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ABSTRACT 
 

Interactions between instructors and students in the foreign language (FL) 

classroom have been researched from various angles, among others, in the fields of 

discourse analysis and conversation analysis (Markee, 2015a). While research has shown 

that classroom interactions facilitate learning (Walsh, 2011), an in-depth semantic 

perspective is rarely adopted. This study investigates how instructors at a private 

university in the United States support the co-construction of both language and content 

knowledge through their oral interactions with learners in a German FL class while 

discussing a magazine article. A systemic functional linguistics (SFL) framework has 

been used for the qualitative analysis of discourse semantics and lexicogrammar in 

classroom discourse. SFL was chosen due to its functional view of linguistic resources. 

Specifically, the concepts of SPEECH FUNCTIONS, MOOD, CLAUSE COMPLEX, and 

TRANSITIVITY informed the analysis of transcribed observations of three content- and 

language-integrated FL classrooms. The analysis was triangulated with semi-structured 

interviews with the respective instructor. 

The analysis of SPEECH FUNCTIONS reveals that the discourse semantic moves 

of registering, elaborating, and extending can be particularly effective in the elicitation of 

knowledge. Furthermore, clarifying and confronting rejoinder moves seem to play an 

important role for the co-construction of knowledge. As far as linguistic realizations are 
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concerned, all three instructors use a type of mitigation strategy for giving commands. 

The MOOD analysis shows that questions are usually congruently realized as wh- and 

polar interrogatives. On the syntactic level, instructors use less projection in their 

CLAUSE COMPLEXES than their students, who seem to quote the text as support for their 

statements. Finally, the TRANSITIVITY analysis demonstrates the instructors’ individual 

differences and their flexibility in word choices, despite the overlap of instructional 

materials. This research suggests a stronger focus on the effect of different discourse 

semantic moves and their linguistic realizations in teacher training and pedagogical 

practices for fostering more productive classroom communications. For example, an 

increased use of rejoinder moves can encourage the co-construction of content and 

language knowledge. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Classroom interaction is not only the center of all classroom activity (Cazden, 

2001), but interaction is also “at the heart of learning” (Walsh, 2011, p. 50). Given its 

importance for language development, it is surprising that the investigation of spoken 

language in an educational context has only gained popularity as a field of research 

within the last quarter of the 20th century, while the written mode had received attention 

a while before that (Halliday, 1994). A detailed look at teacher–student interaction, thus, 

seems necessary to understand how language works and how instructors use language to 

teach a foreign language and cultural content through it.  

Two of the most widely deployed analytical methods that can be used to study 

classroom interaction and demonstrate what is actually happening in literacy events in the 

classroom are discourse analysis (DA) and conversation analysis (CA). Both methods 

will be introduced in further detail in Chapter 1, but as far as the former is concerned, the 

term ‘discourse’ has different definitions, depending on the respective discipline and its 

goal. A more traditional understanding of the term, which originated in linguistics, 

regards discourse as the largest unit of textual analysis, which consists of a combination 

of spoken or written sentences, morphemes, and phonemes that form a larger, but 

organized unit of text. However, for the purpose of my own research, I will refer to a 

more functional—rather than structural—definition, which was developed in the fields of 

linguistic anthropology, sociology, text linguistics, and critical discourse analysis 

(Markee, 2015b). In these disciplines, “discourse is viewed as language in context” 

(Markee, 2015b, p. 5). In line with this understanding of the term, discourse analysis is, 

thus, defined as “the study of how language-in-use is affected by the context of its use” 
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(Rymes, 2016, p. 5; highlight in the original), or, in other words, how context and 

discourse influence each other.  

Another linguistic approach that stresses the importance and inseparability of 

context and discourse—or, in more general terms, language—is Systemic Functional 

Linguistics (SFL). This theory of language focuses, as its name suggests, in particular on 

the function that language accomplishes in social interaction (Christie, 1999). Mainly 

developed by the social semiotic linguist Michael Halliday since the 1960, this approach 

to language has been developed on the basis of modern English and has its origins in 

Australia (Eggins, 2004). Due to its focus on the functional role of linguistic resources for 

meaning making, SFL offers a productive approach to the study of language in 

instructional contexts. In the past two decades, there has been an increase in publications 

using concepts that derive from SFL, such as SPEECH FUNCTIONS, CLAUSE COMPLEX, 

or TRANSITIVITY (which will be explained in the framework chapter), and applying 

them to the analysis of language use in classrooms (see e.g., Christie’s [2002] Classroom 

discourse analysis).  

Despite the usefulness of both more traditional linguistic approaches, such as DA 

and CA, and SFL, which can be seen in the constant growth of the body of research in 

these domains, the combination of both for the analysis of language use has not yet 

gained much attention. This study, which was conducted in a very specific context of an 

advanced German class at a private US university, is an attempt to bring both traditions 

together and gain insights into the use of language to co-construct knowledge in the 

foreign language (FL) classroom.  
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To build this bridge between different disciplines, this study applies SFL concepts 

on different levels of delicacy of language use—discourse semantics and 

lexicogrammar—to gain insights into the ways language is used in the FL classroom to 

co-construct knowledge. This dissertation is organized as follows: Chapter 1 presents a 

review of the existing literature on the analysis of classroom discourse. More specifically, 

it begins with a brief introduction to the work of Vygotsky and the Sociocultural Theory 

(SCT), which is the approach assumed by this study. The main part of the chapter is 

divided into two parts: first, interactional approaches to the analysis of classroom 

discourse, which includes both CA and DA; and second, since the primary focus is the 

co-construction of knowledge, knowledge-based approaches to the analysis of classroom 

discourse.  

Chapter 2 gives an introduction to SFL and the theoretical framework that is used 

in this study, since the analytical basis is grounded in SFL concepts. Consequently, the 

four concepts applied in this study are described individually; they are SPEECH 

FUNCTIONS, MOOD, CLAUSE COMPLEX, and TRANSITIVITY.  

Chapter 3 presents the study design including the four research questions and the 

methodological approach. It also goes into more detail about the context in which the 

collection of data was carried out, introduces the participants, and explains how the four 

previously described SFL concepts were applied to code and analyze the collected data. 

Chapter 4 combines the results and discussion section of this dissertation for each 

analysis individually. That is, after a short presentation of the results, the most relevant 

findings are discussed and connected to applicable findings in DA/CA.  
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The final chapter, Chapter 5, begins with a summary of the most interesting findings and 

their implications. An explanation of the limitations of this study follows this summary. 

The chapter concludes this dissertation with directions for future research to encourage 

the continued expansion of studies that use SFL and DA/CA to analyze classroom 

discourse.   
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CHAPTER 1  
Literature Review 

 

The overall purpose of this review is to examine how previous research in the 

field of discourse analysis (DA) and conversation analysis (CA) has contributed to our 

understanding of classroom interaction and language learning. The chapter begins with a 

short overview of the sociocultural approach, which is the perspective that this study 

assumes, as it views the teacher and the student as participants who are both responsible 

for co-constructing knowledge. Another reason for taking a sociocultural perspective is 

based on the fact that this study uses methodology from systemic functional linguistics, 

whose “approach to language is,” in line with Bartlett (2017) “clearly socioculturally 

oriented” (p. 376). Since it is important to know what ‘knowledge’ and ‘learning’ 

actually mean in the context of second language acquisition, the introduction to the 

sociocultural approach is followed by a clarification of these terms. The rest of this 

chapter keeps the focus on qualitative and primarily descriptive research of classroom 

discourse within the sociocultural theoretical tradition, but goes into more detail about the 

interactional approaches that are the most common for analyzing classroom interaction: 

conversation analysis and discourse analysis.  

While discussing previous research in both fields—discourse analysis as well as 

conversation analysis—this chapter focuses, in particular, on the role the teacher plays in 

organizing and shaping classroom talk and interaction for student learning. In addition to 

these two interactional approaches, this chapter also outlines knowledge-based 

approaches to the analysis of classroom discourse. More specifically, developed by Basil 

Bernstein (2000), the sociologically grounded theory of horizontal and vertical discourses 

as well as of contrasting knowledge structures, which exist within the latter discourse, 
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will be introduced. The chapter closes with another knowledge-based approach, which 

combines this theory about knowledge structures with concepts from systemic functional 

linguistics, which is semantic waves.  

 

1.1 The Sociocultural Approach 

There are, of course, different approaches and theories about (language) learning, 

but the one that will be predominantly in focus here is qualitative research from the 

sociocultural approach. Based on Vygotsky’s (1978) claim that language learning, or 

learning in general, is an individual appropriation that results from an interactional 

exchange with an interlocutor, this approach actually has its roots in Marxist theory, 

which stresses the fundamentally social component of human consciousness (Thorne & 

Hellermann, 2015). Knowledge is, thus, a social construct created through language use 

(Muhonen, Rasku–Puttonen, Pakarinen, Poikkeus, & Lerkkanen, 2016). That means that 

especially oral interaction plays a major role in the (language) learning process, since it 

serves as a scaffold as interlocutors collaborate to co-construct knowledge, which is then 

internalized as a result of deeper processing that occurs through language production 

(Canese, 2008; Cazden, 2001; Thoms, 2012; Thorne & Hellermann, 2015).  

With a closer look at the learning process, it is important to note that learning is 

initially an external social process that later develops into an internal psychological one 

(Lantolf, 2012). The first step in building learners’ repertoires of resources that they can 

use in another context in the future is imitation. Consequently, the teacher as the expert in 
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the exchange plays a vital role in modeling a certain element of talk.1 However, in this 

framework, imitation is not simply copying what another person, or the teacher, said. It 

also involves an individual effort from the student who uses a given structure in order to 

make meaning in a new context (Lantolf, 2012).  

The teacher’s role in this exchange is twofold: on the one hand, as just described, 

their talk in the target language functions as a model for the student, and on the other 

hand, they scaffold students’ learning process and zone of proximal development (ZPD), 

which is defined as “the distance between the actual developmental level as determined 

by independent problem solving and the level of potential development as determined 

through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable 

peers” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86). The ZPD consequently plays an important role not only 

in social interaction in general, but also in the feedback a learner receives in the process 

of scaffolding by an expert in particular, because such feedback needs to be adjusted to 

the learner’s potential abilities to be effective (Lantolf, 2012).  

The concept of the ZPD emerged in the 20th century alongside another, opposing 

one by Jean Piaget. In contrast to Piaget, one of the most influential theorists of cognitive 

development in the 20th century (Mercer, 1995), Vygotsky’s concept relies on a 

participation structure of expert–novice in a variety of different settings, such as, parent–

child, peer–peer, or teacher–student interaction, and it has been applied in research on 

whole class teaching as well as individual development. In this aspect, Vygotsky’s 

                                                
1 It should also be mentioned that the expert is not necessarily the teacher. As research 
has shown, learners can be as successful as experts in scaffolding a fellow student 
(Thorne & Hellermann, 2015), but since this study focuses on teacher–student 
interactions, an in particular, on the teacher’s role in the exchange and knowledge 
creation, student–student interactions will be excluded from the discussion. 
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approach differs from Piaget’s belief that tasks should not go beyond a learner’s level of 

development so that they are able to solve a task without an expert helping them. The 

interference of an expert would, according to Piaget, hinder a learner from completely 

understanding the task at hand (Mercer, 1995; Piaget, 1970), while Vygotsky was 

convinced that “an activity which learners can do without any help is unlikely to be 

stretching their intellectual capabilities” (Mercer, 1995, p. 72). Vygotsky, therefore, 

justifies the role of the teacher as an expert in instructional contexts and in the joint 

construction of knowledge, while Piaget does not ascribe a necessary role to an expert in 

a learner’s cognitive development. For that reason, since the purpose of this research is to 

show how teachers and students co-construct knowledge, Vygotsky’s approach seems to 

be more appropriate and will be assumed in this study. 

While much research has been done on the novice’s learning process and 

knowledge construction, Thorne and Hellermann (2015) mention that, more recently, 

there has been a shift in the use of the ZPD that now foregrounds the teacher (or expert), 

rather than the novice, as the person in control of scaffolding learning. This shift in focus 

where the topic of enquiry moves from only focusing on ‘learning’ to an emphasis on 

‘teaching-and-learning’ as a whole necessitates an analysis of how knowledge is socially 

constructed through language and to the study of language use as a social mode of 

thinking, to use a term by Neil Mercer (1995), an important name in sociocultural 

discourse analysis and knowledge construction. His term stresses the fact that a dialogic 

exchange is not just a communicative activity, but also a joint intellectual one. In this 

regard, Mercer’s (1995) term is in line with what Hall and Walsh (2002) describe as the 

establishment of a common body of knowledge in teacher–student conversations. 
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1.2 Interactional Approaches to the Analysis of Classroom Discourse 

One way of showing how exactly this type of social learning occurs in classroom 

interactions is discourse analysis, as it gives insights into how language is used to 

accomplish learning, as Hall (2001) points out: 

Understanding classroom discourse helps us understand how the practices 
of a classroom contribute to the construction of knowledge. Since oral 
communication is both a primary medium of learning and an object of 
pedagogical attention in foreign language classrooms, the discourse of 
these classrooms plays an especially significant role in shaping learners’ 
understanding of, and ability to, communicate in the target language. (p. 
78) 
 

Consequently, language use, particularly expert/teacher–student interactions, is a 

particularly fruitful aspect to look at in FL/L2 classrooms. Research on classroom 

interaction, and more specifically on dialogic pedagogies, not only shows connections 

between interaction and, among others, fostering students’ linguistic and cognitive 

development, but has demonstrated growing interest in this area in the past few decades 

(Haneda, 2017).  

However, discourse analysis is only one of several approaches. Walsh (2011) 

distinguishes between three main approaches to the study of classroom interaction: (a) 

interaction analysis, (b) discourse analysis, and (c) conversation analysis. Interaction 

analysis is a quantitative approach that focuses on the frequency of speech units and how 

they relate to each other (Shedletsky, 2009). Therefore, interaction analysis will not be 

used in this qualitative study. Besides, it has some limitations aside from its quantitative 

focus, among which Sert (2015) mentions the following: First, if a teacher’s correction 

hinders learning opportunities at one point, while it might be useful at another point in the 

lesson, interaction analysists “fail to acknowledge different contextual needs for teachers 
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and students in different contexts” (p. 15); second, the researcher’s predetermined 

categories steer the look at the data in a certain direction, while this study is rather taking 

a bottom-up approach with the video recording and transcript and as the basis of the 

analysis; third, the researchers’ interpretations are prioritized, rather than what teachers 

and students are actually doing; and fourth, silences or embodied resources are not taken 

into consideration if they are not part of the predetermined categories for the analysis. 

These limitations were part of the reason why DA became popular (Sert, 2015) and why I 

will not apply interaction analysis as an approach, as it seems to be too predisposed and 

inflexible for the purpose of my study. However, both conversation analysis and 

discourse analysis are well established qualitative approaches to study classroom 

discourse and teacher–student interaction and will be outlined in the following, starting 

with conversation analysis.  

 

1.2.1 Conversation analysis. 
 

1.2.1.1 Characteristics of the approach. 
 

Conversation analysis has its roots in ethnomethodology and is, for example, 

associated with the work of sociologists Harvey Sacks and Emanuel Schegloff in the 

early 1960s (Sert, 2015). One of the aspects that makes conversation analysis a unique 

approach and that differentiates it from other ones, such as discourse analysis—as will be 

explained at a later point—concerns the way it conceptualizes context. Schegloff (1987) 

was the first to clearly address this difference and describe the CA position, which is, as 

Markee (2015b) puts it “that CA accounts of interaction are simultaneously—and without 

contradiction—context-free (of macro context) and context-dependent (on the micro, 
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sequential details of talk)” (p. 13). In other words, for a CA the larger context in which 

the speaking event takes place is not of any importance, because everything that is 

relevant for analysis has to be revealed in the data itself. Furthermore, talk from a CA 

perspective can also be described as generally context sensitive, in that it takes into 

account the immediate context of the conversation (the micro context), and as context 

renewing, because each turn sets specific expectations for the subsequent one (Markee & 

Kunitz, 2015). Considering its focus on the context that is established within talk-in-

interaction, it is not surprising that the transcription in CA is usually much more detailed 

than in discourse analysis and includes not only talk but also nonverbal conduct, also 

referred to as suprasegmentals (Sert, 2015).  

 Due to the exclusion of macro context, the approach is bottom-up, which means 

that the basis for research is the transcript, and findings are derived from the data without 

any a priori assumptions or theories on the basis of which data might be collected or 

selected (Sert, 2015). In this aspect, CA clearly contrasts the top-down approach 

interaction analysis takes. This also means that CA has an emic orientation, that is, it is 

participant-relevant as opposed to researcher-oriented (Huth, 2011; Markee & Kunitz, 

2015). The only assumption in CA that is generally made about data beforehand is that 

there is a certain order and method according to which talk unfolds sequentially. This 

assumption explains why “[t]he nature of turn-taking in talk-in-interaction is at the heart 

of CA” (Sert, 2015, p. 18). What this sequential nature means, can be explained by the 

three premises underlying this concept: (a) the current turn builds on its immediately 

preceding one, (b) the current turn aims at a subsequent action in its following turn, and 

(c) the current turn displays that the speaker reacts to and understood the prior turn (Hall, 
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2010). In order to analyze this sequential nature of talk-in-interaction, conversation 

analysts usually divide it up into turn constructional units (TCUs) and transition 

relevance places (TRPs). The former concerns the identification of turns, whereas the 

latter refers to moments that open up the floor to the possibility for another speaker to 

take over. Consequently, there can be multiple TCUs and TRPs in one single turn-at-talk 

(Sert, 2015). Within sequencing and in addition to turn-taking, CA research has, for 

example, also focused on adjacency pairs, such as a question–answer sequence, or 

repairs, which are divided into four different kinds: self-initiated self-repair, self-initiated 

other-repair, other-initiated self-repair, and other-initiated other-repair (Sert, 2015). 

