are also worthgaie and may be more complex
than with choice and product elicitation. Whersessing the correctness or incorrectness
of an answer to a product elicitation only requittes instructor to show herself to be in
control of the material, instructors may shy aweayf appearing to believe themselves
worthy of assessing the way a student thinks. iBgan mind Tracy’s (1997) observation
that faculty members are concerned with appeadraglopt a status that is above their
actual status, instructors may be very hesitaapfmear to be passing judgment on a
student’s intellectual prowess. Therefore, ingotgcmay be taking pains to de-

emphasize differences in status or educational.leve
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In this context we are more likely to see questigrstrategies used in the F-move.
The first reason for this is probably that, as tiige of elicitation is more face-threatening
for both parties, the feedback is made with more &ar face concerns, possibly even at
the cost of clarity. Since this type of elicitatisequently occurs as part of a discussion,
one of the main pedagogical concerns is to encewaglents to participate, so this is

probably also a factor.

Of the questioning strategies, probably the mast-threatening is repeating the
same question. This is due to the fact that inyntdirthe questioning strategies, some part
of the student’s r-move is used, or “recycled” ne@urage the student or his classmates to
contribute better answers. To repeat the samdiqnes effect re-does the question from
the beginning and discounts the student’s answi@ebn thereby implying that no part of
the student’s response is useful for the discussinnot rewording the question, the
implication is that there was nothing wrong witle tieacher’s initiation and the
misunderstanding, or failure to answer sufficienlilgs solely with the student. This is the
questioning strategy that is also used with product choice elicitations, which tend to be

evaluated with direct criticism, which may alsoigate that it is more face-threatening.

Multiple questions show a little more concern facé. By restating the question in
several different ways, the instructor is showingttshe bears some responsibility for the
student not being able to answer it in a desiratdener. She shows that one of the
reasons the student may not have been able to atisswguestion is that the question
itself is faulty or unclear in some way. Questianthe way that the student’'s R-move fits
with discussion is face-threatening in that it irepllack of discourse competence on the

student’s part, but the answer is accepted.
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Asking for elaboration is probably the least féloceeatening way to indicate a
request that the answer be amended. Asking fooed#ion can indicate interest when
used in ordinary conversation and may have the saraece when used in spoken
academic discourse. We can see that it poses neryitittle, face threat to the student by
the fact that students at times seem to be encgragstructors to do this, by making a
one-word bid that will require instructors to ask &laboration in order to make it a

viable contribution to the discussion.

Outside of the IRF context, in the Economics anifioBbphy sections mentioned
above, there is not much evaluation because thiatsrs are not eliciting answers from
students. In both of these sections mostly dirgtitism or contradiction is seen,
sometimes mitigated with praise. This is probdig#gause the instructors are responding

to students’ questions, and direct criticism isegtable at those times (Seedhouse 2004).

7.6 CONCLUSION

Criticizing someone’s ideas is a very delicate pes; although, most would argue,
necessary in the academic world. The interplay betnthe pedagogical and the
interpersonal is very visible here. Instructors tuse various means, of varying degrees
of subtlety to guide a good discussion, in whichynstudents participate and the talk
goes toward the teacher’s pedagogical goal. Téwereindoubtedly many ways that
instructors deal with undesirable answers, inclgdimply ignoring them, that were not

apparent in this study.
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It is easy to see theoretically how face concents@edagogical goals might be
working at cross-purposes, and some studies hagested that this is indeed the case.
Hyland and Hyland (2001, 2006) have demonstratedam-native speaking student
writers can misunderstand and ignore instructorraents when they are hedged or
expressed in an indirect fashion. Misunderstandimgpt, however, a feature of being a
non-native speaker of the language of the inswacWasquez (2004) in a study of
meetings between teaching assistants and theiomsmpervisors, found that the teaching
assistants reported disappointment that they wargetting any constructive criticism on
their teaching. This is despite the fact thatrttemtors gave them advice and suggestions,
which the researcher felt constituted mitigateanf®iof criticism in this instance. In some
cases also, an instructor’s position in a highaustthan the student can outweigh her
attempts at mitigation. Crossouard and Pryor (260@)d that, although tutors of doctoral
students tried to downplay their position with resfpto students in email feedback by
ways such as suggestions or modals, the studehtseithis feedback with a great deal of
authority. They did this even when specificallidtthat the tutor's comments were

suggestions and not requirements.

However, in this study it was also possible tolse® face wants and pedagogical
goals work together. In the sections where chaiak product elicitations are frequently
used, the instructors tend to use direct criticidecause product elicitations do not
involve evaluation of the students’ personal thdsgmd opinions, they may be less face
threatening to students, and direct criticism fpaynore appropriate. At the same time,
since time constraints may be present or, as iIMIBBASE transcripts, students may be
preparing for some activity or test, criticism isaamost appropriate because relatively

easy to understand. Therefore the relatively lagefthreat and the pedagogical goal of
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clarity and speed work together. On the other hprmtess elicitations may have a
relatively high face threat since they are morespeal to students, and one of the
pedagogical goals is to encourage students to Wlken instructors use more mitigated

and less direct forms of evaluation, they are &bkddress both of these concerns.

From the current study, it cannot be said defipiteghether pedagogical goals were
met or students felt comfortable. It would beffiuliat this stage to investigate how
students take negative feedback in a classroones Dutigating feedback in a discussion
prove a barrier to understanding its purpose, dsarexamples above? Or, do students
feel hurt or anxious or constrained from partidipgin class if the feedback is not
mitigated or not mitigated in a certain way? K ttategories listed above could be
evaluated by students and if more examples of ttauid be found it would add to an
understanding of academic discourse, as well agging a tool for improving tertiary

instruction.
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CONCLUSION

This research has explored the nature of feedlvaakademic discourse within
the context of seminars in two universities in th€, and discussion sections in an
American university. Praise was compared with domgnts in ordinary conversation,
with praise in written academic English, and acrosgor disciplinary areas. Possible
means of giving negative feedback, and various wéaysitigating it, were explored. This
section will present a summary of findings, distmssand suggestions for further study

and practical application.

8.1SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
8.1 Praise and compliments

Although praise in spoken academic discoursenidai to compliments in
ordinary conversation in some respects, most npialihe aspect of being limited
semantically, it is different enough to be consédiea separate speech act. Praise is
realized semantically and syntactically in diffdramys from compliments. Perhaps more
importantly, the discourse function for which peais used is different from compliments

as well.

As Manes and Wolfson (1981), Manes (1983), andpiin&lopper, and Bell
(1984) found, compliments are surprisingly limisgmantically and syntactically.
Semantically, only five adjectives are used forwhwo-thirds of adjectival compliments:
nice, good, pretty, beautifuhndgreat Similar results were found in the BASE data:rove

80% of adjectival praise uses one of the waeiglst, good, excellent, greabr interesting

229



with right andgoodalone making up about 60%. Syntactically, althotighBASE data
was limited, it was not so limited as compliment$iree syntactic patterns occurred in
over 65% of the data in the BASE corpus, whereetipagterns accounted for 85% of

Manes and Wolfson’s data.

The fact that praise is almost as limited as camgaits is unexpected.
Compliments are thought to be formulaic becausg dne made for the purpose of
establishing solidarity, and originality might hate opposite effect of creating distance
(Wolfson & Manes, 1981). However, if praise hadifeerent function, that of confirming
to students that an answer is correct as well eswaging further correct answers, then
we might expect more originality. An instructorght use a greater variety of adjectives
in order to better explain to the student why hit@r answer is desirable, for example. In
fact, such examples were found in the data, byt &ine quite rare. A possible reason for
this is that, like compliments, praise must be senfamiliar, and easy to recognize, but
for a different purpose. Where compliments arenidgic to increase solidarity, praise
may be formulaic for institutional reasons—so astoavaste limited class time
explaining to a student that their answer is carrdaother possible reason is that, for
reasons of both face and pedagogy, instructorsnadgonot wish to distinguish one

student from another, and thus may give virtudiy $ame words of praise to all students.

Praise differs from compliments in several respedthe first its connection to
institutional role. Status is a factor in complime with compliments on certain subjects
being more welcome from someone of lower statuswéVer, praise seems to carry with
it the idea that the person giving praise is wodhgvaluating the receiver, and thus the

status or role aspect is stronger. Several resei@ ttave pointed this out (Tracy & Baratz
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1993, Hyland 2000) and in the current researcltiicemstances under which praise is
given seem to bear this out. Praise was givenstlealusively from teachers to students.
In the rare circumstance in which a student praaseesicher for a good class, this is done

privately and is marked by mitigation.

Finally, one of the more striking differenceshsattresponses to praise in the
classroom seem infelicitous and are almost newerdo Compliments, on the other hand,

require a response.

These differences point to the fact that praigenseto have a very different
discourse function than compliments do. As memtibbefore, this is probably affected
by institutional requirements. The purpose ofdlassroom is to transmit information
within a limited time, and spending a great dedirok on praise of a single student is
generally not done. The fact that a responseds@iseems dispreferred shows another
difference between praise and compliments. Whemgtiments, because unconnected to
the previous utterance, can be used to start aecsation or change the subject, praise, as
the final move in the IRF exchange, can be usetthéynstructor to regain the floor.
Praise closes the topic or indicates that a stiglanswer is finished. This has been noted
in other research as well, such as Wong and Waifa§09) Conversational Analysis

study of an ESL classroom.