 
1.2.1.2 Conversation analysis in instructional contexts. 

 
CA offers a particularly useful approach to study L2/FL classroom interaction due 

to its focus on details of talk and nonverbal conduct, which can, for example influence 

turn-taking and getting the floor (Cazden, 2001), and which will be shown in more detail 

in the discussion of discourse analysis. This allows for a very detailed analysis of talk-in-

interaction as it evolves on a turn-by-turn basis, but also of how language knowledge is 

introduced and used in context, especially if CA is combined with more usage-based 

approaches, including cognitive and interactional linguistics (Hall, 2010). As 

Negueruela–Azarola et al. (2015) demonstrate in their study using video data, such rich 

multimodal data can be very important for a close analysis. They showed that, in 

particular, gesture plays an oftentimes overlooked but major role in the L2 classroom. As 

Sert (2015) noted, one of the first studies using CA to analyze classroom discourse was 

by McHoul (1978), who compared classroom discourse and conversational turn-taking 

patterns in the context of formal and informal talk, and found that the different 
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participation rights of teacher and students as well as their way of taking turns linked the 

talk in classrooms with the formal register. Apart from turn-taking, sequence organization 

and repair have been the focus of analysis in CA (Hall, 2010). Described as ground-

breaking (Sert, 2015), Markee’s (2000) publication titled Conversation Analysis was very 

influential in terms of analyzing and understanding SLA behaviors. He showed, for 

example, what characterizes turns in traditional classrooms (e.g., pre-allocation, long 

turns by the teacher, etc.).   

 Nevertheless, it has been argued that CA is an unfavorable approach for SLA, 

because it allegedly cannot demonstrate learning due to its anchoring in social sciences, 

whereas learning is a cognitive process. However, Markee and Kunitz (2015) address this 

issue and show that there are two approaches CA scholars have taken to respond to how 

learning can be conceptualized from a CA perspective: (a) a developmental and (b) a 

purist CA perspective. While the former combined CA with other theories and concepts, 

such as situated learning theory, sociocultural theory, or language socialization, the latter 

rejects theories outside of CA. Purist researchers, nonetheless, demonstrate implications 

for SLA in that their findings point toward the possibility of a non-cognitive aspect of 

learning, which means “that there is a systematic, social order of organization that is 

independent of psycholinguistic accounts of cognition, mind, and learning as underlying, 

individual mental phenomena that allegedly generate ‘surface’ manifestations of 

cognition” (Markee & Kunitz, 2015, p. 430).  

 Sert (2015) points out another benefit of CA when analyzing the sequential nature 

of talk-in-interaction, in particular, when it comes to question–answer adjacency pairs, 

which are, as has been determined, generally the basis of the recitation script. According 
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to him, the advantage of CA is that it “enables us to understand how interactants make 

sense of the questions asked, and how this is achieved on a sequential basis by at the 

same time constantly orienting to institutional goals” (p. 24). This explains why 

sequencing is so important in CA.  

 Another study demonstrating how CA can promote our understanding of 

classroom interaction is Seedhouse (2004). He identified four different contexts of 

interaction that differ in their respective purpose and show differences in terms of their 

turn-taking and sequential structure: (a) form-and-accuracy, which is a rather formal way 

of teaching with a focus on correct language use; (b) meaning-and-fluency, which 

focuses on the fluent expression of personal meanings and less on accuracy; (c) task-

oriented, which is based on empirical data from the task-in-process and thus shows the 

students’ focus on a task in the data; and (d) procedural context, the only obligatory 

context, which refers to the instructor’s goal “to transmit procedural information to the 

students concerning the classroom activities which are to be accomplished in the lesson” 

(Seedhouse, 2004, p. 133). His findings reveal the reflexive relationship that exists 

between pedagogy and interaction, since the employed interactional patterns differed 

from one context to another. Furthermore, Sert (2015) highlights the fact that there is no 

need for CA to include the macro context, because the institutional context manifests in 

the talk itself, which means, it is not the places or roles and identities that make a given 

interaction institutional, but the participants’ adherence to an agenda that is specific to a 

specific institution.   
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1.2.2 Discourse analysis. 
 
 Apart from conversation analysis, the approach that is most frequently used to 

investigate classroom discourse is discourse analysis, which will be discussed in this 

section. After outlining the specific characteristics of the approach in order to distinguish 

it from the previously described approach, this section will go into more detail with 

regard to common concepts in discourse analysis, which are conversational structure, 

participants and their roles, teacher talk in instructional conversations, listenership, 

cultural differences, contextualization cues, and frames.  

 
 1.2.2.1 Characteristics of the approach. 
 

Depending on the specific approach researchers take, discourse analysis builds on 

a multitude of disciplinary fields and takes a variety of different perspectives (e.g., 

Bloome, Carter, Christian, Otto, & Shuart–Faris, 2005; Kleifgen, 2008). For that reason, 

it is not surprising that Deborah Schiffrin (1994) mentions the interdisciplinary nature of 

discourse analysis in the introduction to her influential work Approaches to Discourse, 

which differentiates various approaches to the linguistic analysis of discourse, including 

speech act theory, interactional sociolinguistics, ethnography of communication 

pragmatics, and conversation analysis. This can also be seen in Markee’s (2015a) 

handbook, which gives a comprehensive overview of the research on classroom discourse 

and interaction, including many different perspectives, such as the educational, cognitive 

interactionist, sociocultural, language socialization, conversation analysis, and critical 

theory tradition, which all influence and borrow their methodological tools from each 

other (Markee, 2015b). To give an example, this interdisciplinary connectedness is also 

apparent in the approach that Bloome et al. (2005) take to study classroom language and 
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literacy events, because it draws not only on research from sociolinguistic ethnography, 

which is also known as the ethnography of communication, but also on  

related discussions of language and culture, including humanistic 
linguistics; anthropological studies of narrative and poetics; the New 
Literacy Studies; ethnomethodology; critical discourse analysis; the 
literary discussions of language that evolved from the work of Mikhail 
Bakhtin, V. I. Volosinov, Walter Benjamin, and Raymond Williams; and 
the cultural critiques and social theories that evolved from the work of 
W.E.B. Dubois and Michel de Certeau, as well as the work of educational 
researchers who have been engaged in discourse analysis from similar 
perspectives. (Bloome et al., 2005, p. 2)  
 

This example is meant to illustrate the fact that discourse analysis should not be regarded 

as an independent area of research, but that it, in fact, connects a multitude of different 

fields. This should be kept in mind in the discussion of the most important characteristics 

of discourse analysis below.  

 The aforementioned ethnography of communication, which goes back to Dell 

Hymes, one of the pioneers in the field of sociolinguistics, is based on the argument that 

language and communication should not be studied in isolation, but always in their social 

context (Cazden, 2001; Kleifgen, 2008). Hymes’s foundational work was further 

developed in the 1970s and already then, it was applied to different contexts, such as 

classroom research in Functions of Language in the Classroom (1972), which was a 

collaboration of Hymes with Courtney Cazden and Vera John (Kleifgen, 2008). This 

publication laid the foundation for the development of discourse analysis.  

Drawing on Hymes’s ethnography of communication and the developing 

methodology of discourse analysis, the work of linguistic anthropologist John Gumperz 

has been very influential in different research areas within linguistics. One of his most 

insightful contributions is his concept of contextualization cues, that is, “any feature of 
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linguistic form that contributes to the signaling of contextual presuppositions” (Gumperz, 

1982a, p. 131). That means, interlocutors use contextualization cues, their shared 

understanding of the social context of the situation they are in at that moment as well as 

their expectations of future actions, to make sense of each other’s utterances (Bloome et 

al., 2005; Gordon, 2015). For interaction, conversation, or discourse analysts, this 

theoretical concept provides a basis on which interpersonal exchanges—not limited to 

talk, but including verbal, nonverbal, and prosodic signals—can be described (Bloome et 

al., 2005). While Gumperz’s contributions are grounded in the field of sociolinguistics, 

they have been applied in bilingual education as well, because, among others, they 

provide a tool for describing people’s interpretation processes within discourse, which 

does not limit its relevance to a specific field, as it applies to every kind of human 

interaction. In particular, his two publications from 1982, Discourse Strategies (1982a) 

and Language and Social Identity (1982b), were influential for sociolinguists and 

scholars in the field of bilingual education alike, because both works thematize 

interethnic discourse in a multitude of contexts (Kleifgen, 2008).  

 Contextual variety does not only apply to contextualization cues, but also to 

frame, a well-established concept in discourse analysis that goes back to Bateson (1972) 

and was then further developed, for example, by sociologist Erving Goffman (Tannen & 

Wallat, 1993). Goffman’s work includes institutional talk and its participation structures, 

or who (concurrently) takes the floor, in terms of frames, but this concept has been 

applied to other discourse analytical contexts outside of institutional talk as well (Rymes, 

2016). Tannen and Wallat (1993) bring attention to the fact that the term ‘frame’ is 

generally used in two different ways: (a) in the tradition of Bateson (1972), it is 
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understood as “frames of interpretation” (Tannen & Wallat, 1993, p. 59); and (b) in the 

fields of artificial intelligence, cognitive psychology, or linguistic semantics, frame is 

related to knowledge structures and can mean, for example, ‘schemas’ (Tannen & Wallat, 

1993). Frames in Goffman’s (1974) sense are what defines a situation, that is, “the 

interactional and social contexts that surround individual utterances” (Rymes, 2016, p. 

180). Consequently, Goffman uses the term in a similar way to Bateson as frames of 

interpretation. 

Closely related to Goffman’s concept is the notion of footing, which should be 

mentioned here for a better understanding of frames and the process of framing. Gordon 

(2015) explains that “[a]s people create frames, they also construct footings, or 

alignments between one another as well as between themselves and what is said” (p. 

325). Goffman refers to these alignments between speakers and utterances as production 

format, which encompasses three different status roles: animator, author, and principal. 

While the animator stands for the medium that transmits a given utterance or message, 

the author is its actual originator or initiator who selected the specific words, and the 

principal is the person whose point of view is being established by these words 

(Goffman, 1981; see also Gordon, 2015; Rymes, 2016). These different status roles allow 

for a more detailed view on the relationship between a given message, its content, and 

how the speaker aligns with it, which is a helpful concept in many different settings.  

 To show how interaction unfolds in classroom settings, status roles are oftentimes 

investigated through the concepts of participant structure, participation structure and 

participation framework rather than analyzing speaker alignment between animator, 

author, and principal. Philips (1972, 1983) did some work on participant structures with 
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children in a specific classroom community and defined the term as “possible variations 

in structural arrangements of interaction . . . within the basic framework of teacher-

controlled interaction” (Philips, 1972, p. 377). The term participant structures, thus, 

describes the different constellations in which a teacher can interact with their students: 

(a) with the whole class, (b) with only some of the students as a group, and (c) with one 

individual student. This is what some other scholars (e.g., Bloome, 2015; Hall, 2001; 

Nassaji, 2013; Rymes, 2016) also call participation structure. Consequently, it seems like 

these two terms are sometimes used interchangeably. Goffman’s (1981) use of the term 

‘participation framework’ is related to both participant and participation structure, but it 

is less specific. It refers to all persons who could potentially take part in the conversation 

because of their proximity and ability to at least overhear an utterance.  

 A lot of research in the field of discourse analysis and in particular, research on 

classroom discourse and interaction has focused on participant structure from the 

perspective of turn-taking. Carole Edelsky (1993) addresses the difficulty of defining 

turns and explains that, due to different interpretations of the turn in different studies, the 

understanding of the term varies greatly: from the very technical approach of 

chronography, which “defines a turn as solo talk, beginning the instant one person starts 

to talk and ending prior to the instant someone else begins to talk alone” (p. 202), to 

defining it as the subjective state of mind based on the respective participant. However, 

the more technical definitions generally find wider acceptance among scholars (Edelsky, 

1993), as does the argument that ‘turn’ and ‘floor’ are distinct concepts, which cannot be 

used interchangeably, as some researchers have done in the past (Edelsky, 1993; Hayashi, 

1991). According to Hayashi (1991), floor is a “higher level of conversation structure” (p. 
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2) compared to turn and move and, consequently, is a broader concept than turn. In the 

context of participant structure, it should also be mentioned that some scholars, such as 

Frederick Erickson (1986) have focused on the role of the listener. This has often been 

overlooked or downplayed (McCarthy, 2003), but is, according to Erickson, an integral 

part of every conversation that can influence its outcome is how listeners behave in 

response to the communicative behavior of speakers.  

The speaker is not simply an information sender but is also an information 
receiver. Conversely, the listener is a sender as well as a receiver. 
Listening is an activity that is manifested in observable action. Since 
speakers take practical account of listening behavior as they produce oral 
discourse, the scholar needs to take it into account in studying the 
performance of speaking. (Erickson, 1986, p. 315) 
 

Consequently, both speakers and listeners should be regarded as active participants that 

influence each other’s behavior and communicative actions. For this reason, McCarthy 

(2003) prefers the term ‘listenership’ over ‘hearership’ to highlight the fact that there is 

an active engagement involved on the part of the listener, rather than a passive and 

accidental hearing of words.  

 

 1.2.2.2 Areas of research in classroom discourse analysis. 
 

Previous research on classroom interaction and FL/L2 learning has been 

conducted from three general perspectives. According to Hall (2001), they are: (a) input 

orientation, which is based on Krashen’s (1985) comprehensible input theory, according 

to which comprehension of presented materials is the key factor leading to acquisition; it 

includes research on input enhancement, form-focused talk, feedback, syntactic 

complexity, rate of speech, and utterance length; (b) negotiation orientation, which 

focuses on the role of negotiated interaction between students, including speech 
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modifications, such as, clarification requests, repetitions, recasts, and comprehension 

checks; and (c) output orientation, which goes back to Swain’s output hypothesis (1985) 

stressing the importance of student output for learning due to the possibility of noticing a 

gap, testing hypotheses, and reflecting on their language use as a result of output 

production. Each of these orientations has demonstrated benefits for student learning and 

emphasized the importance of raising students’ awareness of the learning goal (Hall, 

2001). For example, concerning input-focused studies, Ellis, Basturkmen, and Loewen 

(2001) compared preemptive and reactive focus-on-form episodes, and their main finding 

was that uptake was more likely if the student rather than the teacher initiated the focus 

on a specific linguistic form. In contrast, Foster and Ohta (2005) focused on negotiation 

of meaning between students in two different language classrooms: one was an 

intermediate English course at an adult college in London and the other was a third-year 

Japanese course at a U.S. university. Foster and Ohta found that these students use a large 

variety of moves to negotiate meaning that goes beyond the classic ‘three Cs,’ which are 

clarification requests, comprehension checks, and confirmation checks. In their study, 

learners were able to assist each other and build their ZPDs without a communication 

breakdown.  

More recently, quite a few studies with a negotiation orientation were conducted 

in telecollaborative settings; that is, interaction mediated by a computer. The advantage 

of telecollaborative exchanges, especially in a synchronous, text-based form is that there 

is a textual representation of the interaction, which shares certain features with face-to-

face communication. This is the case, for example, in a study by Bower and Kawaguchi 

(2011), which did not only include Synchronous Computer Mediated Communication 
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(SCMC) through chat, but also asynchronous communication through email. The 

students’ negotiation of meaning in the chats revealed, for example, that there was only 

infrequent implicit corrective feedback, but that negotiations were for the most part 

necessary because of miscommunications. Another study that focused on negotiations 

among students is by Hardy and Moore (2004). They examined and compared how 

students negotiated for meaning in tasks of different complexity depending on their 

respective structural support, which was categorized as either high or low. More 

specifically, structural support differed depending on the amount of linguistic 

information, on whether or not there was a given order for the different parts, or on 

whether a response was supposed to be simply selected or constructed. Based on the 

investigation of the meaning-making process in negotiations among students, the results 

have implications for the sequencing of tasks, as sequences stressed the importance of 

phases of sense-making between partners right at the beginning of a given task. Including 

both negotiation of meaning and modified output, Swain and Lapkin’s (1998) study has a 

slightly different focus than the previous examples, as it is oriented more toward student 

output. They show that students use both their L1 and L2 to overcome linguistic 

problems and that their interactions are communicative as well as cognitive in nature, 

supporting their L2 development. They draw attention to the fact that successful learning 

outcome does not necessarily depend on the task itself, but on the way it is executed by 

the students.  

As previously mentioned, the focus in this section will be on qualitative research, 

which has contributed, broadly speaking, to our understanding of classroom discourse 

and interaction in four different ways, as Skukauskaite et al. (2015) summarize: (a) it has 
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“[made] visible the role language plays in constructing everyday social and educational 

worlds” (p. 57; highlight in the original); (b) it has demonstrated why it is important to 

research not just learning outcomes, but also the processes; (c) it has shown that learning 

is a process that happens over time, which is why it should be assessed at different points 

in time rather than just at the end of an instructional unit; and (d) it highlighted the fact 

that human interaction is always intertextual. In particular the first two points, the role of 

language and the learning processes, will be of importance in my study, since the aim is 

to show how oral language use can contribute to the construction of knowledge. 

Therefore, the following section will present different areas of research in classroom 

discourse analysis that illustrate the highly structured nature of teacher–student 

interaction in contrast to other types of interactions, and that have (direct or indirect) 

implications for the construction of content and target language knowledge. I first focus 

on the general conversational structure and the participants in classroom discourse, in 

particular in the FL/L2 context, which is followed by the related area of participant roles. 

Next, I address teacher talk and instructional conversations to highlight the role of the 

teacher. This is followed by a discussion on the role of the listener to show how silence 

has to be interpreted in the analysis. Cultural differences, which can account for silence, 

among other things, and which can play an important role in FL/L2 instruction will be 

discussed next. The last two areas are contextualization cues and frames in L2 

instruction, which are important concepts in discourse analysis and can explain how 

language is used in a classroom to facilitate comprehension and, thus, these two concepts 

have direct implications for the co-construction of knowledge. 

 
 



 24 

 1.2.2.2.1 Conversational structure and participants. 
 
 The first studies that focused specifically on classroom discourse were interested 

in exploring the communication structure in classrooms, including turn-taking processes. 

Of special interest is the form of talk in which the teacher exercises a dominant role in 

addressing the whole class and assigning speakers (Canese, 2008). Since an analysis that 

is merely based on counting each participant’s number of turns, or even the number of 

words per turn or types of utterances, is not very productive and does not, according to 

Bloome et al. (2005), allow for an interpretation, research on turn-taking has primarily 

focused on participation structures.  

Within this paradigm, most research has been done on the three-turn sequence, the 

so-called recitation script (Canese, 2008; Hall, 2001; Hall & Walsh, 2002), which is 

initiation–response–evaluation (IRE) or initiation–response–feedback (IRF), and which 

will be explained in what follows. It was developed by Sinclair and Coulthard (1975), 

two of the most influential researchers in DA (Edwards & Mercer, 1987; Sert, 2015). A 

few years later, Hugh Mehan (1979) further advanced the study of classroom 

organization in his influential book Learning lessons: Social organization in the 

classroom. This sequence is the most common pattern in classroom interaction from 

kindergarten to the university (Canese, 2008; Hall, 2001; Hall & Walsh, 2002). 

Typically, this kind of sequence begins with a question asked by the teacher (i.e., 

initiation) to which he or she already knows the answer. The purpose is, thus, checking 

students’ comprehension rather than gaining new insights. The subsequent student 

response is supposed to be brief and, in the IRE pattern, followed by an equally brief 

evaluation on the part of the teacher, such as ‘Good!’ or ‘No, that’s not right.’ (Hall, 
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2001; Hall & Walsh, 2002). Friend’s (2017) study illustrates the use of this IRE sequence 

as a coding scheme to show the increase of student activity and engagement in a science 

classroom depending on the respective teaching approach.  

As far as FL/L2 classrooms are concerned, Hall (2001) observes that the 

traditional IRE pattern oftentimes includes an additional step of a recast due to the fact 

that the target language is both the medium and object of communication and learning. In 

a FL classroom, the teacher might recast the student’s response in a more targetlike way 

to correct any lexical or grammatical mistakes before evaluating its content. Therefore, 

the sequence that is often found in FL classrooms is initiation–response–recast–

evaluation. How recasts actually work is illustrated in a study by McDonough and 

Mackey (2006), in which they focused on the relationship between recasts, students’ 

responses to them, and how they affected the learners’ ability to form questions in the L2. 

They found that recasts could be seen as a predictor of question development, but that 

immediate repetitions of recasts did not lead to development of question forms. However, 

if students responded to recasts in the way of primed production, which is “when a 

learner produces a new utterance using the syntactic structure that was provided in the 

recast, either immediately or a few turns later” (p. 698), McDonough and Mackey’s 

(2006) data demonstrated development on the part of the student. In that sense, their 

study draws attention to the fact that recasts can be an effective tool of fostering language 

development, but that their ultimate effectiveness depends not only on the teacher’s use 

of recasts, but also on the way students respond to them. 

Furthermore, it is important to know that the above-mentioned studies on the IRE 

pattern focus on typical realization of the recitation script and primarily analyze moves 
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that can clearly be attributed to the moves of initiation, response, and evaluation. 

However, classroom talk does not only consist of these moves in the given order.  

the I-R-E sequence is not a ‘clean’ pattern […]. There is other talk that 
occurs, multiple student responses, people talking over each other, errant 
attempts to gain the floor, repairs being made, and so on. Yet the nature of 
the conversation, its participation structure, is clear to both the teacher and 
the students. This suggests that the participation structure is an abstraction 
jointly held by the teacher and the students, an interpretive frame for them 
to guide their participation and to interpret what is happening. (Bloome et 
al., 2005, p. 29) 
 

According to Bloome et al. (2005), this also means that the initiation phase could 

consist of a question, but could as well take the form of a statement that opens up the 

floor for reactions or comments by other participants. Furthermore, the evaluation or 

feedback can be explicit as well as implicit, or, as Rymes (2016) shows, it can lead to 

another outcome than anticipated and should, therefore, always be regarded as 

multifunctional. There are, thus, many different variations possible within this seemingly 

strict pattern. Nevertheless, Cazden (2001) demonstrates that the IRE pattern is only used 

in participant structures in which the teacher interacts with the class as a whole and not in 

one-on-one or small group interactions. Bloome et al. (2005) even mention small group 

interactions as an alternative for the IRE sequence, but they also stress the fact that it is 

not guaranteed to be the most effective form of classroom interaction, and that its success 

depends on a variety of different factors.  

 However, the IRE recitation script has been heavily criticized in the past; for 

example, for its unproductive and too simplistic structure, which does not allow for the 

acquisition of authentic communication patterns that are found outside of the classroom 

(Hall, 2001; Kasper, 2001). Another point of criticism has been its limiting effect on 

students’ opportunities to participate in classroom interactions due to the teacher’s 
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control over their turns, as he or she has the power to select speakers and to evaluate their 

contributions, thereby facilitating the teacher’s control of the interaction rather than 

student learning (Hall, 2001; Hall & Walsh, 2002). This has been statistically 

corroborated through a negative correlation between the IRE pattern and learning, when 

it was used almost exclusively (Hall, 2001), which is not surprising, given Rymes’s 

(2016) comparison of the IRE sequence with the use of flashcards and her description of 

its only rudimentary purpose. Apart from that, research has also shown that the use of the 

recitation script can be linked to teacher beliefs: those teachers who regard their students 

as passive recipients of their authoritative knowledge make use of the IRE sequence more 

often than those who think of their students as active learners, because the latter “are 

more likely to engage their students in intellectually challenging interactions” (Hall, 

2001, p. 83). By implication, the recitation script is not used for the purpose of 

challenging students on an intellectual level, but rather it is utilized to elicit knowledge 

that the teacher already knows.  

 In light of this critique, an updated version of this sequence was established. 

Wells (1993) demonstrated that, what might at first seem like a traditional IRE pattern, 

could in fact, lead to very productive classroom discussions. The difference to the 

criticized recitation script was in the third part of the sequence, namely the evaluation. 

Hall and Walsh (2002) summarize Wells’s (1993) conclusion as follows:  

if, instead of evaluating student responses, the teacher followed up on their 
responses (F) by asking them to expand on their thinking, justify or clarify 
their opinions, or make connections to their own experiences, the teacher-
directed pattern of interaction enhanced opportunities for learning. (p. 
190) 
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Thus, the IRE pattern can be very productive and beneficial for student learning, if the 

evaluation part is replaced by some sort of follow-up move that gives the learner the 

opportunity to expand on their contribution instead of merely having it evaluated by the 

teacher. Such a follow-up move can then serve as “a scaffold for students’ ongoing 

participation” (Rymes, 2016, p. 110). An example of this IRF sequence can be found in a 

study by Mercer (2004), in which a math teacher used this form of exchange to elicit 

previously established main rules about sorting items from the students. These rules had 

been applied in a science class and were supposed to be applied to the sorting of numbers 

in math. The teacher replied to her students’ answers with repetitions, reformulations, 

elaborations, or follow-up questions. That way, she helped her students establish the 

answers as common knowledge of the whole class, without simply evaluating their 

answers in the form of an IRE exchange.  

Another useful application of the IRF sequence is to use the feedback to (re)direct 

students’ awareness to the curriculum and the respective anticipated learning goal that 

had been introduced or implied in the initiation move (Hall, 2010). For example, by 

repairing a student’s answer with the target form, the teacher might draw the learners’ 

attention to one of the linguistic learning objectives of that instructional unit. This finding 

has been confirmed by other studies both in science and FL classrooms (Hall & Walsh, 

2002). Furthermore, previous research has shown a link between students’ involvement 

in spoken exchanges and their communicative development (Hall, 2001). It is therefore 

not surprising that the communication patterns play a central role in this respect, and that 

the IRF sequence seems to be the preferred instructional pattern today, since it allows for 

more student involvement. Nevertheless, even the updated model has limitations for the 
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researcher. Seedhouse (2004) demonstrates that, due to the dynamic and fluid nature of 

interaction, and because it is locally managed on a turn-by-turn basis, it cannot always be 

coded in cycles, such as the inherently static IRF approach. 

 
 1.2.2.2.2 Participant roles. 
 

The IRE sequence is based on institutional roles, or rather it “indexes a social 

institution as well as constituting roles for people to adopt” (Bloome et al., 2005, p. 32). 

Thus, teachers and students behave and communicate according to the roles that are 

inferred from the respective institutional context (Hall, 2001). As we have seen with the 

recitation script, the way turns are distributed constitutes one of the biggest differences 

between casual conversations and classroom interactions, since teacher–student 

relationships are asymmetrical when it comes to their control of the right to speak as well 

as to the rights and obligations associated with it (Cazden, 2001). Consequently, how 

effective classroom interactions are, that is, how much learning can occur during them, 

depends a lot on the teacher and how he or she reacts toward students’ responses (Rymes, 

2016). This has also already been implied in the previous discussion of the IRE/IRF 

sequence, as it is usually the teacher who decides to open up this strict pattern or if he/she 

allows for a more open format that gives students the opportunity to elaborate on their 

responses and enter into a stimulating discussion.  

Since the teacher is usually in control of turn distribution in the classroom (unless 

he/she decides to give up at least part of that control), there are essentially two common 

ways for students to get a turn to speak: (a) by raising hands and being selected by the 

teacher, or (b) by self-selection of individual students. In contrast to the first option, in 

which the teacher and individual students take turns in gaining the floor, the second one 
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allows for a more informal conversation style because several students have the 

opportunity to gain the floor after one another before the teacher regains it. Despite this 

more informal distribution of turns, this style would, however, not be considered a casual 

conversation, but still be marked as classroom talk due to the usually large group of 

potential speakers and the chosen topic that is determined by the curriculum (Cazden, 

2001). In addition to these ways of selecting who gets to speak, or who gets the next turn, 

there is a multitude of alternative methods that can be used depending on different 

purposes, teaching contexts, and participants. Thus, turn-taking patterns in general can 

differ from one classroom to another as well as from one activity to another, as Rymes 

(2016) reminds us. Among Cazden’s (2001) examples for selecting a speaker, she 

describes the method in which each student selects the next speaker, which is referred to 

as a ‘handing-off’ technique. Another example is the use of a so-called ‘talking stick,’ 

which is passed around with students sitting in a circle and giving them the option to 

speak when holding the stick. Both techniques can entail additional rules, such as, every 

student needs to get a turn or the next selected speaker needs to be of the opposite gender. 

In general, Hall (2001) takes the view that turn-taking patterns should be varied and that 

students should be given the opportunity to self-select, consequently, advising teachers to 

make use of the many options they have at their disposal.  

 As already mentioned in the context of the recitation script, classroom interactions 

do not always neatly follow a given model, but can, for example, consist of simultaneous 

talk (Bloome et al., 2005). Overlapping speech is a very common phenomenon in 

classrooms, because it is not always the case that students wait for being the assigned 

speaker and for the previous speaker’s turn to be completed. Simultaneous talk can have 
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two different functions: it can be an interruption on the one hand or support in the sense 

of showing peer solidarity on the other hand. In order to differentiate between these two 

functions, Deborah Tannen suggests the terms ‘interruption’ and ‘cooperative overlap’ 

(Cazden, 2001). This way, the negative connotation of the term ‘interruption’ can be 

avoided, if the simultaneous talk is, in fact, an act of support.  

 
 1.2.2.2.3 Teacher talk and instructional conversations. 
 

The insight that teacher talk has much influence on students’ learning goes back 

to Krashen’s work on comprehensible input. It should be mentioned at this point, 

however, that Mohan (1989) argues Krashen’s theory only applies to the acquisition of 

target language grammar on the sentence level and cannot be regarded as a general 

“theory of the acquisition of discourse or a linguistic theory of learning” (p. 100). 

Nonetheless, Krashen’s work has been insightful in certain research areas. For example, 

it has been investigated extensively with regard to specific features, including the degree 

of syntactic complexity, speech rate, or utterance length, but also when it comes to 

discourse features, such as feedback, error correction, or use of questions (Hall & 

Verplaetse, 2000). Menninga, van Dijk, Steenbeek, and van Geert (2017), for instance, 

investigated verbal interactions among other aspects in terms of syntactic complexity and 

lexical density. They found that there was a bidirectional relationship between teachers’ 

and students’ complexity of language use.  

Questions comprise a large part of teachers’ talk; for example, as we have seen, 

they are oftentimes used to initiate a sequence and open up the floor to students. In fact, 

they can have more than just this one purpose. In the best case, they should both assist 

and assess learning at the same time. Process or metacognitive questions, also called 
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probing questions, are one example of these kinds of questions that draw students’ 

attention to their own knowledge and expand it by elaborating on what they know, while 

at the same time giving the teacher (or other students) insight into their abilities (Cazden, 

2001; Hall, 2001). This description makes clear the connection to and another benefit of 

the IRF sequence, as it stresses students’ knowledge creation through elaboration. It is for 

this reason that Hall (2001) describes teacher questions as “dynamic discursive tools for 

assisting students’ active involvement in the process of learning” (p. 91). Moreover, there 

are also other types of purposes for which teachers and/or learners ask questions. Hall 

(2001) mentions the following six, which go back to Benjamin Bloom (1984): 

knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation. It is 

important to know that these domains are merely a classification, but they do not allow 

for determining a question’s complexity, as it always depends on the respective context in 

which the question is asked (Hall, 2001).  

Apart from different purposes, there are quite a few terms to categorize the types 

of questions teachers ask, but essentially, there are two types that have to be 

distinguished: open and closed questions (Cazden, 2001). The former type is also referred 

to as open-ended, genuine, authentic, information-seeking, or divergent questions; and 

the latter is also called known-answer, test, display, or convergent questions (Rymes, 

2016). Although their distinction might seem very clear at first, this is not always the 

case, since questions can appear to be open, when they are not, due to the context they are 

asked in. These kinds of questions are called pseudo- open, because, while seemingly 

information seeking, they are aimed at eliciting a very specific answer (Cazden, 2001). 

Rymes (2016) adds the term interactional contingency to refer to the potential that every 



 33 

interaction can take another outcome than originally expected, which also affects the 

function of questions. However, this concept should not be confused with pseudo-open 

questions because of the different respective intentions. An example of a study that 

investigated questions is by Menninga et al. (2017). One of their main findings was that 

open questions generally elicited more complex and dense responses from the students 

than closed questions in an elementary school science class.  

 Within the research of teacher talk, not only the question types have been 

investigated, but teachers’ wait time for students to answer has been a separate topic as 

well. Research has shown that there is a trend among teachers of not allowing enough 

time in between questions. However, increased wait time between the questions a teacher 

asks has great benefits (Cazden, 2001; Hall, 2001), such as increased complexity and 

flexibility of the questions asked (Cazden, 2001). Furthermore, Erickson (1996), who has 

been mentioned before in the context of his work on the role of the listener, has 

demonstrated that there is a type of student, whom he calls turn shark, who is able to 

dominate the classroom talk due to their ability to begin their turn at the most opportune 

moments, even if not selected by the teacher. This concept of turn shark is related to 

Tannen’s (2005) notion of conversational style, and her differentiation between speakers 

of a high-involvement style and a high-considerateness style. While the former signals a 

lot of personal involvement by trying to avoid silence during conversations and shows 

parallels to a turn shark, speakers of the latter style try not to impose at all.  

 In the context of teacher talk, another concept should be mentioned, namely, 

instructional conversations, which are “developmentally rich patterns of teacher–student 

interaction in the classroom” with “the purpose of […] assist[ing] students’ 
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understandings of, and ability to communicate about, concepts and ideas that are central 

to their learning” (Hall, 2001, p. 83). In other words, in this approach, which seems to be 

identical to what Muhonen et al. (2016) call educational dialogue especially in science 

classrooms, students acquire skills in and knowledge of the target language through 

active engagement and communication with another person. Although Hall (2001) does 

not mention this approach, there seems to be a connection to task-based language 

teaching (TBLT) here. At least in one of the task phases (e.g., the pre-task phase; see 

Willis, 1996 for a description of the different phases) the teacher usually scaffolds 

through a conversation with students, preparing them for the actual communicative task 

they are about to complete with at least one other classmate. Instructional conversations 

are, thus, a different teaching method compared to, for example, the exclusive use of the 

IRE sequence.  

Instructional conversations are based on Vygotsky’s (1978) work on the ZPD and 

scaffolding, and, thus, assume reciprocal learning among participants in terms of both 

developing complex knowledge and communicative skills, while taking some of the 

responsibility away from the teacher, and placing it on the students themselves. By 

inferring that students internalize concepts and ideas through negotiation, this concept 

leads not only to a deeper understanding of target language content, but also to an 

understanding of “how to use language to build knowledge and achieve shared notions of 

interpretation” (Hall, 2001, p. 84). The teacher’s role is that of a facilitator helping 

students to build their knowledge and communication skills through, for example, 

modeling, (corrective) feedback, contingency managing (for connecting individual turns), 

directing (by teaching a specific skill or concept that is necessary for the respective task), 
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questioning, explaining, or task structuring (Hall, 2001). A study by Rojas–Drummond et 

al. (2013) illustrates how this works in the classroom and what ‘dialogic scaffolding’—as 

they call it—looks like. In a lesson about the transmission of the HIV virus, the teacher’s 

interactions with the students helped them gradually deepen their understanding of the 

concept, which was evident in the learners’ dialogue, as well as in their presentation and 

the article they wrote at the end of the school year.  

 
 1.2.2.2.4 Listenership and the role of the listener in the classroom. 
 

As previously mentioned, Erickson (1986) and McCarthy (2003) have shown that 

listening is an active process. Unfortunately, students do not always get the chance to 

react and thus engage in a given situation, since most of the follow-up moves in 

traditional teacher-centered classrooms are made by the teacher; “learners get few 

opportunities to use typical listener follow-ups and only experience the teacher’s moves 

as peripheral participants” (McCarthy & O’Keeffe, 2004, p. 30). Nevertheless, even in 

less communicative teaching styles, students need to listen not only to what the teacher is 

saying, but also to their peers. That means, it is not only the teacher’s responsibility to 

listen to what students say, but students also need to listen to each other for learning to 

occur (Cazden, 2001), and peer-to-peer interaction seems to be the best way for learners 

to practice listenership as active participants (McCarthy & O’Keeffe, 2004).  