Although research has generally shown that acadspauken English resembles
ordinary conversation in several respects (Poosn&Son 2000, Swales & Burke 2001,
Mauranen 2001, Lindemann & Mauranen 2001), whenpaoing praise in academic

spoken discourse with compliments in ordinary shesmmne differences become apparent.
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Although in some aspects praise is similar to commgrhts, praise and compliments are
realized in different ways and used for differentgoses. These aspects of praise can

help us to understand what it is used for in tlagsioom.

8.1.2 Praise in spoken academic discourse and prais written academic discourse

For the next project, praise in spoken academglifimnwas compared with
positive evaluations in four written academic catdefeedback made by instructors on
student papers (Hyland & Hyland 2001), peer feekllmacstudent writing (Johnson 1992),
comments by peer reviewers on academic articles fwipublication (Fortanet 2008), and
book reviews published in academic journals (HylaB80) These four contexts differed
in terms of the relative status and academic rdnkeevaluator and evaluated, as well as
the degree of anonymity of the person giving th&l@ation. It was found that, in contrast
with spoken and written academic English in othmtexts, praise in academic spoken

English shows less variation than in written acaiddemglish.

There were several important differences in spqkaise. The first of these is
length. Where spoken praise can be as shortiagla svord, written evaluation in
academic discourse was at least one sentenceraih, ¢ase of a published book review,
sometimes ran to several pages. Another differenttet written evaluations of any kind
seem to deal to a great extent with the mechariasiting as well as the content. There
are very few examples of this type of praise in BEASsually dealing with presentations
that have just been finished. Another differences W& degree of privacy. Certain forms
of written evaluation—for example peer feedbacladitles intended for publication—is
meant to be very private. Praise in a classromwgelver, almost always has overhearers,

and may be considered to be partly meant for them.
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Spoken praise was found to show less syntactiati@m than written praise. In
contrast with Fortanet’s (2008) study analyzingtt®@n comments by means of Systemic
Functional Grammar, the praise in BASE showed fesyatactic patterns. Johnson (1992)
examined the compliments in student peer reviewis the same sort of syntactic analysis
done by Manes and Wolfson (1981). The praise iisBAvas found to show the same
range of patterns as in Johnsons’ study, but wighdifference that (INTENS/ADJ), which
barely occurs in Johnson’s data, is the most fregpattern used for giving praise in
BASE. This can probably be accounted for by stdifisrences—“good” would seem

overbearing if written by a student peer, but peijenatural if spoken by an instructor.

Spoken praise also showed less variation syn#digticOne of the more striking
differences is that spoken praise showed muchsiessificity. Where adjectives used in
written reviews included such wordsiasightful or organized spoken praise usually

consisted of items such geodor excellent

The third major difference is that spoken prasskess personal than written praise.
In written praise reviewers occasionally showeddtiect of the writing on the reader, but

this is not done with spoken praise.

The cause of the relative lack of variation inlgpoacademic praise may again be
institutional time constraints. The issues of famntioned above with regard to praise
and compliments may be a factor as well, becawssgim a classroom involves an

audience where written praise on a student papes dot. Another factor may be the
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research method, as the variety of genres selémt@dmparison may have yielded more

varied praise than the context of discussion sestio

Spoken praise is also used for different purptis&s written praise. Although
written praise is frequently used to frame an eat@dun or to mitigate a compliment,
spoken praise is not often used in this way. drteeomain reasons for this is that direct
criticism is very rare in university classes. TExeeption to this, composition classes, do
in fact seem to be using praise to mitigate catiti The praise itself may also be

mitigated in written evaluations, but this is nftea done in spoken praise.

From this we see again that status and institatioonstraints play a large part in
determining how praise is realized. Although camphts can be used for solidarity,
praise runs the risk of increasing distance betvetetients, by seeming to favor one
student over another. Difficulties with negotigtistatus which may play into how praise
is formed in written evaluations do not seem talpart of spoken praise, on the other
hand. This may also contribute to the fact thatgar in spoken academic discourse tends

to be shorter. Since it needs no mitigation, iy/rpa said in the most terse form possible.

8.1.3 Praise according to discipline

It has been shown that major disciplinary areascademia differ in several significant
ways, so it might be expected that the praise prediin these areas would be different as
well. Studies based on corpora have found thahtimeanities tend to use more words and
more variation (Swales 2001, Schachter et.al. 19994). It is thought that the

humanities might have less precision in speakirtgabge of the nature of both the
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concepts which these disciplines deal with andypes of activities that are used (Poos &

Simpson 2002).

Another way to understand differences betweenltbaplines is the
Biglan/Becher framework. Biglan(1973a, 1973b) &edher (1994) devised a typography
that divides the disciplines generally along twesax The first is the hard/soft axis, having
to do with the strength of the research paradigmhefiscipline. The other is the
pure/applied axis, which has to do with the extenwhich the discipline focuses on real-
world or professional applications. The discipsifr@ave been found to differ in several
ways according to where they fit in this typograplmyterms of classroom activities, ways
of thinking about study or research, and overadligiathe disciplinary areas have been
shown to differ (Biglan 1973a, 1973b., Becher 1®xton 1995, Ylijoki 2000,

Neumann 2001, Neumann, Parry & Becher 2002).

Both the differing goals, activities, and meangxjression might be expected to
lead to praise being formulated in a different wayt, such was not found to be the case.
In the context examined, praise showed no sigmifigariation, either in the amount given
or the variation shown. The only significant diface found was in the range of praise
tokens per hour, which was much higher in the disttiplines. This probably reflects the
wider variety of activities that are used in sugtilines, and may be an artifact of the
limitations of the data. Further investigation iarvanted before significant conclusions

can be drawn.

While this result may also be attributed to ingiginal and face concerns as

mentioned above, the context must also be takeraictount. In the context of
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undergraduate seminars, disciplinary differenceg coane less into play than in graduate
seminars or faculty colloquia, for example. Whardsnts move into a relatively expert
level in their discipline, the type of feedbackyhieceive may tend to more specificity and
begin to reflect the disciplinary culture more.ids a point that would be worthy of

further investigation.

8.1.4 Criticism

Where praise is quite easy to identify, by the afsgositive words among other things,
negative feedback was not. This study took umthestion of how instructors indicate to
students that they have not given a good answendhe fact that negative assessment in
all contexts is quite rare in academic spoken dissm (Mauranen 2002b, 2003). To do

this, discourse analysis was used to identify irestr follow-up that could be negative.

The pedagogical goal of discussion is to get sttgd® participate, yet instructors
must occasionally tell students that they have naatdetual error, or misunderstood
something, or that their contributions are waniigome other way. This may be
discouraging to students and make them unmotivatedrticipate (Rees-Miller 1999).
The face wants of both instructors and students aisycome into play. Face wants can
be quite complex in an academic context (Tracy 198dcy & Baratz 1993, Rees-Miller
1999). Instructors may wish not to appear to lsei@sng a higher status than the one they
actually have (Tracy 1997, Tracy & Baratz 1993) #rely may wish to show solidarity
with students while at the same time demonstrahiagthey are competent professionals.
This may be complicated by the discussion contextihich sometimes the instructor is
trying to maintain the idea that the participams @l equal. Students would also like to

be seen as competent. In the case of a discussoe of the soft disciplines, the student
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Is exposing not only his or her grasp of the suldpe thinking and reasoning processes,

and extra care might need to be taken for faceerasan this context.

Because of these disparate pedagogical and insenped goals, there is a variety of
forms that negative feedback can take. The haemhees seem to use more product
elicitation (Mehan 1979), in which factual inforraat is elicited, and the resulting
negative feedback tends to be more direct. Direghtive feedback can be mitigated in
various ways, described in more detail below.thisoft disciplines, where students are
likely to be participating in a discussion, teachaestioning frequently takes the form of
process elicitation (Mehan 1979a), where studemtasked for an opinion. In this case,
negative feedback is less blatant, and frequeakligd the form of questioning. Repeating
or restating questions, multiple questions, andhgsthe student to expand an answer were
all found to be ways of subtly suggesting thatualent’'s answer is not adequate. Negative
feedback, unlike praise, was also found to be &atjy followed by uptake from the

student, to indicate acknowledgement or understandi

8.2DISCUSSION

The results of this research give support to tkea ithat feedback is a complex process in
which face and pedagogical goals, disciplinaryedléhces, and other factors come
together. Negative feedback may be stated indijreor mitigated in various ways,
therefore requiring more effort on the part of ith&ructor to convey it and the student to
comprehend it. Positive feedback, while relativatyple, also has issues of face and

status differences, and must work wth pedagogicalsy
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In this section, we will briefly review the feedlkaexchange in terms of what kinds
of factors are at play when an instructor makesogsoabout elicitation or feedback, and
what possibilities exist for each move. Then, tedggogical and practical implications,

and suggestions for further study will be discussed

8.2.1 The feedback exchange
This framework uses Sinclair and Coulthard’s (19RF) exchange as a basis, although it
should be noted that not all feedback occurs asopéine IRF pattern. This is discussed in

greater detail in Chapter 7.
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EVALUATION SEQUENCES: ORIGINS OF VARIETY FRAMEWORK
for each teacher move
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8.2.1.1Factors affecting the choice of I-move

At the first stage of the evaluative exchange, sd\factors affect the instructor’s choice

of Initiation move type. Pedagogical goals of ceuase very important. The move can be
affected by the norms of the discipline, with hdistiplines tending more toward product
elicitations. Interpersonal and face concerns plap a role. Face concerns combined
with pedagogical goals can affect a teacher’s ehofcfor example, whether to call on a
single student or wait for students to bid. Theetpf elicitation may also be affected by
face considerations, as product elicitations seebetless face threatening for the student.