At this point, it should be stressed again that the importance of listenership goes 

both ways and applies to the teacher as well as to students. For example, teachers develop 

more complex ways of listening, as Cazden (2001) illustrates. While listening, teachers 

do more than just listen for right answers; they construct a picture of their students’ 

thought processes and get a deeper insight into what they easily understand or what 
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concepts are harder for them to grasp. One of the techniques that makes direct use of and 

demonstrates the importance of listening, especially on the part of the teacher, is 

revoicing, which can serve the purpose of positioning in two ways: first, positioning 

students in relationship to each other by representing it back to the rest of the class, and, 

second, positioning students in relationship to the curriculum, because the revoicing, 

which can involve rephrasing, can highlight the important aspects of the student’s 

contribution and thereby the curriculum (Cazden, 2001). Hall (2001) gives an example in 

the context of her discussion of the IRE cycle, which illustrates this latter form of 

positioning: by repeating a student’s response, the teacher poses the same question to the 

rest of the class with the purpose of indicating that the previous response was incorrect. 

As can be seen by this example, revoicing is a common tool in everyday (language) 

classroom discourse.  

 
 1.2.2.2.5 Cultural differences. 
 
 Research on listenership in FL classrooms has shed light on the fact that cultural 

differences not only emerge in speaking but also in listening processes (Erickson, 1986). 

Furthermore, cultural differences manifest themselves in the previously discussed 

recitation script, but also in all other forms of classroom interaction. Concerning the IRE 

sequence specifically, according to Rymes (2016), most people growing up in the United 

States are familiar with this pattern, and are used to encountering it in schools or even at 

home. However, people from a different cultural background socialized into different 

forms of talk might not know how to interpret and to communicate effectively within this 

sequence, for example, as far as display questions are concerned: 
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The prevalence of known-answer questions within the IRE sequence can 
also silence students who are not familiar with this way of asking 
questions, or who give answers that teachers do not understand. A number 
of researchers have discussed how the known-answer questions typical of 
the IRE sequence are not culturally familiar to certain children. (Rymes, 
2016, p. 113) 
 

This quote illustrates that teachers who are unaware of cultural differences in 

interactional conventions might, in fact, not stimulate student talk through the use of an 

IRE sequence, but achieve the exact opposite. Moreover, there might be different cultural 

assumptions between teachers and students, for example as far as participation and roles 

in interaction, including speaking rights, turn allocation, orientation to tasks, or wait-time 

are concerned (Canese, 2008).  

 These differences are why Cazden (2001) cautions against interpreting silence as 

a lack of knowledge, because it might actually be an expression of cultural or social class 

differences. This becomes also apparent in the work of Philips (1972, 1983), who worked 

with North American Indian and non-Indian students on the Warm Springs Indian 

Reservation. She found that different participant structures (i.e., the teacher interacts with 

the class as a whole or with small groups, or students work on group projects or 

individually) worked better or worse depending on the respective social group, because 

participation of native American children corresponded to their specific language 

socialization at home.  

 Watanabe (2005) shows that cultural differences also exist in framing strategies 

by examining group discussions between American and Japanese students. She 

demonstrated that the different framing strategies that both groups bring to such a 

discussion can affect how they enter the discussion frame, as the Japanese began by 

establishing a hierarchy in their group first, while the Americans started right away. Also, 
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their respective reasoning within the group discussion frame differed in its form: the 

Japanese framed them as stories and the Americans as reporting. Consequently, this study 

illustrates that frames can provide a productive tool for revealing and addressing cultural 

differences in classroom interaction between students to maximize learning.  

 
 1.2.2.2.6 Contextualization cues.  
 

As Gumperz (1982a) demonstrated, contextualization cues differ from one culture 

to another, making them all the more relevant in classrooms, where all participants 

should be aware of the possible differences in their use and interpretation, for example, 

when it comes to signaling coherence within a narrative (Bloome et al., 2005). Also a 

classroom’s entire atmosphere, which is set during the first few minutes through the 

teacher’s body position, volume, tone, intonation or pitch of voice, as well as word choice 

are all cues students—most likely unconsciously—read to infer the context, that is, how 

the teacher’s interaction should be interpreted. In addition to that, there is also an 

interaction’s specific rhythm, which some people, such as the previously mentioned turn 

sharks, are able to sense and make use of that cue in order to enter the conversation 

(Rymes, 2016). An example of how contextualization cues are actually used in a 

classroom context is found in a study by Hall (2010). She uses two excerpts of classroom 

interaction—of which one focused on accuracy of target language forms and the other on 

fluency and communicative skills—to show the necessity to take a close look at the cues 

that teachers employ to focus learners’ attention to specific interactional features and how 

these cues unfold moment-to-moment in the IRF sequence. The study makes clear the 

importance of the specific context in which the teacher’s prompts and repetitions are 

used, because it is its contextualized nature that makes it clear to students, whether their 
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contributions are acceptable or not. For example, in one of the two excerpts, the teacher 

indicates the correctness of a student’s utterance by repeating it with falling intonation. 

The repetition of that exact same phrase with a rising intonation would consequently have 

had the opposite effect and would have questioned the student’s response. This illustrates, 

that people are generally able to read contextualization cues, such as intonation, and that 

they use them to make meaning, especially in classrooms.  

 
 1.2.2.2.7 Frames. 
 

In addition to contextualization cues, the concept of frames offers another 

possibility for facilitating meaning making in classroom interactions. Frames, as 

previously mentioned, are larger interactional and social contexts that influence 

interactions on many different levels; for example, as far as turn-taking and 

contextualization cues are concerned, frames can determine how turns are distributed or 

how contextualization cues should be interpreted. Philips’s (1972, 1983) work on 

participant structure in the context of schooling illustrates the importance of frames, as 

she shows how these different structures frame native American students either as 

competent learners, who actively participate in classroom activities, or as problematic 

students with learning difficulties. The opposing frames of these participant structures are 

established in the discourse, but at the same time, since “discourse and its frame are in a 

dialectical relationship” (Rymes, 2016, p. 198; highlight removed from original), the 

frames also construct the discourse. Frames, thus, determine how language is used and, 

vice versa, language use establishes frames.  

Philips (1972) demonstrates that the respective framing of participation can either 

limit or give voice to a student. Nevertheless, it is not only important how participation 
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structures are framed, but also how individual tasks are framed for learning to be 

successful. Bloome (2015) stresses the importance of framing in small group work as an 

alternative to the IRE structure, because the teacher can either frame a task as closed (the 

focus is only the task outcome) or open (“a focus on engagement through talk and 

thinking while keeping the outcome in mind”) (Bloome, 2015, p. 130). According to him, 

work in small groups can facilitate learning, but it depends among other things on how 

tasks are framed by the teacher and on how students use language in these small groups 

to complete a given task. So far, the research presented here has mostly focused on the 

teacher as the person who is in charge of the frame, but students use framing as well. 

Huth (2011) mentions that students consciously switch to the L1 or L2 in order to frame 

and contextualize their utterances, depending on the respective identity of themselves 

they seek to refer to in that situation (participant of the L1 or L2 community).  

 
 1.2.2.3 Discourse analysis in specific instructional settings. 
 

In the following, review research conducted in specific instructional settings. The 

reason for including studies in the specific settings of science classrooms and settings in 

which content is taught through an FL/L2 (CBI/CLIL) is to get a better understanding of 

how language is used for co-constructing knowledge in settings that focus on or include 

the teaching of content knowledge. Since my study is conducted in classes within a 

curriculum that integrates the teaching of cultural content and language, this section 

presents a valuable perspective on the matter.  

It is not uncommon to broaden the meaning of the term classroom nowadays to 

also include online communication and other less traditional learning environments, as 

van Compernolle (2015) argues. He investigates sociolinguistic competence in L2 
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classroom interaction, but does not limit his review to traditional classrooms in a school 

setting. Although the title specifically uses the term ‘L2 Classroom Interaction’ (“The 

Emergence of Sociolinguistic Competence in L2 Classroom Interaction”), his study 

investigates asynchronous telecollaborative interactions as well as tutoring sessions 

alongside more traditional classroom settings. Nonetheless, interactions of this kind will 

be excluded from this study, and the focus will only be on classrooms with face-to-face 

teaching. Besides, the following section illustrates teacher discourse in two types of 

settings in which the focus lies on content learning, that is, science classrooms and 

CBI/CLIL classrooms, as this context is similar in this study. First, science classes might 

give general insights into teachers’ language use for creating content knowledge, which 

might have implications for language classes as well, since there are certain parallels 

between the learning and teaching of language and culture on the one hand, and of 

science on the other hand. Second, research on CBI and CLIL classrooms can 

demonstrate how teachers balance content and language teaching in their instructional 

conversations.  

 
 1.2.2.3.1 Science classrooms. 
 

Language use in science classrooms has been studied with different foci. One of 

them is multimodality and the interplay between language, activities, and knowledge 

creation like a study by Hanauer (2006), which describes the discourse in an elementary 

science classroom from a rather broad, structural perspective and explains the different 

constituents that make up this discourse as well as their relationship to each other. For 

example, he illustrates that the teacher’s oral discourse, which dominates the pre-task, 

task, and post-task phase, is complemented by both a written worksheet and a physical 
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activity in the task phase. This kind of triangulation can be seen as support for the 

students’ understanding and construction of knowledge. The way scientific knowledge is 

built in this example is through, what Hanauer (2006) calls a “process of multimodal 

translation from physical actions to verbal or visual symbolic conceptualization” (p. 178). 

That means, learning derives directly from the physical activity, which might appear to 

stand in contrast to the way knowledge is created in language classrooms. However, I 

would argue that these kinds of activities are comparable to tasks in TBLT. The only 

difference is that language—as opposed to a physical activity—is the main tool for 

completing a task. And the way the teacher focuses learners’ awareness on specific 

aspects through the use of worksheets, as Hanauer (2006) explains, can be relevant for 

language learning as well, even though worksheets containing the most salient features of 

the respective task might take a different form in TBLT. One difference might, 

nevertheless, lie in the respective learning goal. In the traditional understanding of 

learning goals in the context of science, the main goal refers to “the ability to retain the 

central scientific concepts or processes that are being taught” (Hanauer, 2006, p. 179). In 

contrast, the reconceptualized goals of language learning in general, which is also 

applicable to the learning of a FL/L2, can be described following Halliday (1980) as 

learning the language itself, learning about language, and learning content through the 

language.  

 There are also studies that explicitly draw connections between scientific content 

and students’ language use, such as DeJarnette and González (2016). They analyze how 

students use language to solve a mathematical task. We have already discussed the 

importance of spoken language as the primary medium through which learning occurs in 
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language classrooms, but the authors in this study mention that the same is true for 

mathematics in school. Similar to what we have seen in Hanauer’s (2006) study and its 

connection to TBLT, DeJarnette and González’s (2016) study included a task that 

resembled a real-world problem, which consisted of determining the best location for a 

new grocery store in students’ community. Through the personal relation to the topic, 

students’ language use united contextual as well as geometric meaning and different 

semantic patterns. Furthermore, the analysis of their different semantic patterns revealed 

their differences in thought processes and how they make meaning, as one group 

described the point of the new store with the term ‘distance,’ while the other group used 

this term not to refer to its location but only as its attribute to other points. Thus, the 

analysis of students’ language use revealed how knowledge is co-constructed in different 

groups. 

 Another example of the active co-construction of knowledge in non-language 

classrooms can be seen in Muhonen et al. (2016). Their study, which used selected 

lessons of mathematics, religion, physics/chemistry, and history, identified three types of 

knowledge, fact, view, and experience, which resulted in six distinct patterns of 

knowledge creation:  

Three of the patterns represented the pure sharing of each type of 
knowledge (Pattern A: Sharing of facts, Pattern B: Sharing of views and 
Pattern C: Sharing of experiences). The other three patterns signified the 
blended forms of sharing knowledge (Pattern A/B: Sharing of views based 
on facts, Pattern B/C: Sharing of views based on experiences and pattern 
A/C: Sharing of facts based on experiences). (p. 33) 
 

The excerpts analyzed in the study illustrate how individual student contributions 

encourage other students to also share their insights and how their knowledge builds on 

that of other students, for example by corroborating a given point with personal 
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experience, while the teacher has the role of facilitating knowledge-building without 

interfering too much. However, when it comes to teacher–student interactions with the 

class as a whole, Muhonen et al. (2016) mention that there is a lack of studies that report 

on knowledge building in educational dialogues.  

 With his inclusion of semantics, Lemke (1990) approaches language use in 

science classrooms from a slightly different angle than the previous examples. His 

research, and in particular his publication Talking Science (1990), demonstrates the close 

connection between language and content knowledge, which is in this case that learning 

science involves learning the specific semantic and linguistic patterns that are common in 

that (or any given) discipline and in their distinctive genres. As far as classroom 

discourse is concerned, Lemke (1990) identifies nine rules that science teachers follow to 

adhere to scientific discourse as opposed to everyday language, which include, for 

instance, “Be as verbally explicit and universal as possible,” “Use technical terms,” and 

“Avoid personification” (p. 133; highlight removed from original). Despite the imposing 

style of his rules, Lemke shows that knowledge creation in science is not only concerned 

with content knowledge, but also with the teaching of academic language use, which will 

be addressed at a later point in this chapter.  

 What all of these previous examples demonstrate is that one area of research in 

content-based classrooms concerns the connection between language and knowledge 

creation. The following section builds on that by having an explicit dual focus on the 

teaching of both language and content.  
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 1.2.2.3.2 Content-Based Instruction and Content- and Language-Integrated 
Learning (CBI/CLIL) 
 

The term CLIL was coined in Europe in the mid-1990s with support from the 

European Union to further multilingual competence within Europe, and it refers to a 

specific form of bilingual education, in which a non-language school subject is learned 

through a foreign language (Nikula, 2016). In the European context, the term CLIL is 

usually used for the teaching of a subject such as history, biology, or chemistry in 

English, while the term Content-Based Instruction (CBI), refers to a similar curriculum 

model in the U.S. context and usually involves a L2 (Nikula, 2016). In other words, the 

language in CLIL is usually an FL and not an L2; which means, CLIL is concerned with 

contexts in which the language that is used to teach a given subject is neither students’ 

native language, nor the language of the community outside of the classroom (Llinares & 

Peña, 2015). By implication, in CBI/CBLL the language for teaching a given subject is 

not the student’ native language but the language of the community. It should be 

mentioned, however, that CBI is sometimes used to refer to the teaching of content 

through an FL as well, similar to CLIL (see e.g., Pessoa, Hendry, Donato, Tucker, & Lee, 

2007). Nevertheless, both teaching methods could be classified as a hybrid between a 

FL/L2 and a content classroom, because they both teach content through a language other 

than the first language. 

To address the development of language in a CBI/CLIL context, the concept of 

language socialization might be a useful term, as suggested by Mohan (1989). It refers to 

“both socialization through language and socialization to use language” (Mohan, 1989, p. 

99; my highlight), thereby highlighting the fact that language and subject matter are 

learned concurrently. Consequently, language proficiency is only one part of the 
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knowledge learners are supposed to acquire. Studies that investigate classroom discourse 

in CLIL, such as Llinares and Peña (2015) allow to gain insight into the targeted 

knowledge, because in a CLIL context, the knowledge that a teacher’s question aims at 

eliciting can pertain to linguistic knowledge, content knowledge, or both. Based on their 

literature review, in which they mention studies that show how higher order questions 

lead to deeper understanding (e.g., Crooks, 1988) and more complex answers from 

students (e.g., Dalton–Puffer, 2007), Llinares and Peña’s (2015) take the assumption 

“that higher order questions or complex questions will contribute both to increasing the 

linguistic complexity of students’ responses and to promoting more engagement with the 

academic content and, consequently, deeper learning” (p. 18). Indeed, an important 

finding of their study in a CLIL classroom was that students’ answers were more 

complex with two question types: meta-cognitive questions and questions for reasons. 

These types not only lead to more complexity in students’ use of the target language, but 

also suggested a deeper engagement with the materials on the content level.  

Pessoa et al.’s (2007) study was conducted in a U.S. context and, thus, is 

concerned with CBI rather than CLIL, although it investigates a FL rather than an L2. 

They demonstrate how the integration of language and content teaching is done 

discursively in a middle school’s Spanish classroom. They compared two sixth grade 

classes and focused on how the two teachers used language to achieve curricular goals 

and teach both language and content. They found that it is necessary to foster 

metalinguistic awareness through conversations and collaborative negotiations that focus 

on both language and content for content-based instruction to be effective.  
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A study by Mohan and Beckett (2001, 2003) gives insights into a more specific 

aspect of CBLL. They use this setting to research not only how teachers scaffold the 

grammatical aspect of causal explanations, but also the effects of recasts in a class about 

the human brain with the goal of illustrating the link between grammar and the 

construction of meaning. Their analysis reveals the mutual negotiation of the 

lexicogrammar between students and teachers co-constructing meaning, and “[s]ince 

patterns of meaning are realized in causal lexicogrammar, causal knowledge structures 

link discourse meaning (or content) with lexicogrammatical form” (Mohan & Beckett, 

2003, p. 431). In that sense, their study is a very insightful illustration of emphasizing the 

connection between an utterance’s meaning and its lexicogrammatical realization in a 

content-based classroom.  

Dalton–Puffer (2007) also investigates negotiation of meaning, but uses the 

concept of recitation script to show how it is used in a CLIL classroom to create 

knowledge. For example, the follow-up/feedback move is used to expand or re-

contextualize a student’s response, which is similar to its use in L2/FL classrooms. This 

study also demonstrates that repair and correction “are an integral part of interactive talk 

which aims at the collaborative construction of knowledge” (p. 90). In this sense, both 

CLIL and L2/FL classrooms use language in a similar way for the co-construction of 

knowledge.  
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1.3 Knowledge-Based Approaches to the Analysis of Classroom Discourse 
 
1.3.1 The co-construction of knowledge in the FL/L2 classroom. 
 
As previously mentioned, in the sociocultural approach, knowledge is the product 

of a joint construction by an expert, which is usually the teacher, and the learner or 

student. This goes back to Vygotsky’s work, illustrating that (language) knowledge arises 

from interactions between interlocutors (Hall, 2010). In contrast to learning in other 

disciplines, language learning is regarded as a special case, because oral interaction is 

both the means and the end, as Thoms (2012) explains in his review of literature about 

classroom discourse in FL classrooms: “the language use during an interaction in an FL 

context is simultaneously both the tool for learning and the object of what is to be 

learned” (p. 10). In other words, language is acquired through language use and through 

the teaching of some related content, which constitutes a fundamental difference between 

language- and more content-based courses. In order to clarify what is meant by 

knowledge creation in the context of this study, the following section will go into more 

detail about the concepts of knowledge and learning and how they can be co-constructed 

in teacher–student interactions in the FL/L2 classroom. 