The type of activity has a bearing on this moveval. (See Fig. 1).

8.2.1.2 The student’'s R-move

If the move is not adequate, there are severabnsa®r which it may be inadequate. First,
it may be factually incorrect. This usually folleva product elicitation from the instructor,
but occasionally students will include factuallgamrect information when answering a
process elicitation, as part of supporting theinagm or for some other reason. In
comparison with an ESOL class, there are feweant&s in which a response would be
inadequate for linguistic reasons, but linguisdiasons for inadequacy do exist. In this
case, linguistic problems usually refer to eitheesponse that is not appropriately
academic in form, or, in a composition course, wardice or grammar that for some
reason the instructor considers inadequate. @rcédse of a composition class, this is not
strictly speaking an R-move in IRF format, but deenposition itself can be considered a
response to the instructor’s initiation of a prompEhe response by the student may lack
detail or may not be clearly tied to the subjeafjoestion under discussion. The content
of the response may not be clear for some reakastly, there may be no response. A

“no response” R-move might consist of no responsdl,aalthough no examples of silence
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following an instructor’s I-move were found in ethMICASE or BASE, possibly
because of transcription issues. However, a stadedicating hesitation, or certain

kinds of facetious answers might also be considecegksponse.

8.2.1.3 Factors affecting the choice of F-move

Face wants of instructors and students, as descinb@hapter 7, affect the giving of
feedback. Feedback will also be affected by pegiagbgoals—if the instructor is trying

to encourage class participation, for example,lfael may be given in a less direct form
than if the instructor expects students to givetsaeswers. Other factors may also be at
play. Gender and age, for example, were beyonddbpe of this research but may have
an influence on the type of feedback that is giw@ther factors such as the instructor’s
personality may also have an effect. These thitoggther with the quality of the R-move,
help to determine the type of F-move that the utttr does. If the R-move is adequate,
the instructor can give words of praise, she caeator restate the response, or she might
not give any clear follow-up. If the move is noeguate, she can give direct criticism,
either unmitigated or mitigated by hedges, addiongds of praise, or expression of the
criticism as the instructor’s personal opinion.isTis more common with a factually
inadequate response. She can give a questioer i-thove, asking for elaboration or for
the student’s response to be tied more clearlgdgcstibject. She can ask a clarification
guestion. Hints, multiple questions, and repeatiregsame question are possibilities if the
R-move is inadequate and also if there is no stugsponse. For an inadequate response,
an instructor might also not do an F-move. Calbingother students immediately is one

way that the instructor might avoid Follow up. €3€g. 2).

8.2.1.4 Options for student uptake
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Teacher feedback can be followed by uptake bytidkest. In the case of praise, no
uptake is the most likely response, although afmetious examples of uptake were also
seen. With direct negative feedback, some kingptéke is usually found. The student
may give minimal uptake, such as “OK,” he may aséither question, apologize, or argue.
In some cases he may offer a brief account. Ihegative feedback is in the form of a

question, then the question is usually answeredh&game or another student.

Although, as has been mentioned, the current refs@eas not able to provide an
exhaustive list of all possible forms of negatieedback, it is hoped that this list will give
an idea of options for each move and the diffeaspiects of the class, the instructor and

the student that go into such choices.

8.3PEDAGOGICAL APPLICATIONS

In this section the implications of the findingsteaching of English language learners
will be discussed. From looking at research tlzet ieen done in foreign language
classrooms, it seems that some adjustment is reagdss students who are moving from
an English language learning environment into aensity. In addition to these students,
International Teaching Assistants (ITAs) are anogreup that may benefit from these

findings.

Evidence suggests that when students move intcadeaic environment from an
intensive English program or other English-learnémgironment, the way that instructors
give feedback to their responses in class may @&asgvell. Several studies have
examined feedback in foreign language classroomh, Iogguistic feedback (Lyster &

Ranta 1997), and feedback also focusing on cof@riten 2002). However, it is difficult
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to compare feedback in the language classroomfegttiback in a seminar, because of the
different pedagogical foci and activities. Langeatpsses which are more similar to
seminars—such as a discussion in an intensive gfngtogram for advanced level
students—might yield the same type of praise. Rtoerevidence that we do have,

however, feedback styles seem to be different.

One challenge for students might be the differiag of recasts and reformulation in
ESL and university classrooms. As Lyster and R&t87) point out, these are a
common way of pointing out error in the speech fifraign-language student, although of
the feedback types that they found, recasts ast likaly to lead to student uptake (which
they define as the student’s verbal reaction td¢heher’s feedback). However, in the
university classroom, reformulation and repetitéwa often used to indicate a correct
answer. An instructor’s repetition of an answeifiess the answer and makes it audible to
the whole class. Reformulation has been seereifoiim of what was called “boosted
repetition” in which the instructor repeated thed&nt's answer with the addition of
emphatic words like “certainly.” Reformulation tlkeéore seems to be one form of teacher
feedback which differs in meaning depending on it is given in an ESOL
classroom or a university classroom. Particuladgasts such as this example in Lyster
and Ranta:” (student)"eau érabl®” (teacher)L’eau d’érable C’est bieri (p.47) The
positive words at the end of the exchange makddkdback very similar in form to an
acknowledgement of a positive answer that one nfigtitin a university classroom,

although it is fact a recast meant to point out@or.

It should be pointed out that since Lyster andtR&h997) mention this as being the

form with the least student uptake, so it is pdedihat even when used to indicate an
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incorrect answer it is not very salient to studeatsl thus would not be a problem in a

discussion section or seminar. One of the reaf@mtsecasts result in so little uptake may
in fact be that students are used to hearing #mswers reformulated by teachers, usually
with a positive meaning, in their first languagassrooms, and thus have not learned that

this type of feedback needs special attentionerfdhneign language classroom.

Although it is beyond the scope of this paper tamsixe this point in depth, another
aspect to consider when teaching non-native spgatudents about praise and criticism
in an English speaking academic environment is imugh the instructors’ praise and
criticism may vary culturally. It is not only therin that praise or criticism may take, but
the values it expresses. In his assessment frarkeiartin (2005) notes “One way to
think aboujudgementandappreciation is to see them as institutionalised feelings,
which take us out of our everyday common sensedaaont into the uncommon sense
worlds of shared community values. (p.46). In Mésttypologyjudgmentpeing an
appraisal of human behavior, is probably the tyja includes most praise and criticism
as described here. Hunston also believes thatdatiah [ . . .] takes place within a social
and ideological framework (2010: 12). Since, as $fon has also noted, evaluation is
contextual, one of the necessities for understayitiia praise or criticism that one is given
in the classroom is understanding what sort of behnas likely to be praised. The young
woman described by Hyland and Hyland (2001) whoseng was critiqued as being
mostly summary and responding by adding extra sumeshto the other sections was
fundamentally handicapped by not understanding#hges of American academic

writing, beyond the difficulties of understandirgetinstructor’s indirect language.
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It may be difficult for non native speaking studetd understand criticism.
However, since negative criticism tends to be rateg and altogether not as easily
identifiable as praise, this probably is not omlyetof international students. (Mauranen
2001 offers anecdotal evidence that, specificallthe case of American students, this
may be true). In the product elicitations thatexamined above, negative evaluation may
be fairly simple to understand, because instruaoeggiving direct feedback, albeit
usually mitigated to some degree. However, wheomtes to a discussion section, where
students may be asked to give opinions or relatgopal experiences to the topic of the

lesson, things become more complex.

Participating in a discussion section with naspeakers can be quite difficult and
intimidating for non-native English speaking stutdein addition to possible language
deficits, students may simply not be used to theshmd of learning. This was obliquely
referenced in the faculty interviews for the BASEpus, in which faculty members are
asked what international students can do to getibst out of a seminar. In their
responses, the faculty showed that they undergtandifficulty that students are having
with such things as comprehending the flow of theversation and not being self-
conscious about speaking. Faculty, therefore, sedre generally aware of difficulties of
being an international student in a seminar, alghdihey may not be aware of specific
problems having to do with feedback. It might lf@allt for non-native speaking
students to understand the difference between lasiked to elaborate, being asked to tie

the contribution to the subject, or being askedafoompletely different answer.

Therefore, teachers in intensive English prograntsthe like which aim to

prepare students for study in English speaking tasshould be aware of different styles
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of feedback and make these part of the studergjsgpation. This makes it important that
for at least some of the time the student is ggtfie@dback on the content of his answers,
and not the form. This is thought to be pedagdlyiealvantageous for many reasons.
However, instructors must take care to evaluatestih@ent’s answers in terms of quality—
how well the responses advance the discussioncmbaledge the responses of other
students—and give follow-up that indicates whenrdsponses are lacking. Anecdotal
evidence suggests that experienced EFL teacherautagatically praise any well-
formed response, so care must be given for thiscag the class. This is also one of the
pedagogical purposes to which the MICASE corpushiriig put. With carefully selected
examples, advanced students may be able to atgoutay an instructor is giving a certain
piece of feedback, or how the student’s responakldme improved. Another place where
the results of this research might be usefully igolgk in the training of International
Teaching Assistants (ITAs). With respect to classrdeaching, the English level of these
ITAs has been considered problematic in recentsy@ailey 1983 is an early influential
study on problems with, and attitudes toward, ITA%$)is has led to the formation of

special training courses at some universities.

The majority of ITAs are studying and teachingiglds such as engineering and
science (Plakans 1997, Chiang 2009). The findirigki® research suggest that ITAs who
teach discussion sections in such fields wouldib@g product elicitations; that is, asking
students for previously learned information and@aténg it on factual correctness. This
research also suggests that this is a relativedy #ang to evaluate, with most instructors
giving direct, though mitigated, criticism. How&ysome ITAs may also be leading
discussions in the soft disciplines, which involvesre complex feedback as has been

seen.
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It has been suggested that some ITAs, particutadge from Asia, may be unfamiliar
with the more interactive style of U.S. classro@nd thus less comfortable with them
(Chiang 2009, Kuo 2002). Gorsuch (2003) remindthasdiagnoses of ITA problems
based on stereotypes of the ITAs home culture shoeilavoided, and that ITA difficulties
may be due to language problems and unfamiliaritly the U.S. university classroom.
LoCastro and Tapper (2006) point out as well thatgroblems of adjustment to U.S.
classrooms are more complex than simply moving feoGonfucian system of education

to a Socratic one.

So, although the background and attitudes of ties Ifiust be examined and the
specific type of class that they will be teachiagefully considered, there is some
evidence to suggest that ITAs may have trouble giiing feedback in U.S. classrooms,
particularly if they are teaching in the soft diies. The reason for this is that ITAs
may think of status and face differently, and thia particular concern with discussion in
the soft disciplines. Gorsuch (2003) in a piecew¥ey-based research comparing ITAS’
attitudes with those of faculty members, found thiaile faculty rated such behavior as
scolding or warning students, or having them starmhswer questions as undesirable,
ITAs were more ambivalent, with opinions dividetlhese behaviors all seem to reinforce
the status difference between instructors and stsdand suggest that some ITAs may see
the status difference between them and the studsriieing more clear. In terms of the
face concerns involved with giving feedback in $loé disciplines, this could be
problematic. There is evidence to suggest thatribt a problem with the hard sciences,
however. LoCastro and Tapper (2007) in a closen@xation of the classroom discourse

of one outstanding ITA in the sciences, show tleagiéive direct criticism to students, little
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praise, and tended to use negative politenesegieat He was ranked far above his
fellow TAs in terms of “respect and care for studeinso at least in this particular context,

direct criticism may be appropriate and even preter

For those ITAs serving in the soft disciplines, lever, it may be best to specifically
address feedback As has been mentioned, even ®uden teach in the same context in
which they have been educated, who are presumedplyred to give the same sort of
feedback that they have been hearing for years,fimayt hard at first to give any sort of
evaluation in the classroom. Considering how mmudhne difficult it may be for ITAs,
who are teaching in a completely new environmedt@erhaps in a foreign language, it
would seem prudent for ITA training programs toredd feedback directly. The
framework developed through this research (Fig.ah) be beneficial in this process. The
pedagogical benefits of softened or mitigated feetb-that students will remain
motivated to participate in discussion—should bessted, as an emphasis on face
concerns may be alienating and run the risk oestgping the ITAs. As with
international students, ITAs could use selected ABE and BASE transcripts to analyze
different sorts of feedback in terms of what th&ractor’s goals are and the possible
effects on the students. They could also prackseloping discussion questions,
thinking about how specific questions would addtess pedagogical objectives and how
they could guide a discussion toward them. Cesgdurations which seem to frequently
occur, for example a student’s giving mistakendatinformation, or giving a personal
anecdote whose connection to the subject is nat,ateuld be practiced. Although this is
something that is probably learned best from e@per, by making the ITAs aware of this

issue, their learning may be faster and more smooth
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8.4FURTHER STUDY

One intriguing subject which this research was is#abtreat was the instructor’'s thought
process in giving evaluation. To what extent asgriictors consciously choosing their
words, particularly in the case of criticism? listlquestion were explored, it could add a
great deal to the pedagogical study of feedbadks question could possibly be best
addressed by studies combining discourse analydismerview data. Interview data
would also help with understanding spoken feedlhark the students’ perspective,
another very important issue. Are students awaaethey are being criticized? Do they
prefer one type of criticism? Do they notice theet of praise they get? Although
interview studies are problematic for reasons netatier—the difficulty of getting
enough data and the possibility that the teachstuatent will not remember accurately—

they would seem to be a logical next step in th@aation of praise.

As has been mentioned before, it is relativelyidift to collect examples of either
praise or criticism, and directly asking instrustabout their feedback behavior may not
yield much useful information. Therefore, furtlstudies of feedback may have to wait
until there is quite a bit more academic spokenliEhglata available to the public.
However, there are several questions that wouléfiitednrom further study when and if it

is possible.

An obvious question is the role of gender in fesdtbehavior. Gender seems to
have some sort of influence on complimenting bedravi ordinary conversation, although
the extent of this is still controversial (Maned/golfson 1981, Knapp, Hopper & Bell
1984, Tatsuki & Nishizawa 2005). A corollary tese studies would be a study of the

amount of praise that female instructors give,am®unt that female students get, and
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how this compares with male instructors and stuglehether or not the praise differs in
guantity, variation, or subject would also be aeresting target of research. To
adequately research this question, a larger cagthsan even number of male and female
instructors would be necessary. It might be pastd from the results of the present study
that little variation would be seen, but this ig oertain. If there were as little variation
found between the sexes as there is among thelites or other factors, then this would
support the idea that praise serves an importaobdrse function and thus must be easily
recognizable. Likewise, although the current sticdynd both male and female instructors
using direct and indirect means of giving negafeedback, it would be fruitful to find out

if one gender favors one way of criticizing. Anjferences found would add to our

understanding of the differences between men’snaden’s speech.

The pedagogical import of praise is a subject Wwhvas beyond the scope of the
current project. Although praise was assumed ta gpportive move by the instructor,
and to have a didactic purpose in that it acknogésdand encourages correct answers,
whether or not it succeeds in this purpose is umknoFurther study, perhaps using
interview data, could clarify the types of praibattstudents appreciate most, whether they
think praise is generally sincere or believe, likgand and Hyland’s (2001) subjects, that
it is given for other purposes, and whether it dodact encourage them, would be very

useful subjects of study.

A study of the pedagogical effects of differergey of criticism would be of great
use for students and teachers. Hyland and Hyl20@l1() show that indirect feedback can
be confusing and easy to misunderstand for nonaapeakers of English. This raises

the question of how students in discussion sectimaerstand the type of feedback they
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are given. As well, the interpersonal effectshaf triticism would be a good subject of
study. If students are strongly demotivated byaisim, or if they would prefer it be
clearer and more easy to understand, these insightlsl be helpful to teachers in leading
discussions. Finally, the question of how diffiatiis for non-native English speaking
students in discussion sections should be addre$&aticipating in a discussion section
is one of the most challenging aspects of the usityecontext for students who are not
native English speakers. It might make the expegesasier and more useful if they were
more easily able to interpret the feedback theygaténg. The question of how to teach

them to interpret the feedback is a natural corplla

8.5CONCLUSION

This study was inspired by the researcher’s owdesits, non-native speaking
teacher trainees who showed a puzzling inabilityite praise in English despite the fact
that they received it all the time. Although feadk is one of the teacher’'s most important
tasks, shaping students’ learning as it builddatiomship with them, it is something many
of us do unconsciously. Further study of feedbaakany different contexts can help us
to better support and motivate our students, magelass content more clear, and ready

them to give useful and respectful evaluation treves.