In the following, the concepts of knowledge and learning, as well as the process 

of co-construction of knowledge will be explained in more detail, and will be specifically 

applied to the FL/L2 context.  

 
 1.3.1.1 ‘Knowledge’ in a FL/L2 context 
 

The concept of knowledge in a language classroom differs from that in any other 

discipline-based classroom, where it might simply be understood as factual knowledge. 

However, there is a certain similarity between those two contexts, since both (a FL/L2) 



 49 

language and other disciplines are taught through language. Consequently, success in a 

class of a specific discipline depends on the mastery of the specific discourse that is 

commonly used within that field (e.g., Halliday, 1993; Hanauer, 2006; Mohan & Beckett, 

2001, 2003). As far as FL/L2 instruction is concerned, knowledge should be regarded as 

a dynamic concept (Hall, 2010) or as “a process, an activity, something we take part in, 

perform” (Walsh, 2011). In other words, knowledge in the FL/L2 context should be seen 

as the active and idiomatic use of the target language, whereas the source of knowledge 

(about the target language) is located within the interaction itself. This dynamic view of 

knowledge also applies to the concept of ‘multicompetence,’ a term which is used by 

Hall, Cheng, and Carlson (2006) to stress the fact that L2 users are not failed native 

speakers, but should rather be seen as language users that are successful in many different 

aspects of the respective language. For this reason, they argue for a reconceptualization 

of language knowledge in today’s multilingual society. Their understanding of 

multicompetence is also grounded in language use in concrete social activities in specific 

“communities of practice” (Lave & Wenger, 1991), which stresses the fact that language 

knowledge is situated in its use. 

 
 1.3.1.2 ‘Learning’ in a FL/L2 context. 
 

Learning in most disciplines is inseparably associated with language. One of the 

reasons might be that, language is not only used as a means of communication, but also 

as a cognitive tool (Swain & Lapkin, 1998). The mediation between the social and mental 

planes is at the same time one of the central tenets of SCT. In that respect, two 

inseparable functions of a language are combined: the psychological and the cultural one. 
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It is, thus, used to do both thinking and communicating at the same time, as Mercer 

(1995) explains: 

So although it is useful to describe language as having these two 
functions, its cultural function (communicating) and its psychological one 
(thinking) are not really separate. At the simplest level, whenever you talk, 
you have to think what to say, and think about what you hear. […] And 
some of the most creative thinking takes place when people are talking 
together (hence the popularity of ‘brainstorming’ as creative technique). 
(p. 4)  

 

While learning in other contexts involves language as well, in a FL/L2 context, as 

mentioned before, language is both the means and the end of what is learned (Thoms, 

2012). In other words, learning occurs through using it in interaction. Many scholars 

mention that knowledge is built through social interaction in the classroom (e.g., Cazden, 

2001; Hall, 2010; Muhonen et al., 2016; Sert, 2015), but in order to get a deeper 

understanding of how learning or the construction of knowledge occurs, Cazden (2001) 

suggests taking a look at the work of the Russian theorists Vygotsky, Leont’ev, and 

Bakhtin. Their view of the learner is an inherently active one, although Vygotsky’s term 

of internalization, by which he means the process of learning though social interaction, as 

we have seen, might seem rather passive at first. However, internalization should not be 

understood as mere passive copying, as it is done in the memorization of texts, but 

instead as “the development of flexible, adaptive expertise for which much of schooling 

should be designed” (Cazden, 2001, p. 75). That means, knowledge is not simply 

transferred from the external to the internal plane of the consciousness, but the internal 

plane is formed in the process of internalization. In order to stress this active component 

in the process of learning, scholars tend to prefer Leont’ev and Bakhtin’s term 

appropriation, because in addition to having a more active connotation, it also implies 
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that it can be a reciprocal process between all interlocutors (Cazden, 2001). This is based 

on the fact that words are learned in a specific context with other interlocutors. To 

explain the importance of context and the role of talk as essential factors that impact the 

process of knowledge creation, Mercer (1995) refers to Bakhtin:  

As the Russian literary theorist Bakhtin puts it, we learn words not from 
dictionaries but from people’s mouths, and these words always carry with 
them some of the meanings of their earlier users. In the classroom, this 
transfer of contextualized meaning is vital for students’ learning. (Mercer, 
1995, p. 70)  
 

That means that the context in which a conversation is held, including all interlocutors, 

ultimately influences the individual learning process, which is why the term 

appropriation might be preferred over internalization. It still highlights the individual 

effort, but at the same time emphasizes the role of the context. 

Another term that further emphasizes the active process of internalization is 

constructivism. The reason for using this term is “to emphasize that what can be 

internalized, or appropriated, from other people still requires significant mental work on 

the part of the learner” (Cazden, 2001, p. 76). In other words, the term constructivism is 

used because it stresses the cognitive work as well as the active attempt of constructing 

knowledge on the part of the student even more than the previous terms do.  

What should also be kept in mind is that the teacher plays a central role in the 

learning process in a FL/L2 context, because students’ knowledge, but also their skills 

and abilities are primarily created by the linguistic and communicative environments that 

their teachers generate (Hall, 2001). Despite the acknowledgement of the 

interdependency of language and learning, language teaching “is still treated as an 

independent phenomenon that may or may not travel over to learning” (Hall, 2010, p. 
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203). By taking a closer look at teacher–student interactions and illustrating how teachers 

create and elicit knowledge, this study might add a valuable contribution in showing and 

acknowledging the instructors’ role in fostering knowledge.   

 
 1.3.2 Knowledge discourses. 
 

In keeping with the instructional focus, before more general conceptualizations of 

knowledge discourses will be discussed in this section, there will be a brief introduction 

to the concept of instructional register. The reason for including register here is that it 

facilitates the analysis of knowledge creation that happens in an instructional setting, 

which makes it directly relevant to this study.  

Christie (2002) differentiates between the regulative and the instructional register 

in pedagogic discourse. While the former, which she also calls a first order register, 

describes “the overall goals, directions, pacing and sequencing of classroom activity” 

(Christie, 2002, p. 3), the latter, also called second order register, subsumes talk that is 

directly related to the content that is being taught. In other words, the regulative register 

has to do with classroom management, whereas the instructional register refers to 

discussing content knowledge. Differentiating between these two registers can, for 

instance, help gaining insights into teacher talk in CLIL classrooms, like a study by 

Dalton–Puffer (2005) has demonstrated. She showed that requests in the instructional 

register for the purpose of eliciting information on content are direct, while requests in 

the regulative register asking students for a good or to complete an action are uttered in 

an indirect way by the teacher.  

Not only register, but also proficiency, which is closely connected to the concept 

of discourse, is divided into two opposing types. As Mohan (1989) mentions this 
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differentiation goes back to Cummins (1984) and is between (a) basic interpersonal 

communicative skills and (b) cognitive academic language proficiency. Here is a possible 

connection to discourse, because these two types seem to be identical to what Gee (1998) 

refers to as primary and secondary discourse. The former refers to “our socio-culturally 

determined way of using our native language in face-to-face communication with 

intimates,” (Gee, 1998, p. 55) which is the language acquired at home with the family, 

whereas the latter signifies the kind of language that is used in “social institutions beyond 

the family,” (Gee, 1998, p. 56) such as schools, where it is necessary to communicate 

with non-intimates. The similarity of these concepts is all the more apparent, since both 

Mohan (1989) and Gee (1998) argue that it is the mastery of the latter—cognitive 

academic language proficiency or secondary discourse respectively—that determines a 

student’s academic success. 

This shift from primary to secondary discourses is oftentimes associated with a 

shift from the spoken to the written word, as primary discourses are also called “the oral 

mode” (Gee, 1998, p. 55) and secondary discourses are dominated by written text 

(Ryshina–Pankova, 2010). This could be one of the reasons why there is a lot of research 

on advanced and academic language use that focuses on the written mode in L1 and 

L2/FL (see e.g., Martin, 2009a; Ryshina–Pankova, 2006), and why there is less research 

that focuses on advanced oral language use in secondary discourses.  

Closely related to Gee’s (1998) differentiation of primary and secondary 

discourses is the work by sociologist Basil Bernstein, which has been very influential in 

educational research and in some aspects compatible with systemic functional linguistics 

(which will be addressed in the next chapter). He dedicated part of his later work to 
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knowledge,2 more specifically, to its different forms and their circulation within society 

(Maton & Muller, 2007). His concept of knowledge structures is based on the assumption 

that there is a fundamental difference between common sense, everyday knowledge and 

scientific knowledge. To show the respective realizations of different forms of 

knowledge, Bernstein (2000) identifies two types of discourses: horizontal and vertical 

discourses. The differentiation between these types of discourses is important because, as 

Bernstein (2000) explains, “Different forms of knowledge will be realised in the two 

discourses” (p. 156). That means, for the subsequent discussion of knowledge, the 

different discourses need to be introduced first. A horizontal discourse includes, 

according to Bernstein (2000) everyday and common (sense) knowledge and is organized 

in segments. A vertical discourse, however,  

takes the form of a coherent, explicit and systematically principled 
structure, hierarchically organized as in the sciences, or it takes the form 
of a series of specialized languages with specialized modes of 
interrogation and specialized criteria for the production and circulation of 
texts as in the social sciences and humanities. (Bernstein, 2000, p. 157) 
 

That means that different schools of thought, such as the sciences and the humanities, not 

only differ in their respective objects of study, but also that they have particular 

languages of their own in terms of their underlying structures (Maton & Muller, 2007).  

                                                
2  Christie (2007) mentions that, since Bernstein developed the concepts of vertical 
discourse and of knowledge structures only toward the end of his life, they still need 
further exploration and refinement, especially with regard to continuously evolving 
school curricula or due to new forms of knowledge that have developed in the last 
decades, in particular, through the advancement of technical resources. Nevertheless, his 
work serves as a good foundation for the research of knowledge, which is why it is 
included in this section. 
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Bernstein’s (2000) differentiation into horizontal and vertical discourses 3  is 

similar to Gee’s (1998) distinction of primary and secondary discourses. Gee, who 

defines discourse in light of social practices instead of simply a form of language use (see 

Gee, 1998), also established a clear differentiation between primary and secondary 

discourses, as previously mentioned. Even though Gee is less concerned with knowledge 

structures or forms of knowledge, his definition of secondary discourses has some 

similarities to Bernstein’s (2000) description of vertical discourses, since both seem to be 

used in the context of secondary institutions, such as schools or universities. Martin 

(2009a) also mentions that students’ success at these institutions depends on their mastery 

of vertical discourses or—to use Gee’s (1998) terminology—secondary discourses.  

As far as language learning is concerned, the construction of vertical discourses 

depends on the ability to abstract and generalize. A key feature that makes this possible is 

grammatical metaphor (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014; Martin, 1991). A grammatical 

metaphor is, generally speaking, “a non-matching relation between grammar and 

semantics” (Martin, 2009a, p. 52). The most prominent example is nominalization, which 

encodes, for instance, a process not through a verb, but through a noun, and therefore, a 

certain level of abstraction and cognitive effort is necessary to understand and use it. It is 

not only a necessary component of vertical discourses (Martin, 2009a), but has also been 

found an essential part of academic language use in the context of FL education 

(Ryshina–Pankova, 2010).  

 

                                                
3 Similarly, in his earlier work, Bernstein investigated the related concept of restricted 
and elaborated codes (Maton & Muller, 2007), which is too complex and wide ranging to 
be discussed here.  
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 1.3.3 Knowledge structures. 
 
 In addition to horizontal and vertical discourses, Bernstein (2000) further 

differentiates between hierarchical (also sometimes called vertical [e.g., Czerniewicz, 

2010; Martin, 2009a]) knowledge structures and horizontal knowledge structures, which 

exist within vertical discourses. Therefore, horizontal/vertical discourses should not be 

confused with horizontal/vertical knowledge structures. Again, these knowledge 

structures are only part of the vertical discourse. In order to avoid confusion, in the 

following, the term ‘hierarchical’ will be used for the type of knowledge structures 

(within vertical discourses) to reserve the term ‘vertical’ to describe a type of discourse. 

What horizontal/vertical discourses are, has already been clarified, but it is also necessary 

to understand the concept of knowledge structures as part of vertical discourses. As 

Mohan (1989) describes, a knowledge structure is a free logicosemantic structure. It has 

some similarities to a text, but differs in that it is composed neither in a single textual unit 

nor in individual stages to achieve a communicative goal. This becomes clearer when 

juxtaposing knowledge structures and genres:   

Genres are defined on the basis of the sequence of elements in a text; 
[knowledge structures (KSs)] are defined on the basis of logicosemantic 
relations, with text sequence being free to vary. Genres account for 
differences between texts; KSs account for similarities between texts, and 
between verbal and nonverbal communication. (Mohan, 1989, p. 113)  
 

More specifically, a hierarchical knowledge structure, which is visualized in the form of a 

triangle (see Figure 1), is, as Bernstein (2000) explains, “a form of knowledge [that] 

attempts to create very general propositions and theories, which integrate knowledge at 

lower levels, and in this way shows underlying uniformities across an expanding range of 



 57 

apparently different phenomena” (p. 161). They are, for example, found in the natural 

sciences, where new theories build on and are subsumed to previous ideas or theories. 

Horizontal knowledge structures, in comparison, are not integrating knowledge on 

different levels, but rather “consist of a series of specialised languages with specialised 

modes of interrogation and criteria for the construction and circulation of texts” 

(Bernstein, 2000, p. 161). Since this type of knowledge structure views knowledge as 

separate specialized languages on the same level, illuminating different perspectives on 

individual aspects instead of them feeding into one overarching theory on different levels 

of abstraction, horizontal knowledge structures are visualized through a series of the 

letter “L” (for the respective specialized languages) as illustrated in Figure 1.  

 

Hierarchical Knowledge Structures 
 

Horizontal Knowledge Structures 
 

 
 

L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 …Ln 

Figure 1. Visual representation of hierarchical and horizontal knowledge structures. (cf., 
Bernstein, 2000) 
 
As Maton and Muller (2007) describe, Bernstein approached the topic knowledge not 

only by means of vertical discourses, but also through his concept of the pedagogic 

device. It is made up of three individual sets of hierarchically-related rules: distributive, 

recontextualizing, and evaluative rules. While the distributive ones are concerned with 

the field of production and how knowledge is stored and organized, recontextualizing 

rules describe the transformation of these knowledge structures into pedagogic discourse 

in the field of recontextualization, and evaluative rules, associated with the field of 
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reproduction, transform pedagogic discourse into evaluative categories (Bernstein, 1990; 

Christie & Macken–Horarik, 2007; Maton & Muller, 2007). Consequently, for teacher–

student classroom interactions, recontextualizing rules are particularly relevant, since 

they are the means that turn knowledge into pedagogic exchange. More specifically,  

Pedagogic discourse is a principle for appropriating other discourses and 
bringing them into a special relation with each other for the purposes of 
their selective transmission and acquisition. Pedagogic discourse, then, is a 
principle which removes (delocates) a discourse from its substantive 
practice and context, and relocates that discourse according to its own 
principle of selective reordering and focusing. (Bernstein, 1990, p. 175; 
highlights removed from original) 
 

This description will be revisited in the next section in the context of semantic waves. It 

should be mentioned here that, for Bernstein, the pedagogic device as a whole goes even 

beyond classroom discourse and can explain larger concepts, such as cultural norms and 

societies. Therefore, all three rules of the pedagogic device taken together “regulate the 

fundamental relation between power, social groups, forms of consciousness and practice, 

and their reproductions and productions” (Bernstein, 1990, p. 172).  

As far as the relation between knowledge structures and teaching is concerned, 

Bernstein’s distinction within knowledge structures can also be applied to curriculum 

structures and learning; thus, hierarchical curriculum structures build on previous units, 

whereas knowledge in horizontal curriculum structures is introduced independently from 

previous subject matter. Likewise, cumulative learning means that students make 

connections across contexts and over time, while segmental learning refers to topics that 

are limited to their pedagogic contexts (Maton, 2013). Moreover, Bernard Mohan, whose 

research focuses on L2 socialization from a systemic functional perspective and includes 

the analysis of discourse, contexts, and social practices (Mohan & Beckett, 2001, 2003), 
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introduced a framework for knowledge structures that describes the development of 

communication, thinking, and language (Mohan 1986). As can be seen in Figure 2, the 

framework is based on an activity, which makes it applicable in various contexts across 

the curriculum, as Mohan (1986) states: “The organizing framework of knowledge 

structures is a guide to the transfer of language and thinking skills across the curriculum, 

since any content area can be seen as consisting of activities” (p. 43) and “Activity is a 

broad integrating idea relevant to all teaching and learning” (p. 45).  

 

 
 
Figure 2: General framework for knowledge structures (cf., Mohan, 1986) 
 
The reason why this framework is based on an activity is that, according to Mohan 

(1986), learning should always include both theory and practice, which is accomplished 
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in an activity.4 The connection between activity and knowledge structures outlined in the 

model above exists in the pattern of an activity when guiding both thought and action 

toward a specific goal (Mohan, 1986). Although this description of an activity might have 

some similarities with the concept of genre, which is “a staged goal-oriented social 

process” (Martin, 2009b, p. 10), it should be kept in mind that, as already mentioned 

before, knowledge structures are cognitive categories and distinct from textual structures, 

as Mohan (1989) explains: Knowledge structures “are not genres. They are defined on 

semantic relations and not on the sequential patterns of discourse” (p. 104). 