The transcriptions used in this study come fromBhgsh Academic Spoken English
(BASE) corpus project. The corpus was developédeat/niversities ofVarwickand
Readingunder the directorship of Hilary Nesi and Paul Thpson. Corpus development
was assisted by funding from BALEAP, EURALEXBItitesh Academyand the Arts and
Humanities Research Council.
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Appendix A: transcribed seminars in BASE used in tle

analysis
title of class | abbreviation| department
Black British | ahsem001 British and Comparative Cultural Studies
Writing
Greek and ahsem002 Classics and Ancient History
Roman coins
The Cuban ahsem003 Comparative American Studies
revolution
Modes of ahsem004 English and Comparative Literary Studies
Writing:
Poetics
Nietzsche ahsem005 Philosophy
Beauty and ahsem006 Film and Television Studies
"The Thin Red
Line'
Institutional ahsem007 History of Art
Critique
The medical ahsem008 History
market place
Analysis ahsem009 Japanese Studies
Exercise:
Merry
Christmas Mr
Lawrence
Arts ahsem010 Theatre Studies
Sponsorship
Third-year Issem001 Biology
student
presentations
Trauma Issem002 Medicine
Clinical Issem003 Medicine
Methods
Shock Issem004 Medicine
Bone and Joint| Issem005 Medicine
Infection,
Chronic
Painful Hip,
Low Back Pain
Polyarthritis Issem006 Medicine
Haematological Issem007 Medicine
Malignancy
Anaemias, Issem008 Medicine
Purpura and
Venous
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Thrombosis

Heart Failure

Issem009

Medicine

Polyarthritis

Issem010

Medicine

Radiation and
Photochemistry

pssem001

Chemistry

First Activity -
Pipeline

pssem002

Chemistry

Second

Activity -
Blindfold
Numbers

pssemO003

Chemistry

Third Activity

pssem004

Chemistry

Water for
developing
countries

pssemO005

Engineering

Introduction to
Health Service
Statistics

pssem006

Statistics

Engineering
project meeting

pssemO007

Engineering

Preparing a
literature
review

pssemO008

Engineering

Observing
Clouds from
Space and the
Ground

pssem010

Meteorology

Using video
tapes in ELT

sssem001

Centre for English Language Teacher
Education

Gender and
Globalisation

sssem002

Gender Studies

Industrial
Economic
Analysis

sssem003

Economics

Curriculum
English:
Teaching Short
Stories at Key
Stage 2

sssem004

Education

Globalization
and the
Environment

sssem005

Development Studies

Criminal Law:
Accomplice

Liability

sssem006

Law
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Built-in Social
Behaviour in
Territoriality
and Sexual
Behaviour

sssemO007

Psychology

Contemporary

Health Issues:

Unemployment
and health

sssem008

Social Policy

Logistics and
Operation
Management
Production

sssem009

Manufacturing

Japan and The
Gulf War
Crisis

sssem010

School of East Asian Studies
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Appendix B: total praise found in the corpus, by geeral

disciplinary category and subject

Soft Pure Subjects

British and comparative cultural studies (Black Brsh writing)

Main activity: lecture

No praise found

Classics and Ancient History (Roman coins)

Main activity: lecture

Guest speaker: no praise found

Comparative American studies (the Cuban Revolution)

Main activity: oral reports + discussion

Words of praise

situation

number of words useq
praise

1 in

good

students are ready
to present

1

good do you want to
sort of summarize

oral reports

I thought both sides did a
very good job at putting
forward a coherent

argument i was impressed by
your structure i mean i
thought you both had good
good form to your
presentationbut i think what
we should be doing now

oral reports

34

so what other things

from your side i mean
you've done a good

you did a good sort

of appendix to what

they were saying you
said some things

about stuff you

thought they could

have made more of as

a in terms of

successes i'd be
interested to hear

reports

1§

21
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from Miriam because
she actually thought
she was in the wrong
group and then
actually seemed to
become to grow into
the role

bunch well i think i
think this has been a
very funct i think
fruitful area i mean

i think you did a

very good job at
really researching a
number of different
positions  and i don't
know if you found
that i think you did
a very good job at
moving through these
different positions
and avoiding er
painting yourself

into ideological
corners that you
didn't i thought you
did a good job at

sort of looking at

the different sides

of the same question
and talking around
them i thought that
was very impressive i
thought you did a
very good job i was
going to my intention
to was to refer going
back to the question
of

reports

1§

62

154
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English and Comparative Literary Studies (Poetics)

Main activity: discussion

Words of praise

situation

number of words usé
in praise

that was very good

student’s poem

that particular
message that you
just said there

which was very good

student’s poem (?) 4

2d

so good very good student’s choosing 3
another student (?)
good student’s poem 1
[these are
extemporaneous poems
in a form suggested
by the instructor,
students then choose
next person|
very good very poem 4
genius
good student’s reporting 1
that she likes her
own poetry
well done poem 2
very good poem?
. it certainly isn't student’s answer 3
yeah that's that's
that's right it's
not associated
mm-hmm that's  very answer: what are 3
good yeah your poetics
two very good strong as above
ones yeah
interesting very as above
interesting
very interesting you as above
can see why all
these people are on
this course it's a
bit like the
interview you see
mm-hmm well make as above

sure you hold on to
that
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yeah yeah
fascinating er idea
too of course

as above

yeah excellent now
hold on to those
yeah

as above

true

as above

mhm very good

as above

mhm very interesting
very good

as above

mhm ambitious but
good

as above

i'm very impressed
by er all your
poetics i'm also
very impressed by
the word respect
turning up so often

as above

that's very
interesting

as above

very interesting
yeah hold hold those
very hard

as above

> mm-hmm yeah fair
enough

as above

it's it's fine
they're good they're
good

as above

mm-hmmit's good
it's good it's a
good it's a good
it's a good poetic

as above

122

English and Philosophy (Nietzche)

Main activity: discussion

1 in

Words of praise situation number of words use
praise

that sounds student’s answer 3

plausible (opinion)

i think what you're student’s 10

pointing to is an contribution to

interesting question discussion

yeah that's right discussion
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contribution

that's right discussion 2
contribution

that's right discussion 2
contribution

i think that's right discussion 4
contribution

yeah i think that's discussion 6

exactly right contribution

that's right discussion 2
contribution

I think that's right discussion 4
contribution

no i think that's discussion 5

quite right contribution

yes that's right that's discussion 5

right contribution

46

Film and Television Studies (Thin Red Line)

Main activity: discussion

Words of praise

situation

number of words used
praise

right kind of
mysticism and

discussion contribution

you you yeah
you quite right

discussion contribution
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History of Art (Institutional Critique)

Main activity: discussion

1 in

Words of praise situation number of words use(
praise
yes that's discussion 4
absolutely true but contribution
do you think it's
absolutely  because discussion 1
it's so contribution
yeah that's a very discussion 5
interesting point contribution
but we we er it
actually by
guestioning it
almost re-emphasises
10

History (Medical Marketplace)

Main activity: presentation +discussion

Words of praise situation number of words use
in praise

yeah so that's right prepared 2
presentation

yesno ithinki discussion 6

think that's right contribution

yeah that's right discussion 3

what i was arguing contribution

there really was

yeah the discussion 3

entrepreneur yeah contribution

that's probably

right

yeah yeah so discussion 4

basically that's contribution

right

yesyes you have it discussion 4

was all part of the contribution

same pattern

absolutely

i mean no that's discussion 2

your argument that
seems to be er it's
inte-, it's
interesting

contribution
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inoculation would be discussion 9
the very good contribution
example of that yeah
yeah that's right discussion 3
contribution
yeah i think they discussion 10
are yeah i think contribution
that's right i think
:nono  good point discussion 2
yeah contribution
yes Wellcome and discussion 2
Roche can play er contribution
control the
marketplace yeah
that's right
:Yeah no ithink discussion 6
that's a good point contribution
yeah but i think so
i think
[laughter] excellent discussion 4
hi-ho silver away contribution
yes that's right
yeah so that's right discussion 3
S0 a charlatan isn't contribution
a
63

Japanese Studies (Merry Christmas, Mr. Lawrence

Main activity: presentation +discussion (mostly prgentation)

Words of praise

situation

number of words use(
praise

il in

we have seen the
essays and by and
large they are super
SO i'm very very
pleased with your
results some of you
have done simply
outstanding and
almost everyone has
done very well So er
on that cheerful
positive note

submitted essays

29
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well done

prepared
presentation

31

Theatre Studies (Arts’ sponsorship seminar)

Main activity: discussion

Words of praise situation number of words used in
praise

. right that's one discussion 8

thing yeah that's contribution

one argument  yeah

but the oth- i mean

another argument

absolutely aaand discussion 1

i it depends contribution

i think that's discussion 6

absolutely the case contribution

and i think that is

the
15

English and comparative literary studies (preparirggliterature review)

Main activity: going over papers in class/discussio

Words of praise situation number of words used
in praise

yes now i think discussion 4

that-, that's a good contribution

point  but what you

want to do is to

make that point but

note also that er

that the other two

well see  that's good discussion 2

you've got the final contribution

draft on paper

before the er

but er anyway well student 9

done that's a pretty presentation of own

good piece of work (essay?)

okay thank you very
much and now ah
you're getting
applause from this
side of the room er

same as above
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do you four want to
make some some
comments on on that
er well i think its
good too

er no i mean tha-,
that represents er a
very good attempt at
sort of compressing
and

differentiating
between th-, th-,

the books

student’s essay

21

40

Centre for the study of women and gender (Gended g@hobalisation)

Main activity: discussion

d in

Words of praise situation number of words use
praise

that's that'sa discussion 5

really interesting contribution

idea actually isn't

yeah but  iithink discussion 7

Kathleen's point is contribution

really important

yeah and again discussion 2

that's that's contribution

interesting because

it shows that the

effects of

globalisation aren't

even

yes and the examples discussion 9

you've just quoted

are very significant
because they you
know they're mass
produced commodities
aren't

contribution
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yeah that's right i
think that's true er
and also i mean i
think you now the
example you've
showed is very
significant

discussion
contribution

13

36

Globalisation and Regionalism (Globalisation ande environment)