As it is illustrated in Figure 2, this model generally differentiates between specific 

or practical and general or theoretical knowledge. Similar to Bernstein’s (2000) 

understanding of vertical discourses, the right column of Mohan’s (1986) model has to do 

with abstractions and generalizations. This can be seen in the juxtaposition of 

descriptions and classifications in the first row of the model. While classifications are 

generalizations for grouping items, descriptions refer to specific examples of a given 

category. The remaining components on the practical side (left column) in this 

framework are sequence and choice, which means the arrangement of some sort of 

progression or chronology and the process of decision making. Apart from classification, 

the theoretical side also includes principles and evaluation, in other words, these elements 

are concerned with methods, rules, or norms as well as with values, aims, and reasons. 

Therefore, by including classifications, principles, and evaluation on the theoretical side, 

and description, sequence, and choice on the practical side of an activity, Mohan’s (1986) 

                                                
4 It should be noted here that the emergence of more task-based approaches to language 
teaching, which started in the 1990s (see e.g. Willis’s description of the task cycle, 1996), 
shows a positive development concerning the integration of theory and practice since the 
time Mohan published his framework in 1986.  
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framework for knowledge structures illustrates how any given task can facilitate the 

concurrent development of language and content knowledge.  

 
 1.3.4 Semantic waves: An LCT approach to discourse/conversation analysis. 
 

This section addresses semantic waves as a part of Legitimation Code Theory, 

which is based on and extends Bernstein’s concepts and combines it with concepts from 

systemic functional linguistics (SFL; which will be introduced in the next chapter). The 

reason for including this section is that it has been insightful for the study of classroom 

discourse and the creation of knowledge specifically (see e.g. Maton, 2013). Over the last 

two decades, there has been continued dialogue between scholars in the field of sociology 

concerned with Bernstein’s concept of knowledge structures and scholars working within 

the field of SFL. Their research has repeatedly shown the compatibility of both 

approaches (Martin & Maton, 2017). For example, Christie and Macken–Horarik (2007) 

show that SFL, by providing a metalanguage, enables to make both hierarchical and 

horizontal knowledge structures more visible. Combining Bernstein’s theoretical 

concepts with the SFL framework did not only lead to insightful individual studies, but 

also developed into a theory in its own right, which is Legitimation Code Theory (LCT). 

LCT comprises several dimensions, of which only semantics—particularly semantic 

waves—will be discussed here. In his article about cumulative knowledge building, 

Maton (2013) stresses the importance of semantic waves, a central term in LCT, in the 

construction of knowledge.  

As far as the semantic dimension of LCT is concerned, Martin and Maton (2017) 

explain that LCT differentiates between semantic gravity (SG) and semantic density 

(SD), each of which can be relatively stronger (+) or weaker (−). Semantic gravity refers 
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to the degree to which meaning is dependent on its context, and semantic density refers to 

the degree to which meaning is condensed within a socio-cultural context, for example 

through symbols, terms, or gestures, to name a few. Consequently, a relatively stronger 

semantic gravity means that meaning is highly contextualized and vice versa; a relatively 

stronger semantic density alludes to a high number of meanings that are compressed 

within practices and vice versa for relatively weaker semantic density. In addition to that, 

both semantic density and semantic gravity can also be strengthened (SD↑, SG↑) or 

weakened (SD↓, SG↓). For example, by transitioning from a rather specific, 

contextualized term to one that includes a broader spectrum of meanings and is less 

context dependent, semantic density is strengthened (SD↑) and semantic gravity is 

weakened (SG↓).  

 Figure 3 serves as an illustration of what a semantic wave could look like: starting 

with a concept of relatively stronger semantic density (SD+) and weaker semantic gravity 

(SG−), such as the introduction of a scientific term that is quite independent from its 

context, meanings are unpacked, for instance by giving examples of and explaining that 

term in less-scientific terms, thereby weakening semantic density (SD↓) and 

strengthening semantic gravity (SG↑) by means of exemplifying and contextualizing. In 

order to complete a semantic wave of cumulative knowledge building, semantic density 

is strengthened again (SD↑) and semantic gravity weakened (SG↓) by repacking 

meanings in more abstract terms. It should be kept in mind that this is merely one 

example of a semantic wave for a specific concept. Semantic waves can come in various 

forms, for example, they could as well be drawn for more extended or even more specific 

activities, such as an entire curriculum or a single scientific word; likewise, the starting 
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point could be lower on the scale of semantic density and higher in terms of semantic 

gravity, if a teacher starts with a concrete meaning and then strengthens semantic density 

and weakens semantic gravity to introduce a more abstract concept. As Maton (2013) 

stresses, what is essential is that there are both upward and downward shifts along the 

semantic scale. This is also where a parallel to Bernstein’s pedagogic discourse can be 

drawn, since it is described as delocating a discourse from its original context and 

relocating it to a new one (Bernstein, 1990). Semantic waves could, thus, be viewed as an 

elaboration thereof, where ‘unpacking’ and ‘repacking’ refer to delocating and relocating 

discourse from and into their respective contexts.  

 

 
Figure 3. Example of a semantic wave (cf. Maton, 2013) 
 
 
The significance of semantic waves, consisting of an unpacking and re-packing of 

specialized language, is illustrated in a study by Maton (2013), in which teachers missed 

the final step of re-packing in class. The consequence was that only fragmented forms of 

knowledge were circulated. This shows that simply translating abstract terms and 

specialized language into their uncommon sense equivalents is not enough for knowledge 
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SG+, SD− 
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building to occur, because “students are not presented with additional models, spoken or 

written, of the consolidated knowledge they will need to produce for assessment 

purposes” (Martin, 2013, p. 33). In other words, teachers should always aim at both de- 

and recontextualizing specialized language.  

To give a translated example from my own data in an alternative form of semantic 

wave that starts with a low semantic density and high semantic gravity: the instructor 

discusses the topic of integration assistance with a concrete example of a Jewish family 

that immigrated to Germany and wants to know who was responsible for offering 

assistance to that family: “where does the integration assistance for the Singer family 

come from?” (ex. #3, clause 4052). The student is able to give a concrete answer with 

“The Jews?” (clause 4055) and the instructor gives positive feedback acknowledging that 

answer (clause 4056–4058), but also tries strengthening semantic density and weakening 

semantic gravity by eliciting the less contextualized word ‘community:’  

 T: But, which word can we – let’s look [back             ]– 
 S1:                [I would like ] to say ‘community’ ➔ 
 T:      [Yes, exactly.] 
 S1: ➔[in German,   ] but – 
 T:  Uh what is ‘community’? 
 S1 Uh:. 
 T And let’s look – lo- go back to the text if you find the information f-  

the word for it here.   
Uhm: . .  

 S1: Gemeinde? ((community)) 
 T: Gemeinde. ((community)) 
  Exactly.  
 

At the end of the discussion, the instructor has her student recontextualise the word 

‘community’ (Gemeinde) by using it in a sentence describing the family in that example 

and connecting it to a previous example:  
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S1: In contrast to the f- uh the Singer family uh: who lives in a  
Jewish community . . uh . . uhm, the family uh:: –  

T: Stockmann.  
S1:  Uh the Stockmann family uh receives integration assistance from  

fellow Jews.  
 

This example illustrates the flexibility of the concept of semantic waves, since it starts 

with a contextualized example (SD−/SG+), then introduces a less contextualized and 

more abstract term (SD↑/ SG↓), and finally has the student use that term in a 

contextualized example to strengthen semantic gravity again (SG↑). The example, 

furthermore, demonstrates how this concept of semantic waves can shed light on the 

process of knowledge creation by providing a framework that can track semantic shifts in 

students’ language use. This makes it directly relevant to the study of the co-construction 

of knowledge in the FL/L2 classroom.   

 The concept of semantic waves has, for instance, been applied by Macnaught, 

Maton, Martin, and Matruglio (2013) to show how semantic waves are co-constructed in 

a 11th grade Biology class in a secondary school in Australia. Apart from giving 

implications for teacher training, which is the focus of their study, they illustrate what a 

powerful resource a semantic wave can be. After the introduction of scientific terms and 

concepts, which represents a downward move on the semantic scale, in their study, the 

explicit instruction of discipline-specific linguistic resources (an upward shift on the 

semantic scale) enabled students to choose the appropriate language patterns to express 

their depth of understanding.   
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1.4 Chapter Summary 
 
 To sum up, this chapter gave a brief introduction to the sociocultural approach; 

the remainder of the chapter was split into two major parts: (a) an introduction to 

interactional approaches to the study of classroom discourse and (b) knowledge-based 

approaches. That is, the first part of this chapter discussed discourse analysis and 

conversation analysis as two prominent approaches to the study of teacher–student 

classroom interaction. Overall, it can be noted that there has been extensive research in 

classroom discourse analysis that shows the highly structured nature of classroom 

interactions, in particular in the IRE/IRF sequence.  

The second part of this chapter was based on Bernstein’s work on hierarchical and 

horizontal knowledge structures, that characterize vertical discourse. His research forms a 

basis that can explain how learning occurs and how knowledge is constructed in different 

disciplines. Bernstein’s work on knowledge structures has also inspired scholars in the 

field of SFL to develop a theory that combines both conventions: Legitimation Code 

Theory (LCT). Within the dimension of semantics, one of the key concepts of LCT is that 

of semantic waves. The general idea behind semantic waves is that, in order to create 

knowledge, specialized terms have to be unpacked, in other words translated, from 

uncommon sense, technical, and abstract terms of disciplinary knowledge to their 

common sense, everyday equivalent. This then has to be followed by a re-packing of 

these terms into their abstract terminology (Maton, 2013), although these processes do 

not have to be in this specific order.  

The connection between SFL and Bernstein’s work has already been mentioned. 

However, since SFL provides the analytical tools in this study, which approaches the 
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analysis from a semantic perspective of meaning-making and of co-construction 

knowledge, the SFL framework will be briefly outlined in the following chapter, 

including a more detailed discussion of concepts that are directly relevant for this study.  
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CHAPTER 2 
Theoretical Framework 

 

 After having introduced the key approaches to the analysis of classroom discourse 

that inform this study in the previous chapter, this chapter gives an introduction to 

systemic functional linguistics (SFL), as this study brings together concepts of both 

discourse analysis and SFL to analyze teacher–student interactions in the FL classroom 

and specifically the construction of knowledge. In order to explain the usefulness of SFL 

as an approach to this study, this chapter first gives an overview of the framework of SFL 

itself. It begins with an introduction to the general principles of how language is viewed 

from a systemic functional perspective, followed by a more detailed explanation of the 

specific analytical SFL-based tools used in this study: MOOD, Transitivity, and Clause 

Complex. In order to illustrate how SFL has been used in studying classroom interaction, 

the chapter closes with examples of studies that used SFL to investigate classroom 

discourse in instructional settings. 

 

2.1 What Is Systemic Functional Linguistics? 

 Systemic functional linguistics (SFL) is a theory of language whose name derives 

from its two underlying assumptions: First, language is viewed as systemic, because as 

people use language to make meaning, they make selections from various systems of 

choices that are at their disposal in terms of linguistic resources, which include structures, 

words, or sounds; and second, language is functional, because each sign is meaningful in 

that it is supposed to accomplish a specific function in communication (Christie, 1999). 

In other words, “Language is said to be functional because its organization quite 
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fundamentally reveals the purposes for which any natural language came into being” 

(Christie, 1999, p. 759; highlight in the original). With explanations of the specific 

concepts and systems that are used as analytical methods in this study, such as MOOD or 

TRANSITIVITY, it will become more transparent how language is used in a systemic and 

functional way. Before going into more detail about specific concepts, however, the 

underlying view of language from an SFL perspective should be clarified first.  

SFL is based on the idea that language is a social semiotic construct (Halliday, 

1978; Halliday & Hasan, 1989), which means that language is a context-dependent 

system of meanings that are negotiated in social interaction. More specifically, 

interactions between people always take place in specific cultural and situational contexts 

through language, or (spoken or written) texts, that is used to achieve certain purposes in 

the process of exchanging meanings. According to Bartlett (2017), the main difference 

between SFL and other theories of language lies in its exotropic perspective, which 

means that it does not separate language from its social environment. Context is therefore 

a crucial aspect of the framework as a whole, but since DA also takes on an exotropic 

perspective, both approaches are easily combinable. From an SFL perspective, “language 

is learnt in context, is used in context by socialised speakers, and is altered as a system by 

its use in various contexts” (Bartlett, 2017, p. 375). Consequently, Bartlett (2017) 

describes context as “a unifying element within the overall architecture of SFL, linking 

language as system and instance (langue and parole)5 to the material conditions of those 

who use it” (p. 375). However, context is, in fact, not only one element, since SFL 

differentiates between two different kinds: the context of culture and the context of 

                                                
5 The terms langue and parole go back to the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure, one 
of the most important names in the field of semiotics. 
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situation. The context of situation refers to the meaning-making processes that use verbal 

and non-verbal speech acts in combination with material action (Bartlett, 2017). As far as 

the former is concerned, culture is here understood as “a social system” with a social 

structure or a specific “system of meanings” (Halliday & Hasan, 1989, p. 4) embedded in 

culture or a cultural history, which is necessary for interpreting and understanding any 

given interaction (Bartlett, 2017). In other words, the cultural context is a text’s genre, 

whereas the context of situation is a text’s register. While the term ‘genre’ might 

oftentimes be associated with written texts only, both genre and register apply to the 

spoken as well as the written mode here. Since genre and register make up a text’s 

context, both concepts will be explained in more detail, starting with genre, the context of 

culture. 

 Any given genre is referred to as cultural context, because a genre is “a staged 

goal-oriented social process” (Martin, 2009b, p. 10), which means that texts follow a 

progression of certain stages or communicative steps that are aimed at a specific goal. 

Texts of the same genre, thus, share the same features when it comes to their stages and 

goal(s). As Martin (2009b) explains, genres “coordinate resources, to specify just how a 

given culture organizes this meaning potential into recurrent configurations of meaning, 

and phases meaning through stages in each genre” (p. 12). Since both the goals and the 

necessary steps to reach them by the use of language differ from culture to culture, genre 

refers to the context of culture in the systemic functional model of language.  

 As far as register is concerned, there are three concepts that describe situational 

context that are necessary to make sense of the social context in which a text unfolds: 

field, tenor, and mode of discourse (Halliday & Hasan, 1989), which will be explained in 
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the following. As Halliday and Hasan (1989) outline, the first concept—field—is 

concerned with what is happening in a given social interaction. Field as a nature of 

activity or subject matter activates ideational meanings. The second one—tenor—

pertains to who is part of the interaction and their relationship toward each other; in other 

words, tenor refers to the relationship between discourse participants as well as to their 

roles and status. This relationship between participants activate certain interpersonal 

meanings. The third dimension of the context of situation—mode—refers to the role 

language plays in the exchange. That also includes the participants’ expectations about 

language, that is, “the symbolic organization of the text, the status that it has, and its 

function in the context, including the channel (is it spoken or written . . . ?) and also the 

rhetorical mode, what is being achieved by the text in terms of such categories as 

persuasive, expository, didactic, and the like” (Halliday & Hasan, 1989, p. 12). Mode as 

the role of language realizes certain textual meanings, as it correlates with the textual 

construal of field and tenor. Meaning is, thus, directly related to its context in the SFL 

model, because each of these concepts (field, tenor, and mode) serves a different 

metafunction. This connection between aspects of context and semantics is illustrated in 

Figure 4. 
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Figure 4. Tristratal model of language and its metafunctions according to the SFL 
framework (cf. Hao, 2018, p. 528; based on Martin, 1992) 
 
 
Figure 4 is not only an illustration of the three strata of language in the SFL framework—

discourse semantics, lexicogrammar, and phonology—but also of the relationship 

between context and language, which is that of realization. As can be seen, the three 

dimensions of language are realized through register and therefore construe context. 

More specifically, genre—the context of culture—is realized through register—the 

context of situation—and register is realized through the configuration of meanings and 

so forth. Consequently, these layers represent one phenomenon, but each one does so at a 

different level of abstraction with genre being the most abstract and 

phonology/graphology being the most concrete. The difference of this approach to other 

theories of language lies in the fact that context is viewed as an integral part of language, 

since context is construed through language and vice versa.  
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2.2 The Encoding of Interpersonal Meanings 

 There are two levels to the realization of interpersonal meanings that will be taken 

into consideration in this analysis of teacher–student interactions: first, the discourse 

semantic level, which will be operationalized through the system of SPEECH 

FUNCTIONS; and second, the linguistic level, which is the grammatical realization of the 

discourse-semantic moves, and which will be approached through the system of MOOD. 

Both systems are introduced in the following. 

 

 2.2.1 SPEECH FUNCTIONS 

 As the interpersonal metafunction construes the tenor of discourse (see Figure 4), 

the system of SPEECH FUNCTIONS, encoding interpersonal meanings, is concerned with 

the participants of an exchange and their relationship toward one another. The difference 

to other approaches lies in the fact that at the heart of a speech functional analysis is, 

according to Eggins and Slade (1997), the dynamic negotiation of meaning, which 

includes the sequencing of turns, which is a connection to DA and CA. In other words, 

the exchanges between participants are analyzed in terms of how people react to each 

other by choosing specific speech functions. In contrast to other discourse analytic 

methods investigating turns, a semantic analysis from an SFL perspective differentiates 

between the speech roles and the commodity that is exchanged in the interaction. A 

commodity to be exchanged can either belong to the category of goods-&-services or to 

the category of information, while a speech role is either associated with giving or 

demanding one of the commodities (Eggins & Slade, 1997; Halliday & Matthiessen, 

2014; Martin, Matthiessen, & Painter, 2010). Thus, there are four basic initiating speech 
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functions, which are understood as “moves interactants can make to initiate a piece of 

dialogue” (Eggins & Slade, 1997, p. 180) and they are: offer, statement, command, and 

question. Speech functions, speech roles, and their corresponding MOOD realizations, 

which here refers to clause types and will be explained in further detail in the next 

section, are illustrated in Table 1.  