Main activity: discussion

Words of praise

situation

number of words use
in praise

right er thank you
very much  George and
Shigeru two very er
wide-ranging
presentations of the
following material
er especially
Shigeru's
presentation is
quite er quite
theoretical er very
interesting

presentations

18

okay that's i mean
that's a very
interesting question
i think we'll come
back to that a

little later in the
discussion

discussion
contribution

yeah yeah i mean
it's a good point i
just want to i just
want to ask i want

to ask Luca here and
again i'm not i'm
again i'm not trying
to label you as as
being the developed
world or being
whatever i

discussion
contribution

32
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East Asian Studies (Japan and the Gulf War)

Main activity: presentations + discussion

Words of praise

situation

number of words use
in praise

d

I thought they were presentations? 16
quite contrastive in
the in the way you
presented em the
undergraduate
: good start good discussion 4
start contribution
think we should feel presentations 15
quite pleased with
the way in which
those presentations
went
it was an impressive presentation 5
presentation
a really clear discussion 5
position there contribution
45
Hard Pure Subjects
Chemistry (Radiation and photochemistry)
Main activity: Teacher questions students
Words of praise situation number of words use
praise
you generate E- minus | answerto T's Q 3
with pulse
radiolysis of water
that that's
absolutely true
it would attract answerto T's Q 3
yeah absolutely
righ titwould
yeah it's a pro-, i- answerto T's Q 2
, it that's right
basically er if you
iron yeah iron-one answerto T's Q 9

yes that that that
that's that's a good

d in
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answer iron-one

well ac-, well
actually it's it's

not a it's not a bad
answer

answerto T's Q

11

that was the that

was the picture that
er would would have
been as it were a a
very complete answer
with all of these
guestions

student presentation
(answer to pre-set
questions)

25

right that's
excellent

?? S hands T paper
with answers on it

yeah yeah the
electron that's
absolutely right
electronis erin a
th-, it

the

answerto T's
question

yeah er yeah put a
polar group on it er
IS a suggestion that
is that is a good

suggestion actually

answerto T's Q

14

yeah that that
that's absolutely
right

answerto T's Q

yeah not a bad not a
bad assumption

answerto T's Q

it's quite a good
guite a good answer
but it's not exactly
right

answerto T's Q
(same as aboveO

hydrogen extraction
yeah that's very
good

answerto T's Q

okay that's that
seems all right SO

answerto T's Q

96

Chemistry (Pipeline)

Main activity: game

Words of praise

situation

number of words use
praise

d in

the four the six of
you were facing
inwards and you

pipeline teamwork
activity

5
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appeared to be kind
of listening to each
other soiwas
impressed by that i
thought for your
first shot you you
kind of started to

act as a
if forgetting about teamwork activity 8
the task which i
think you did very
well actually what
kind of how
that's good soin students’ self- 2
evaluations of how
they did on the
teamwork activity
that's cool that performance on team- 5
works well  too er work activity
er because  you performance on team- 21
already work well as work activity
agroup idid [
thought that you
were quite
impressive as a
group
and everybody performance on team- 5
carried on planning work activity
which was quite
quite good so the
reaction is easiest
is pleased
46

Chemistry (Blindfold numbers)

Main activity: game

d in

Words of praise situation number of words use
praise

alright pretty good performance on team- 2

and what's your building activity

number

but it's it's often performance on team- 13

very difficult to building activity

achieve all the

objectives but you

can feel good about
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having got some of
the way there

that's right that
was quite good and i
thought in your plan
you realised that
there could be a
zero that's
something that not
many people realise
you realised there
could be high
numbers okay

performance on team-
building activity

13

i thought your plan
was fantastic
completely different

performance on team-
building activity

-, that's really

good that's the

thing with good
things if they

happen the team tend
to make them make
things work okay
what was bad sorry
what could we have
done better

performance on team-
building activity

21

yeah you were well
on the way to a good
plan and you ach-,
you were well on the
way to achieving
your objectives

performance on team-
building activity

20

er its coming great
so far

performance on team-
building activity

again i think the
one thing you did
much better this

time was actually
assimilate the
information okay so
you had things you
had realised that

the numbers were not
necessarily going to
be one to six and

performance on team-
building activity

36
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that's interesting
that's what we

talked about in the

first task about

assuming things then
but you you were
accurate a nd that

had come from
assimilating the
information

performance on team- 11
building activity

if you feel like
you're not
contributing

people think you're

contributing
obviously

performance on team- 5
building activity

that that's
really good so er

I'm very impressed
with both of those
er so so well done

on

ending class 12

Chemistry (Toxic waste)

Main activity: game

144

Words of praise

situation number of words usedaise

I thought it was
a very brave and
elegant attempt
yeah and you
were really
close it

could've worked
right it

could've worked
yeah yeah

performance on 25
team-building
activity

thought that
that watching
you that the
team plan
planning and
everything it
was it was
impressive to

performance on 21
team-building
activity
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watch actually
but anyway

i thought it was
brilliant you
were reviewing
all the time

that's what's
going wrong an-,
and changing the
plan an-, and
going absolutely
you were really
really good
that was really
positive  any any
other particular
positive aspects

yeah

performance on
team-building
activity

14

you were working
as a team

performance on
team-building
activity

yes that's
that's really
true

students’ self
evaluation of
performance on
team-building
activity

er any other
comments on on
that igenuinely
it was really
really good to
watch and it was
a really elegant
solution andi
wish it had
worked but it
was great and
your planning
and review and
everything was
just was was
exemplary very
good very good
indeed

performance on
team-building
activity

16

21

were still you
were already
thinking about
how about how
you were working
together and

performance on
team-building
activity

26
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that's more
important than
actually getting
the contents of
a bucket

well thankyou
very much Laura
okay who else
excellent thank
you very much
has anyone got
any comments or
guestions for
group one and
two greati

think it was

really clear

that's why you
don't have any
guestions and [
agree with
everything you
said i think
okay er group
have we got a
group two

students’ self-
evaluation

14

yeah we do
excellent group
three is it in

there somewhere

students’ self-
evaluation

149
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Hard Applied Subjects

Engineering (Q & A)

Main activity: questions and answers

Words of praise situation number of words use
in praise

right it'salow answer to T's Q 1

valued crop er and

its

its two-hundred answerto T's Q 1

metres right

. yes i suppose so answerto T'sQ— seems | 4

perhaps you don't to be understating

put a valve on the for comic effect—

bottom that can be repeats exactly what

closed too fast the student has said

which would create

shock waves over ten

kilometres actually

that's quite long

isn't it [coughs]

you need that yes answer to T's Q 1

right

right 1

right 1

right 1
10

Statistics (Introduction to Health Service)

Main activity: computer practice with SPSS

Words of praise

situation

number of words used
praise

that right just
always one always
one always one

?7? student’s
utterance not
transcribed,
suggestion by
student?

great what's up student’s assertion 1
with namex that s/he is “fine”

okay great how you no student input? 3
getting Ben Richard inaudible? T. may be

okay great Farah looking at Ss’
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good

computers

1 in

i am sorry Ben student’s question 4
that's great
exactly right o)
that so
exactly right no idea
exactly right we'll
that's good that's ??looking at Ss’ 4
great that's computers
good for you that's student is “fine” 5
great its little
bit of mind-
boggling at times
but it's er
your change worked looking at computer 2
did it that's fine screen?
okay that's great Ss telling T what 5
fine that's good they are doing
that's okay you can T explaining how to 9
do it you can do it fix a problem
alright
37
Engineering (Project meeting)
Main activity: faculty evaluating Ss’ planned project
Words of praise situation number of words usec
praise
it sounds it sounds Ss telling Ts about 10
fine from my point report which is part
of view of their project
yes sounds sounds same as above
okay
no actually that's not clear. 6
a good point discussion of how to
do project, student’s
contribution
that's great student reports s/he 2
“got it working last
night’— but this could
be commiseration
that's a good idea discussion of how to 4
do project
26
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Meteorology(observing clouds from the ground)

Main activity: lecture

No student talk

LWMS (Trauma)

Main activity: presentation +questions from teacher

Words of praise situation number of words use
in praise

yeah so you've heard student 5
his presentation it presentation
was extremely
interesting
comprehensive
smoking that's not answerto T's Q 6
one i know about it
could be makes sense
maybe
yeah i don't know answerto T's Q 4
that's interesting
anyone got any
information about
that no i'd like to
know that's
interesting okay
okay someone's got answerto T's Q 10
it compound that's
what i'm getting at
yes

right  on either answerto T's Q 1
end of the long
bones yes er and
that's brilliant student’s anatomy 2
okay have a seat drawing
good and what about drawing also? 1
the one that
you're absolutely answerto T's Q 3
right
right sothat'sa answerto T's Q 1
that's a sort of big
word really
yeah that's a good S’s answer to 4
description another S’s

guestion
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now that's exactly answer to T's Q 8
what he won't be (this is basically
able to do repetition, but

boosted)
good onto the floor answer to T's Q
and
costs very good answer to T's Q
trauma is probably
the most expensive
health

48

Primary care and general practice (consultation Bg)