 

Table 1 

Initiating speech function choices and MOOD realizations 
 goods-&-services information 

giving ‘offer’ ‘statement’ 

   ↘ (various)   ↘ declarative 

demanding ‘command’ ‘question’ 
   ↘ imperative   ↘ interrogative 
 proposal proposition 

Notes. cf. Martin, Matthiessen, & Painter, 2010 
 

As can be seen in Table 1, an interlocutor can either give a form of goods-&-services, 

which uses various forms of MOOD realizations, or they can give information, which is 

done in the form of a statement and typically uses the declarative MOOD. If not giving 

any goods-&-services or information, an interlocutor either demands goods-&-services in 

the form of a command, usually realized through an imperative, or demands information, 

which is typically done through a question and realized through an interrogative. This 

table represents, however, just a broad categorization of MOOD types in relation to 

speech functions for initiating an exchange. Moreover, the MOOD realizations, which are 

displayed with an arrow to show “the realisational move from semantic category […] to 

grammatical one” (Martin, Matthiessen, & Painter, 2010, p. 57), are congruent 

realizations, which means that, for instance, not all commands are uttered through 
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imperative clauses. Oftentimes speech functions are expressed metaphorically for 

different reasons. In the case of commands, they can, among others, be uttered by the use 

of interrogatives for reasons of politeness.  

 As far as responding moves are concerned, Halliday and Matthiessen (2014) 

differentiated between an expected and a discretionary response for each initiating speech 

function or a supporting and a confronting reaction, to use the terms preferred by Eggins 

and Slade (1997). More specifically, as can be seen in Table 2, an interlocutor can react 

with acceptance or rejection to an offer, with compliance or refusal to a command, with 

acknowledgement or contradiction to a statement, and with either an answer or a 

disclaimer to a question.  

Table 2 

Responding speech function choices 
initiating move responding move 

 supporting, expected confronting, discretionary 
 
offer 
(give goods-&-services) 
 
command 
(demand goods-&-services) 
 
statement 
(give information) 
 
question 
(demand information) 
 

acceptance 
 
 
compliance, undertaking 
 
 
acknowledgement 
 
 
answer 
 
 

rejection 
 
 
refusal 
 
 
contradiction 
 
 
disclaimer 
 
 

Notes. cf. Eggins & Slade, 1997; Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014 
 

It should also be mentioned that these responses are not limited to verbal reactions, but 

include non-verbal responses as well (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014). Of course, these 

eight responding speech functions are a broad categorization. An actual speech function 

analysis includes further levels of delicacy. Eggins and Slade (1997) introduced an entire 
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system network of speech functions in casual conversation, thereby extending Halliday 

and Matthiessen’s (2014) general model. An adaption of Eggins and Slade’s (1997) 

system network of speech functions as well as explanations of the moves can be found in 

the Appendix.  

The system of speech functions and speech roles has been applied to the 

classroom context. Rose (2014), for instance, analyzed the different speech roles in 

pedagogic activities to explain the structure of learning cycles and discourse patterns in 

curriculum genres. For speech roles in the classroom, Rose (2014) does not differentiate 

between goods-&-services and information as the exchanged commodity like in Halliday 

and Matthiessen’s (2014) model; the focus in his study of classroom discourse lies on 

exchanges of either knowledge or action. Rose looks at whether the teacher or a student 

initiates a pedagogic exchange of action, on the one hand, or of knowledge, on the other 

hand. To illustrate, a pedagogic action exchange initiated by the teacher means that the 

teacher demands an action (i.e., goods-&-services) from a student, such as to write 

something on the board. A pedagogic knowledge exchange initiated by the teacher means 

that they demand information from a student and then evaluate that response, like in a 

traditional IRE sequence (e.g., T: What kind of group is it? M6: Late resettlers? T: Late 

resettlers. Exactly. Exactly.) 6  Expanding Halliday and Matthiessen’s (2014) model, 

Rose’s (2014) coding scheme also accounts for the particularities of classroom situations, 

such as the teacher asking a display question, that is, a question to which they already 

know the answer and, thus, are the person already possessing the knowledge they are 

trying to elicit from somebody else. Or, as far as action exchanges in the classroom are 

                                                
6 This example was taken from my own German data (ex. #2, clauses 1559–1563), but 
translated into English to facilitate readability.  
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concerned, Rose’s model captures the different power relations common to a classroom 

setting, for example, that a student might have to ask for the teacher’s permission to 

perform an action before it is carried out. Thus, this analysis gives valuable insights into 

the exchange patterns of both action and knowledge in curriculum genres. For this study, 

however, speech roles will not be analyzed independently, but will be included as part of 

the more detailed SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis, for example, opening moves will be 

associated with the speech role of the initiator of an exchange.  

 

 2.2.2 MOOD 

 As previously explained, the system of MOOD is the grammatical realization of 

interpersonal meanings and construes “The primary interpersonal systems of clause” 

(Matthiessen, Teruya, & Lam, 2010, p. 146). In other words, the system of MOOD 

construes the interpersonal metafunction at clause rank, while the system of speech 

functions uses moves as the basis for analysis. Martin, Matthiessen, and Painter (2010) 

describe the MOOD system as “the key interpersonal system of the clause, and [a]s the 

grammatical resource for realising an interactive move in dialogue” (p. 56).  

Consequently, the two systems of SPEECH FUNCTION and MOOD complement each 

other, as they are both exploring the realization of interpersonal meanings, but each one 

on another level: the one on a discourse semantic and the other on a linguistic level. 

Therefore, it is advisable to use both systems for a comprehensive analysis of 

interpersonal meanings.  This study uses a speech functional analysis to show how 

teachers elicit knowledge from students. The reason why it is also important to determine 

the different MOOD types that are used in different speech functions—and thus, to 
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conduct an analysis on a grammatical and not just on a discourse semantic level—is that 

there are, as already mentioned, congruent and incongruent or metaphorical realizations 

of each speech function. In “metaphorical realisations the grammar works as a metaphor 

for the relevant meaning” (Martin, Matthiessen, & Painter, 2010, p. 67). For example, 

instead of using the congruent form of an imperative for commands, like in Tell me 

briefly what you remember, teachers might use interrogatives to be more polite, such as 

“can you maybe briefly [. . . ] tell me what you remember” (ex. #3, clause 3311 and 

3317). In this regard, Andersen (2017) argues that the idea of speech functions is similar 

to, for instance, speech acts in speech act theory, developed by Austin (1962) and Searle 

(1969). For example, a question, which would typically be realized through an 

interrogative, could as well be expressed through a (modulated) declarative. 

Consequently, for language use in a language classroom, it seems to be worth looking 

into the congruency of exchanges between teachers and students in an advanced FL class. 

Furthermore, an analysis on the linguistic level might reveal further particularities of 

teacher talk that are not part of the discourse semantic plane.  

The various MOOD types differ in terms of the occurrence and position of their 

respective clause constituents. From an SFL perspective, each clause consists of a Mood 

element with its constituents of Subject and Finite, and it also consists of a so-called 

Residue with its functional elements of Predicator, Complement, and Adjunct (Halliday 

& Matthiessen, 2014).  

It should also be mentioned here that different forms of capitalization of the word 

MOOD/Mood refer to different elements. As Halliday and Matthiessen (2014) explain, 

capital letters for the system of MOOD are used in order to avoid confusion with the 
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Mood element of the clause. The latter, with only one initial capital letter, refers to an 

element of the interpersonal structural function of the clause as one differentiates between 

Mood and Residue. The Mood element is the part of the clause that carries the argument 

forward and the Residue is the remainder of the clause (Matthiessen, Teruya, & Lam, 

2010). Depending on the existing clause constituents in Mood and Residue—such as 

Subject, Finite, Complement, or Adjunct—different MOOD types or realizations7 can be 

identified. Consequently, capital letters are conventionally used to refer to systems, while 

one initial capital letter signifies the name of a structural function (Halliday & 

Matthiessen, 2014). 

Depending on the different distribution and occurrence of these constituents of the 

Mood element and the Residue, nine different clause types are determined by Eggins and 

Slade (1997); they are: declarative, tagged declarative, polar interrogative, wh-

interrogative, imperative, exclamative, elliptical clauses, minor clauses, and non-finite 

clauses.8 Table 3 presents a short summary of clause types and how they differ from one 

another, that is, what clause constituents are present and how they are distributed in each 

clause. Elliptical clauses are added to their respective category of clause type and are 

therefore not represented in their own category. 

 

                                                
7 Despite Halliday and Matthiessen’s (2014) clarification of the spelling conventions, 
there has been inconsistency in the research with regards to the capitalization of MOOD 
(cf., “the choice of MOOD” and “the mood system,” p. 97). For consistency within this 
study, only the two capitalized spellings of MOOD and Mood will be used here. MOOD 
with all capital letters will be used to refer to the system as a whole as well as to the 
different types of clauses (e.g., imperative, indicative, etc.), whereas Mood with only an 
initial capital letter will be used for the element within the clause as the counterpart of the 
Residue.  
8 Polarity and Modality are two other dimensions that are taken into consideration in a 
MOOD analysis, but they will not be included in this study due to its scope.  
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Table 3 

MOOD types and their clause constituents 
Declarative the Subject precedes the Finite 

Full  e.g., T: They belong to a specific group of immigrants.9(ex. #2, 1549) 
Elliptical  e.g., F1: Something with late. (ex. #3, 3549) 
Tagged  e.g., T: here you have the information, don’t you?10 (ex. #3, 1203) 
Tagged elliptical  e.g., T: that’s present tense, no?11 (ex. #3, 5127)  

Polar interrogative the Finite precedes the Subject 
Full  e.g., T: are these people refugees (ex. #2, 1555) 
Elliptical  e.g., F1: in a hospital? (ex. #3, 3440) 

Wh-interrogative contains a wh-question word probing for a missing element 
Full  e.g., T: so which group do they belong to? (ex. #1, 2101) 
Elliptical  e.g., T: What does it mean? German late emigrant?12 (ex. #1, 2111) 

Imperative no Subject or Finite, but a Predicator and a Complement and/or 
Adjunct 

 e.g., T: look (ex. #3, 3507) 
Exclamative a combination of a wh-word with a Complement or Adjunct 
 e.g., T: What a strange day today! (ex. #3, 3386 slightly altered) 
Minor clause no mood structure at all; tends to be very brief and often formulaic 
 e.g., T: Exactly. Exactly. (ex. #2, 1562, 1563) 
Non-finite clause no Finite element; only a Predicator and a Complement and/or Adjunct 
 e.g., T: That is a group that helps them to integrate13 (ex. #3, 3405) 

Notes. cf. Eggins & Slade, 1997; Halliday, 1994; Ryshina–Pankova, 2018 (with my own data) 
 

A slightly simplified network of the different MOOD choices can be found in Figure 5. It 

not only gives a general overview of the basic clause categories, but it also groups MOOD 

types according to the general differentiation of major and minor clause. 

  

                                                
9 Although the analysis was performed on the original transcript in German, examples are 
presented in the English translation here (italicized) in order to save space and to 
maximize readability. 
10 Only the underlined portion is part of the MOOD type. 
11 Only the underlined portion is part of the MOOD type. 
12 Only the underlined portion is part of the MOOD type. 
13 Only the underlined portion is part of the MOOD type. 
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Figure 5. Network of basic MOOD options (cf. Jones, 2005, p. 74) 

 

 While there is still a need for studies that take an SFL approach for investigating 

classroom discourse, the SFL-based system of MOOD has been used to get a deeper 

insight into the grammatical dimension of classroom discourse and is oftentimes 

supplemented by an analysis of the speech roles and/or speech functions on the 

discourse-semantic level.  

Jones (2005) used MOOD alongside a SPEECH FUNCTION and APPRAISAL14 

analysis in her dissertation to reveal not just the enactment of social roles and the moral 

regulation of learners, but also compared the learning outcomes at two different schools 

in the state of New South Wales, Australia. Her MOOD analysis shows that relationships 

in the classroom depend on the social roles that are determined by the context of 

schooling. For example, teachers used a larger variety of MOOD types, whereas the large 

majority of clauses uttered by students were information-giving declaratives, most of the 

                                                
14  APPRAISAL is another SFL system within the discourse semantic stratum and 
interpersonal meanings (Martin & White, 2005), but it is not included in this study due to 
its scope. Martin and White (2005) describe APPRAISAL as being concerned with 
evaluations, which include Engagement (i.e., different voices introduced in a text), 
Attitude (i.e., the evaluation of emotions with affect, of ethics with judgement, and of 
aesthetics with appreciation), and Graduation (i.e., the intensity of force and focus in a 
text).  

 

major

indicative

declarative

interrogative

wh-interrogative

polar interrogative

imperative

minor
↘︎ David?

↘︎ Stoke the fire!

↘︎ I was stoking the fire.

↘︎ Why were you stoking the fire?

↘︎ Were you stoking the fire?
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times in elliptical form, as they answered the teacher’s question without reiterating it in a 

complete sentence. Furthermore, the main difference between the two schools was in 

their use of discourses. While the learners in one school were mainly presented with 

primary discourses (or horizontal discourses in Bernstein’s terms), the learners at the 

other school had access to secondary discourses with more specialized rather than just 

everyday language. This also alludes to the fact that learners at the first school were not 

given access to horizontal or hierarchical knowledge structures of vertical discourses.  

Another use of MOOD in the context of classroom discourse analysis can be found 

in a study by Thwaite (2014), who compared the talk of teachers in a Pre-Primary science 

classroom working with five-year-olds to the discourse of teacher aides. Like Jones 

(2005), she combined the system of MOOD with an analysis of SPEECH FUNCTIONS, but 

Thwaite’s study also investigated the register in terms of field, the discourse structure and 

dynamics by looking at turn-taking structures including the predictability of moves in the 

discourse. She found that there is a fundamental difference between teachers and teacher 

aides in the way they construct relationships with children. For example, in her study, 

teachers used less (congruent) commands and a wider variety of question types than 

teacher aides, which leads Thwaite to the conclusion that more experienced teachers 

facilitate an approximation of scientific talk, whereas teacher aides might benefit from 

professional development in that area of classroom talk. 

Ryshina–Pankova’s (2018) study of telecollaborative chats with a focus on 

intercultural competence (ICC) is another example where the systems of SPEECH 

FUNCTIONS and MOOD were used to complement each other in order to demonstrate the 

operationalization of interpersonal meanings. These telecollaborative chats occurred 
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between advanced learners of German at a U.S. university and students at a university in 

Germany, who were also native speakers of German. The analysis of speech functions 

revealed that there are major differences in the use of different moves (e.g., initiating 

moves) between different pairs and that, thus, groups negotiate ICC in a very different 

way, despite the contextual similarities. The subsequent MOOD analysis showed, for 

example, that there were different patterns of the linguistic realization of initiating moves 

between the two comparison groups. Combining both systems, this study demonstrates 

that MOOD types are used in a wide variety of functions beyond their congruent 

realizations. For example, initiating moves might not predominantly be realized through 

interrogatives. Consequently, it can be seen that both systems in combination can shed 

light on how discourse semantic moves and their linguistic realizations work together to 

structure and regulate interactions.  

 

2.3 CLAUSE COMPLEX Encoding Logical Meaning 

 As previously outlined, and as illustrated in Figure 4, there are three 

metafunctions in the SFL understanding of language: an ideational, an interpersonal, and 

a textual one. The ideational metafunction comprises the two subfunctions experiential 

and logical meanings. The former focuses on meanings within the clause (and is 

discussed in the next section), while the latter is applied to meaning between clauses in 

clause complexes (Eggins, 2004). In other words, the focus of logical meanings lies on 

the linking of clauses instead of their individual meanings. Therefore, the term CLAUSE 

COMPLEX in SFL refers to a group of two or more clauses that are connected “in certain 

systematic and meaningful ways” (Eggins, 2004, p. 255). The system of CLAUSE 
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COMPLEX combines two subsystems: the tactic and the logico-semantic system (see 

Figure 6). While the tactic system determines the degree of interdependency and 

differentiates between clause relationships of coordination and subordination, in other 

words between paratactic and hypotactic clauses, logico-semantic relations are a little 

more complex. Eggins (2004) explains them as “the system that describes the specific 

type of meaning relationship between linked clauses” (p. 259). According to Halliday and 

Matthiessen (2014), the two fundamental categories within logico-semantic relationships 

are projection and expansion.  

 

 

Figure 6. System of the CLAUSE COMPLEX (cf. Eggins, 2004, p. 259) 

 

In case of a projection, a clause is either quoted or reported—therefore projected—by 

another clause, and this type of quote or report can be instated in the form of a locution or 

an idea. Expansion, on the other hand, does not refer to the reintroduction of another 

clause, but to instances in which a primary clause is expanded through a secondary clause 
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in the form of an elaboration, an extension, or an enhancement. Another important 

difference between projection and expansion is that “Expansion relates phenomena as 

being of the same order of experience, while projection relates phenomena of one order 

of experience (the process of saying and thinking) to phenomena of a higher order 

(semiotic phenomena—what people say and think)” (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014, p. 

443). That means, projection adds what another person said or thought, and might use 

verbal or mental process types to do so (Martin, Matthiessen, & Painter, 2010). In order 

to illustrate the difference between projection and expansion, these concepts are 

sometimes compared to the conventions of comic strips: according to this analogy, 

expansion is represented by the sequence of pictures or frames, projection can, however, 

only be represented by text in the form of speech bubbles for verbal processes or thought 

bubbles for mental processes (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014; Martin, Matthiessen, & 

Painter, 2010). All in all, it can be seen that the additional value of an SFL approach to 

the linking of clauses lies in its incorporation of the semantic significance for the 

meaning-making process. Instead of just differentiating between main clauses and 

subordinate clauses, like it is done in traditional grammar, the system of clause complex 

investigates the meaning potential in the language.  