Main activity: presentations + questions from teacbr

d in

Words of praise situation number of words use
praise
I thought it was discussion 12
absolutely contribution
fascinating you've
raised such an
important subject
you have you have discussion 10
touched on a very contribution
serious issue
22

LWMS (pre-op assessment)

Main activity: presentations + questions from teacbr

Words of praise situation number of words use
in praise

yeah goon  give them student 4

a clap presentation

okay well done thank same as above

you the pre-

operative assessment

that was

excellent ofa

patient

well thanks very student 7

much guys that was presentation

an excellent

presentation well

done

acute circulatory
failure not bad

answerto T's Q
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yeah there are lots answerto T's Q 4
of actual

definitions thank

you that was well

done

er not quite no good | answerto T's Q 2
effort  septic yeah

neurogenic  fantastic answerto T's Q 1
excellent answerto T's Q 1
Little's Area answerto T's Q 1
excellent

nasal excellent answerto T's Q 1
yes that's it heat answerto T's Q 3
and moisture

exchange

rate yes absolutely answerto T's Q 2
nearly there nice answerto T's Q 8
one well that's good

effort

yeah yeah yeah right answerto T's Q 5
i would like to

thank the medical
students who

presented  you did
two excellent
presentations thank

you very much

46

LWMS (Bone and joint infection)

Main activity: presentations +questions from teache

Words of praise situation number of words use
in praise

right you've used ??? inaudible/not 14

all the right words transcribed

i'm not sure in the

right order
14

LWMS (polyarthritis)

Main activity: presentations +questions from teache

Words of praise

situation

number of words use
in praise

it's a reasonable
reasonable it's a

(??7?) previous

utterance not

21
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reasonable thing to
ask for that's a good
it's a g-, good thing
to suggest

transcribed

yesimean that
that's a reasonable
thing to consider

with a CRP of sixty

alcohol brilliant who
said alcohol very

good

absolutely ~ most
people say do an x-
ray so here's a

normal x-ray er

mostly useless in

acute monoarthropathy
and absolutely right
you'd aspirate the

joint

previous utterance
not transcribed

37

LWMS (Hematological malignancy)

Main activity: presentations+questions from teacher

Words of praise situation number of words used i
praise
we've got some er presentation 16
very good er talks (before the fact)
that er some of your
colleagues have
prepared
seven to ten days answerto T's Q 2
good okay
well er you're right students question 2
some er patients
right okay so portal T's Q answer 1
hypertension
21

LWMS (anemias)

Main activity: presentations + questions from teacbr

Words of praise

situation

number of words use
in praise

parietal cells
that's excellent
somebody's awake

good

answerto T's Q 8
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and alive good ers
terminal ileum answerto T's Q 2
excellent good
> a schilling test answer to T's Q 2
right excellent
itis good answer to T's Q 2
excellent (?untranscribed, but

seems clear from

context)
yes well certainly answer to T's Q 18
if you've had any
surgery to the
terminal ileum that
would certainly put
you at risk and
what other surgery
a
good effort but er answer to T's Q 2
nil points (incorrect)
i'd like to thank ending class, not 16
all our speakers er directly after the
who've all given us presentations
a very good talk

50

LWMS (heart failure)

Main activity: presentations + questions from teachbr

Words of praise situation number of words used
praise
yes ithink that's seems to be an 9
one of the best answer to T's
ones right guestion, but
inaudible. “One of
the best ones”
refers to a symptom
that's right it's answerto T's Q
hardening
well done  no never answerto T's Q
the heart muscle
cells do not
duplicate
yes very good low answerto T's Q
birth weight
yes i'msure it answerto T's Q 4

does yeah yeah yeah

(context doesn’t
seem to be opinion
guestion)

right no M-I  good

answerto T's Q

314
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that's an
interesting one

i think that comes
later

but

answerto T's Q

: Heberden well

done and

answerto T's Q

: kidney right

answerto T's Q

29

LWMS (continual assessment)

Main activity: meeting clarifying procedural changes

no praise

Economic (Industrial Economic Analysis)

discussion

Words of praise

situation

number of words
used in praise

that's er yeah [
guess that's

that's right

although i mean

you might i mean
you might there

are obviously
examples of
competition

discussion contribution

8

right yeah I mean
er well i guess

it's certainly

clearly a a

guestion of market

definition

discussion contribution—

17

you i i think
otherwise th-,

point you made the
points you made
about contestable
markets were good

the

discussion contribution
(presentation?)

13

think you're right
to point out the
problems

as above

yesnoiierer

your your
argument's right [
think but but but
you've come to the

a differ-,

discussion
contribution/presentation
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different
conclusion yes so

yeah i think i
think the
reasoning you've
got here is right
actually er this
thisis what i i

had expected

discussion
contribution/presentation

that's that's a
really interesting
idea actually
isn't it

discussion contribution

6

that's a really
interesting
comparison

discussion contribution

5

think i think
actually you were
very sensible to
look at it in this

way

discussion contribution

7

79

Soft Applied Subjects

Centre for English language teacher education (Uginideotapes in ELT)

Main activity: game or similar activity + discussian

1in

Words of praise situation number of words useq
praise
no imean i like the students are 7
idea yeah it's an suggesting a scene
invasion by another
genre isn't
well  okay well done same as above—right 3
before ending the
activity
i'm going to give suggestion for the 7

that three points
think that's quite a
good one three
points for the
Jumping Bananas

i sort of game thingy

well i mean i

ending the activity 14
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thought your answers
were pretty good
considering er the
difficulty of that [

31

Education (teaching stories)

Main activity: discussion

Words of praise situation number of words usg¢
in praise
that's right you've discussion 2
got to be more contribution
direct
right it's gotto discussion 1
it's got to have a contribution
sort of integrity (praise?)
well  there's a good discussion 4
question how short contribution
is a short story
what do you think
oh that's right SO discussion 2
it's it's as though contribution
he is play acting
yes yes that's discussion 2
right look how contribution
economically it's
done there and
yes that's right discussion 2
and again look just contribution
a sentence
that's right discussion 2
contribution
lovely and again contribution to 1
it's picking up activity
(making/finishing a
story)
that's a super discussion 7
analysis there well contribution
done that table er
the things you
could do with the
children
that's an discussion 4
interesting one and contribution?
i this short story
doesn't actually
27
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Law (Criminal law)

Main activity: discussion

Words of praise situation number of words use
in praise

mm thanks James discussion 4

that's a great point contribution

er one thing about

well erimean discussion 5

that's an argument contribution

although it is

slightly odd isn't

to base criminal

liability on a duty

that's right discussion 2
contribution

good okay a coup discussion 1
contribution

mm yeah well that's discussion 19

the way Stephanie's contributions

suggested and its i

think its its almost

the natural way of

doing it i think

Laura's way er is

probably the better

way

okay le-, let's cut discussion 27

through this we're contributions

having great

arguments for the

defence and the

prosecution here and

these are exactly

the sorts of

arguments that we'd

hear in court in

this case  but of

course when we're

doing the problem

our job is to play

the role of the

judge

yes that's right SO discussion 2

so the manslaughter contribution

that's right yes er discussion 2
contribution

ah very good has he discussion
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coer itted (sic)

contribu

tion

well good the case discussion 1
is Bainbridge the contribution
good yeah it doesn't discussion 1
matter if he's contribution
indifferent
good yeah and what discussion 1
does advertent contribution
recklessness
good okay we have a discussion 1
time framing problem contribution
here
good yes well we've discussion 1
looked at sources contribution
end
yes good point discussion 2

contribution
that's right started discussion 2
the fire contribution
accidentally
he can't can he discussion 2
you're right the law contribution
is uncertain in this
area

75

Psychology (territoriality and sexual behaviors)
Main activity: discussion (+tgame?)

] in

Words of praise situation number of words usec
praise
territory good for in the context of 3
you game, student’s
choosing “territory”
over “sex”
I mean you're right discussion 4
if you contribution
that's a good point discussion 6
as well contribution
that is a good discussion 4
point there contribution
that's a good point discussion 4
er are contribution
well that's i mean discussion 12

that's a good
that's a good point
again

contribution

well there's a good

discussion

319



point made there contribution
about
right yeah that's a discussion 4
good point  humans contribution
well  perhaps you're discussion 3
right perhaps contribution
good yeah go on discussion 4

contribution
that's a good point discussion 5
actually contribution
that's a good i discussion 9
mean that's a good contribution
point a

66

Social policy and social work (unemployment and ftba

Main activity: discussion

Words of praise situation number of words used
in praise

right so that's a discussion 14

good so let's contribution

follow that example

through because

that's actually a

good one

Manufacturing (production simulation)

Main activity: unknown

Words of praise situation number of words used
in praise

that's it alright segue—some sort of 2

very nice  so classroom activity

everybody

Biology

Biology (student presentations)

Main activity: presentations

No praise found
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Appendix C: Semantic Analyses

Appendix C -1 Adjectives found in adjectival praiseand the nouns they

modify(number of occurrences)

accurate

awake

alive

(not) bad (3) answer
asumption

best ones

better way

brave attempt

brilliant (4)

clear (2) position

cool

elegant (2) attempt
solution

excellent (14) presentation(s) 2

exemplary (1) plan

fascinating (2) idea

fine (4)

fruitful area

genius

good (104) answer (2)
piece of work
talk
job (3)
example
suggestion
question (2)
one
point (12)
thing
description
idea
poetic
sort of appendix
plan
effort (2)
start
form

great (11) point
arguments
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important (4) subject (2)

impressive (5)

interesting (18) guestion (20
idea
guestion
comparison
point
one (2)

lovely

natural way of doing it

nice (2) one

OK

positive

right (80) things
words

track (“You're on
the right track”

sensible (3)

significant (2) analysis
strong ones
super (2)

true (4)

adjectival praise: 280
33 different adjectives used

Appendix C-2 Verbs used in verbal praise

impress (6)

like (2)

be pleased (2)

verbal praise: 10
3 different verbs used

Appendix C-3: Adverbs used in adverbial praise, wit the nouns they modify

well (12) voiced
clearly voiced
outstanding done
great coming
eloquently

adverbial praise 22

5 different adverbs used
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Appendix D: Syntactic Patterns

| INTENS

absolutely (5)

total: 5

(INTENS) (ADJ)
brilliant (2)
excellent (9)
fine
good (29)
great
interesting
lovely
not bad
right (25)
true

very good (12)

very genius

very interesting (5)

absolutely right (2)

pretty good

very sensible

very nice

total: 99

(INTENS) ADV
well done (10)
total: 10
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| ADJ NP

fascinating idea

good point

good effort

good point

nice one

good start

total: 6

DET (INTENS) ADJ NP

two very strong | ones
things

lots of right in there

total: 2
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(I think) NP COP (INTENS) ADJ
@i think) | your argument S right
i think it S good,
i think | that S right (4)
that was excellent
i think that S true
i think | that S exactly right
i think that S quite right
i think it was really clear
i think it representsa very good
i think | you were very sensible
i think | that S quite a good
i think kathleen's point IS really important
I think | the example you've showed is very sigaific
i think the reasoning you've got here 5 right
i thought| it was absolutely | fascinating
i thought| your answers were pretty good
i thought| it was brilliant
thought impressive as a
i that you were quite group
thought| watching the team planning and
i that everything was very impressive
I think | you were right
I thought| that was very impressive
I thought| your plan was fantastic
i think you re on the right track
it was impressive
it S interesting
it was great
that S brilliant
that S cool
that S excellent (2)
that S fine (2)
that S good (5)
that S great (5)
that S interesting (2)
that S lovely wonderful
that S right (29)
that S true
they are super
interesting,
it was extemely | comprehensive
it sounds fine
that was quite good
that S really good (2)
it was really good to watch
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that was very good
that S very good (2)
that S very interesting
that was really positive
that S absolutely right (2)
that seems all right
that S probably | right
that S absolutely true
that was quite impressive

would
that seem very sensible
which was guite quite good
which is really good
which was very good
you were really close
you re absolutelyl right
you quite right
you re right (2)
you were accurate
you re right

really

you were really good

sounds okay
somebody S awake and alive
your planning and review and
everything was exemplary
the examples you've just quoted are very Sigamt
the points you made about
contestable markets were good

total: 113
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(I think) NP COP (DET) (INTENS ADJ NP
that S good effort
that S an interesting one
that S a good answer
it S not a bad answer
that is a good suggestion
that S a good guestion
there S a good question
that S a good one
that S an interesting one
it S a good point
that S a good point (8)
there S a good point
thing to
that S a good suggest
that S a very interesting  point
that S a good description
that S a great point
that was an excellent presentatio
it S a (quite) good answer
it was a really elegant solution
that S a good idea
that S a pretty good piece of wol
that S a really interesting idea
that S a really interesting comparison
that S a super analysis
that S a very interesting queston
a really clear position
it S a good poetic
one of
[ think | that S the best ones
i think | laura'sway | is the better way
has
i think | this been a very fruitful area
would example of
innoculation| be a very good that
i think | that S a good point
total: 40
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| (1 think) NP VP (DET) (INTENS) ADJ (NP)
you ve done a good
sort of
you did a good appendix
such
you ve raised an important| subject
haved
you touched a very important  subject
you did two excellent| presentationg
who ve given us a very good talk
were well on
you the way to a good plan
you ve used all the right words
we re having great arguments
brave and
[ thought] it was a very elegant attempt
[ thought| both sides did a very good job
form to your
[ thought| you both had good goqggresentation
[ think | you did a very good job
I thought| you did a good job (2)
[ thought| you did a very good job
what you're
[ think pointing to IS an interestingquestion
total:19
I (INTENS) LIKE (NP)
i like that bit |
[ ‘m very impressed | by all your poetics
m
[ impressed | by the word respect turning|up
[ “‘m very impresssed
was
[ impressed | by your structure
[ like the idea
was
[ impressed | by that
[ ‘m very pleased with your results
quite with the way these arguments
we should feel | pleased went
was
[ impressed | by that
total:10




(I think) NP VP ADV
voiced
you it there | very well| clearly
you have it
have
some of you done simply outstanding
has
almost everyone done very well
someone S got it
that was (done) (well)
that works well
you works well
S great so
it coming far
I think | you did very well
eloquently
I think | the one thing you didwell
I thought| the one thing you digdmuch better
total: 13

Others:

You were well on your way to achieving your objeet

Other people think you are contributing

You were working as a team

I'd be interested to hear from Miriam because stieadly thought she was in the wrong
group and then actually seemed to become to grtmthie role

nearly there

that's something that not many people realize

that’s the thing with good things if they happea tham tend to make them happen
you had realized the numbers were not necessgdigg to be one to six

you were still you were already thinking about hgou were working together and that’s
more important than actually getting the contemts loucket

two very wide-ranging presentations of the follogvimaterial

well er | mean that’s an argument

it's almost the natural way of doing it

these are exactly the sorts of arguments that fwegd in court.

hold on to those

go on, give them a clap
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Appendix E: List of classes, main disciplinary area, and main

activity

name of class name of course BASI disciplinary || activity
category| area*
Black British British and AH SP Guest speaker
writing comparative cultural
studies
Greek and Roman| Classics and ancient | AH SP Guest speaker
Coins history
The Cuban Comparative AH SP group
Revolution American Studies presentations +
discussion
Modes of English and AH SP poetry activity +
writing:Poetics comparative literary group discussion
studies
Textual English and AH SP group discussion
Studies:Nietzsche | philosophy
Beauty and The | Film and television | AH SP group discussion
Thin Red Line studies
Institutional Art History AH SP group discussion
critiqgue
The medical History AH SP presentations +
marketplace discussion
Analysis exercise: | Japanese studies AH SP presentations
Merry Christmas, discussion
Mr. Lawrence
Arts’ sponsorship | Theatre Studies AH SP discussion
seminar
Not analyzed: Biology LS Biology presentations
Third-year student
presentations
Trauma LWMS LS HA presentations +
discussion
Consultation skills | Primary Care and LS HA guest speakers +
research General Practice discussion
pre-operative LWMS LS HA student
assessment: shock presentations+
discussion
Bone and joint LWMS LS HA student
infection, chronic presentations +
painful hip, low discussion
back pain
Polyarthritis LWMS LS HA student
presentations +
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discussion

ne

ne

t

Haemotological LWMS LS HA student

malignancy presentations +
discussion

Anaemias, purpura LWMS LS HA teacher

and Venous presentation +

thrombosis student
presentation
+discussion

Heart failure, LWMS LS HA student

hypertension presentations +
discussion

Continual LWMS SL HA teacher

assessment for the presentations +

critical methods discussion

course

not analyzed: Chemistry PS HP review for test

Radiation and with prepared

photochemistry questions

not analyzed: Chemistry PS HP cooperation

Pipeline gameno

not analyzed: Chemistry PS HP cooperation gan

Blindfold numbers

not analyzed: Chemistry PS HP cooperation gan

Toxic Waste

Q&A Engineering PS HA review with
prepared
guestions

Introduction to Statistics PS HA students

Health Service practicing with
SPSS

M. Engineering Engineering PS HA students presen

project meeting project and get
feedback from
instructors

Preparing a English and PS SP going over stude

literature review | comparative literary writing in class

studies

Not transcribed: | Meteorology PS HP (unknown)

Current weather

Observing clouds | Meteorology PS HP lecture

from space and the

ground

Using video tapes | Centre for English SS SA discussion

in ELT Language Education

Gender and Centre for the study | SS SA discussion

Globalisation of women and gendey

Industrial Economics SS SA presentations +
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economic analysis

discussion

Curriculum
studies: teaching
short stories at key
stage 2

Education

SS

SA

discussion

Globalisation and
the environment

Globalisation and
regionalisation

SS

SA

discussion

Criminal law:
accomplice
liability

Law

SS

SA

discussion

“built in” social
behaviours in
territoriality and
sexual behaviours

Psychology

SS

SA

discussion

Contemporary
Health Issues:
Unemployment
and Health

Social policy and
social work

SS

SA

discussion

production
simulation

manufacturing

SS

SA

discussion

Japan and the Gul

f East Asian studies

War Crisis

SS

SP

discussion

*AH= Arts and humanities

LS= Life and Med

ical Sciences

PS= Physical Sciences
SS= Social Sciences

*SP= soft pure
HP= hard pure
HA=hard applied
SA=soft applied
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