For the analysis of classroom discourse, this system can be beneficial as far as 

knowledge building is concerned. For example, most recently, Hao (2018) studied 

scientific language in articles in the field of biology and whether cause–effect relations 

are expressed inside a clause or between clauses. Her study is based on the previously 

demonstrated significance that cause–effect relationships have for the construction of 

scientific knowledge. Since knowledge and language are seen as unified phenomena in 
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educational linguistics from an SFL perspective, mastery of linguistic resources is 

necessary for the construal of knowledge. Comprehending causality presents a challenge 

for students in sciences, not only because causality is part of what Maton (2013) calls 

“uncommonsense knowledge” (p. 9), but also because, as Hao (2018) argues, it is critical 

to grasp discourse semantic resources and lexicogrammar as well as the register variable 

field. This is what she calls adopting a “trinocular” perspective on language (p. 526). Her 

findings show that different discourse semantic meanings can be expressed through 

similar grammatical structures, but that similar structures oftentimes construe different 

types of causality, or “cause inside the clause,” in the scientific field (e.g., an activity 

entity can interact with other meanings through promoting, enhancing, enabling—all of 

which are different examples of “cause inside the clause”). Thus, Hao argues that it is 

critical for students to understand the syntactic complexity of “cause inside the clause” 

for knowledge to be created and that it is important to unpack discourse semantic choices 

in order to understand how natural science articles construe causality.  

Another study that used the system of CLAUSE COMPLEX to investigate language 

use in an instructional setting, but with a focus on L2/FL learning, is by Teruya (2006). In 

the context of advanced learners of Japanese, he used this system to operationalize the 

construction of logic. Having the ability to both generate and understand language logic 

is, according to Teruya (2006), a sign for advanced language learners. He connects, for 

example, the system of recursion, which allows the linking of multiple clause complexes, 

with advanced use of the target language. While introductory language courses only 

focus on the introduction of bi-clausal nexuses, advanced learners display the ability to 
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link multiple clauses, which is a more idiomatic use of the language and shows a higher 

syntactic complexity.   

 

2.4 TRANSITIVITY Encoding Experiential Meaning 

 The previous section gave a brief introduction to the system of CLAUSE 

COMPLEX, which belongs to the logical subfunction of ideational meanings. The other 

subfunction, as previously mentioned, is experiential meanings, which are construed into 

process types through the system of TRANSITIVITY.  

The differentiation into different types of processes is based on the distinction 

between inner and outer experience or between the outer world and the world of 

consciousness, a realization that is typically already made at the age of three to four 

months (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014). SFL uses the terms material and mental 

processes to refer to these different process types. Material processes are those in which 

“some entity does something, undertakes some action”, in other words, they are 

expressions of “doing, usually concrete, tangible actions” (Eggins, 2004, p. 215; highlight 

in the original). Mental processes, on the contrary, are those that relate to thoughts, 

feelings, and the process of sensing. Halliday and Matthiessen (2014) describe the 

difference between material and mental processes as follows:  

While ‘material’ clauses are concerned with our experience of the material 
world, ‘mental’ clauses are concerned with our experience of the world of 
our own consciousness. . . . This process of sensing may be construed 
either as flowing from a person’s consciousness or as impinging on it; but 
it is not construed as a material act. (p. 245)  
 

However, process types in the system of TRANSITIVITY are more detailed than this basic 

differentiation between material and mental processes. There is a total of six process 
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types, namely, apart from material and mental, there are also verbal, behavioral, 

existential, and relational processes. Each of these types entails specific constituents, 

which can be seen in Table 4. This means that for a TRANSITIVITY analysis, it is not 

enough to determine only the process types; it is only complete, if it also includes the 

respective constituent(s) or participant roles determined by the respective process type. 

The reason for the inclusion of constituents is that the TRANSITIVITY system construes 

“experience as quanta of change in the flow of events,” and a “quantum of change is 

modelled as a configuration of a process, participants involved in it, and attendant 

circumstances” (Martin, Matthiessen, & Painter, 2010, p. 98). These participants and 

circumstances have specific names for each process type. As shown in Table 4, material 

processes can be accompanied by the optional constituents Actor, Goal, Scope, and 

Beneficiary; mental processes might have a Senser and/or a Phenomenon; verbal process 

types can involve a Sayer as well as a Receiver and/or Verbiage; behavioral processes can 

have the optional constituents Behaver, Behavior, and/or Phenomenon; existential 

process types might have a so-called Existent; relational processes that are identifying 

someone or something can include a Token and/or a Value; and relational processes types 

adding an attribute to someone or something can have a Carrier and/or an Attribute.  

 The reason why a TRANSITIVITY analysis seems to be a fruitful approach to the 

study of classroom discourse is that the choice of process a speaker makes also directly 

relates to participant roles and configurations (Eggins, 2004). Also Christie (2002) 

mentions the usefulness of a TRANSITIVITY analysis for the classroom context in her 

publication on classroom discourse analysis: “Process types and their participant roles are 

important measures of the experiential content found in classroom texts” (p. 14). In this 
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regard, permitting the allocation of all the individual constituents that are associated with 

every process type in classroom discourse, the system of TRANSITIVITY allows for an 

analysis of speech roles on a more delicate level compared to the system of MOOD, 

which looks at clauses as a whole.  

Table 4 

Process types and their possible constituents 

material 

Actor Performs the action 
e.g., T: I’m giving you these word fields (ex. #3) 

Goal The participant the process is directed at;  
direct object 
e.g., T: I’m giving you these word fields (ex. #3) 

Scope A process’s range 
e.g., to make a mistake (Eggins, 2004, p. 220) 

Beneficiary The entity benefiting from the process 
e.g., T: I’m giving you these word fields (ex. #3) 

mental 

Senser Performs the action 
e.g., T: Here we see what he does now. (ex. #3) 

Phenomenon A process’s range; what is thought, felt, perceived 
e.g., T: Here we see what he does now. (ex. #3) 

verbal 

Sayer Performs the action 
e.g., T: when we were discussing it (ex. #3) 

Receiver The entity to whom the saying is directed 
e.g., T: What else can you tell me (ex. #3) 

Verbiage A process’s range 
e.g., T: when we were discussing it (ex. #3) 

behavioral 

Behaver Performs the action 
e.g., T: I briefly have to look (ex. #3) 

Behavior A process’s range; a restatement of the process 
e.g., He smiled a broad smile. (Eggins, 2004, p. 234) 

Phenomenon Another participant (not restatement of the process) 
e.g., He sniffed the soup. (Eggins, 2004, p. 234) 

existential Existent The item there (representing ‘existence’) 
e.g., F1: there are problems (ex. #3) 

relational 

identifying 

Token What is being defined; subject in active clause 
e.g., T: which immigrant group does it represent (ex. #3) 

Value A process’s range; that which defines; subject in a 
passive clause 
e.g., T: which immigrant group does it represent (ex. 
#3) 

attributive 

Carrier The entity to which a quality/attribute is ascribed to 
e.g., T: you are right (ex. #3) 

Attribute A process’s range; the quality that is being ascribed 
e.g., T: you are right (ex. #3) 

Notes. cf. Eggins, 2004; Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014 
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In her exploration of teachers’ use of process types in classroom interactions, 

Christie (2002) uses TRANSITIVITY to show that there is a noticeable difference of the 

instructional and regulative register. As mentioned in the previous chapter, the two 

registers that are at work in the classroom are the regulative register, which is concerned 

with managing students’ actions; and the instructional register, which refers to the 

content that is being discussed (Christie, 2002). Depending on the activity, the 

instructional register in her study is characterized by the realization of key lexical items 

adopting participant roles. For example, participants included “World Heritage, key 

geographic ideas; location, distribution” (Christie, 2002, p. 137) to discuss cultural 

content related to the Kakadu World Heritage Site in Australia. In contrast, the regulative 

register in her study is predominantly characterized by material, mental or behavioral 

process types to refer to students’ (desired) actions and included material processes such 

as “I’ll give you. . .; could you jot quickly down” (Christie, 2002, p. 137) as well as 

“remember (cognition); I want you to keep concentrating (behavioural); we’re looking at 

. . . (behavioural)” (p. 147). In addition, the regulative register also included relational 

process types for defining or identifying a task; for example, “it’s about a six-week unit    

. . .; it’s a fairly big title” (attributive) or “the two things [[I want [[you to do]] ]] is” (p. 

137). Thus, the system of TRANSITIVITY provided a framework for explaining the 

differences in the two classroom registers the teacher used.  

 The analysis of process types in classroom texts is not limited to the spoken 

mode; a few studies investigate students’ written texts, for example, in order to show 

different frequencies of process types in different genres, which might allow to draw a 

connection to spoken genres as well. A study by Ignatieva and Rodríguez–Vergara 
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(2015) focused on genres and academic language produced by Mexican students of 

Spanish literature and compared their texts with research articles from Mexican scientific 

journals. Their study shows that the use of process types differs depending on the genres 

of question–answer, essay, review, and research article. For example, they found that 

academic language use in Spanish is characterized by a high percentage of verbal 

processes. This finding confirms other studies, such as one by Herrero Rivas (2013), who 

found a similar high percentage of verbal process types in academic language use. In 

contrast to this Spanish-focused research, a study by Xuan (2018) uses the 

TRANSITIVITY system to explore English L2 writing of Chinese high school students. 

Among the ten different writing tasks he investigated, he found registerial difference in 

the use of process types, similar to the Spanish studies, but also a surprisingly high 

percentage of relational clauses compared to texts produced by native speakers. To sum 

up, what these studies illustrate is that lexicogrammatical choices are not made randomly, 

but that they are determined by the respective genre, which suggests that the distribution 

of process types follows specific genre conventions in the spoken mode as well. Apart 

from these examples, TRANSITIVITY has not been applied extensively to the context of 

the language classroom.  

 

2.5 Chapter Summary 

 Overall, this chapter gave an introduction to the SFL framework, which this study 

will be based on. It began with an overall description of underlying assumptions about 

language and its relation to the social context. The tristratal SFL model of language with 

its different strata of realization illustrated the unity of language and context. The first 
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systems within this framework that were introduced in more depth were SPEECH 

FUNCTIONS and MOOD, both realizing the interpersonal metafunction. As has been 

shown, on the level of discourse semantics, the system of SPEECH FUNCTIONS is based 

on the basic exchange structure in moves of giving vs. demanding either goods-&-

services or information and the respective response moves. On the level of the clause, the 

system of MOOD is comprised of the grammatical realizations of speech functions, such 

as declarative, interrogative, or imperative. To illustrate the application of these systems, 

a short discussion of studies that have used the system of SPEECH FUNCTIONS and 

MOOD were included in this part of the chapter to show its usefulness for the classroom 

context. The next system that was introduced was that of CLAUSE COMPLEX. It was 

explained that, in contrast to other notions of clause complex, this system from an SFL 

perspective does not only differentiate between the ordination of a clause (parataxis vs. 

hypotaxis), but also between the logico-semantic relations of projection and expansion, 

which shows the type of semantic relationship between linked clauses, rather than simply 

their grammatical category. The final system that was presented concerned 

TRANSITIVITY and experiential meanings. An explanation of the six different process 

types as well as their constituents was followed by an exemplification of the ways this 

system has been used in research in the field of classroom discourse.  

 With these insights in mind, the following chapter will lay out the methodological 

approach employed in this study. More specifically, it will first go into more detail about 

the research questions on whose basis it was designed, then clarify how exactly the study 

was designed and conducted, in what context it was carried out and with what kind of 

participants. It will then explain in more depth how the SFL systems introduced in this 
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chapter were used in the data analysis and coding procedure in order to find answers to 

the specified research questions.  
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CHAPTER 3 
Research Questions, Study Design, and Methodology 

 
 The previous two chapters reviewed how classroom discourse has been studied, 

what has been the focus of research in the applied linguistics field, and its major findings. 

That included discussions of areas such as the sociocultural approach, the co-construction 

of knowledge, knowledge structures, conversation analysis and discourse analysis as 

interactional approaches, as well as research conducted in the context of science 

classrooms and CLIL. The previous chapter then specifically focused on the SFL 

framework as an approach to explain the social semiotic nature of language as well as 

specific concepts within this framework that are relevant for this study. Examples of 

studies that applied these concepts of MOOD, SPEECH FUNCTION, TRANSITIVITY, and 

CLAUSE COMPLEX were incorporated to illustrate the use of this framework and the 

insights that can be gained through it. 

Overall, these previous two chapters demonstrated that a lot of research has 

already been done on language use in instructional settings. However, research in the 

fields of discourse analysis and conversation analysis has primarily investigated formal 

aspects of language use in the classroom. Semantic aspects have been explored to a much 

lesser extent. SFL offers a productive approach to the study of language in instructional 

contexts due to its focus on the functional role of linguistic resources for meaning 

making, as has been shown by the examples in the previous chapter. However, there is 

still a need for more studies that investigate the oral mode of interaction from an SFL 

perspective, as it allows for an in-depth semantic analysis of what exactly happens inside 

a FL classroom, especially in terms of the process of co-construction of knowledge 

through classroom interaction.  
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In this chapter, I specify the research questions explored in this dissertation, along 

with the analytical approaches taken. I first present the research questions, then explain 

the study design, which includes information on the study context, the participants, and 

the procedure of data collection and analysis. 

 

3.1 Research Questions 

 This study aims to answer the following research questions: 

1. How is knowledge elicited in teacher–student interactions in the FL 

classroom? 

2. How are discourse semantic  moves in teacher–student interactions realized 

grammatically by both teachers and students? 

3. How are discourse semantic moves realized syntactically by instructors and 

students? 

4. Is there a pattern in terms of word choice within teachers’ knowledge-creating 

moves? 

Following an SFL-based approach, I operationalize the first research question, on 

knowledge elicitation, through a focus on interpersonal meanings and their realization 

through the system network of SPEECH FUNCTIONS by Eggins and Slade (1997). This 

elaborate framework is used to show from a semantic perspective what kind of discourse 

semantic moves are necessary for instructors to elicit knowledge from their students. The 

approach I took with regard to the second research question is through the system of 

MOOD. This system construes “the grammaticalization of the semantic system of 

SPEECH FUNCTION in the clause” (Matthiessen, Teruya, & Lam, 2010, p. 146) and, thus, 
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builds on the first research question by investigating the linguistic realization of 

individual moves. One of the reasons for including a MOOD analysis instead of only 

analyzing SPEECH FUNCTIONS independently is that the system of MOOD might give 

insights on congruent and incongruent realizations of speech functions (e.g., a command 

expressed in the form of an interrogative instead of its congruent MOOD type of 

imperative), which could indicate advanced command of the target language as part of 

the knowledge that is co-constructed in a FL class. I address the third research question, 

which is concerned with the realization of logical meanings, by use of the system of 

CLAUSE COMPLEX. I chose to focus on the syntactic realization of the discourse 

semantic moves to gain insights into the complexity of teachers’ and students’ language 

production and possible differences between the two. The last research question is 

specifically concerned with the teachers’ knowledge-creating moves and the choices they 

make with regard to process types. To approach this research question, I use the system 

of TRANSITIVITY to reveal if there is a certain pattern in the use of the different process 

types (material, mental, verbal, behavioral, existential, relational) when knowledge is 

created or elicited by the teachers. This analysis might further our understanding of the 

choices that teachers make in regulative and instructional discourse and build on the 

results of Christie’s (2002) previously mentioned study.  

 

3.2 Study Design 

 In the following sections about the design of this study, I go into more detail 

about how I approached the previously introduced research questions. I first give an 

overview of the general methodological approach, including a brief description of data 
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collection and subsequent analysis. Then I give a detailed background on the study 

context and participants and the specifics of data collection. Finally, I elaborate on the 

methods of data analysis and how I used the specific SFL concepts of SPEECH 

FUNCTION, MOOD, CLAUSE COMPLEX, and TRANSITIVITY in this study.  

 

 3.2.1 Methodological approach. 

 This is a qualitative study, and therefore it is “based on descriptive data that does 

not make (regular) use of statistical procedures” (Mackey & Gass, 2016, p. 215). Typical 

of qualitative research, which is usually characterized by a small number of participants 

(Mackey & Gass, 2016), this study involves three instructors of German as a FL as well 

as their students in an Advanced II or Intensive Advanced German class in a spring 

semester,15 which amounts to a total of 23 participants, teachers and students combined. 

Because of this selection of three individual groups, this study can be categorized as a 

case study. The goal is, thus, not to generalize findings to the larger group of FL learners 

(Mackey & Gass, 2016), but to reveal some of the complexities within the process of 

creating knowledge in and through a foreign language.  

After approval of the Georgetown University Institutional Review Board (IRB), I 

collected the qualitative data by means of two different methods: 1) 29 video recordings 

of Advanced German lessons within the same instructional unit and 2) semi-structured 

interviews with the three instructors. In order to keep identifying information on all 

participants confidential, pseudonyms are used throughout this study. Table 5 gives an 

overview of the timeline of the entire data collection process. The video recordings serve 

                                                
15 The year will not be specified in order to decrease identification of the participants and 
to keep their personal information confidential. 
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as the basis for this study, selections of which were later transcribed for detailed analysis. 

The personal interviews were conducted to supplement the video recordings and to gain 

insights into the instructors’ conscious or unconscious linguistic choices, specifically 

regarding word choice and syntax. What these interviews revealed is, for example, that 

the only German native speaker, Claudia, phrased most of her utterances unconsciously. 

In contrast, during stimulated recall, Elizabeth and Logan were usually able to provide a 

reason for formulating a question or statement a certain way. Consequently, there might 

be a difference in terms of language awareness between native and non-native speakers 

of the target language, which would need to be investigated further.  

Table 5 

Timeline of data collection 
Date Action 
2/23 Recruitment email sent to all three Advanced German instructors 
2/26 Informed Consent Form signed by teacher #1 (Elizabeth) 
2/28 Informed Consent Form signed by teacher #2 (Logan) 
3/2 Recruitment email sent to Elizabeth’s students 

Recruitment email sent to Logan’s students 
3/12–4/9 Data collection in Elizabeth’s class (10 consecutive meetings) 
 Data collection in Logan’s class (10 consecutive meetings) 
3/23 Interview 1 with Elizabeth 
3/28 Interview 1 with Logan 
4/3 Recruitment email sent to Claudia’s students 
4/9 Informed Consent Form signed by teacher #3 (Claudia) 
4/10–4/20 Data collection in Claudia’s class (7 consecutive meetings) 
4/13 Interview 2 with Elizabeth 
4/25 Interview 2 with Logan 
4/27 Interview with Claudia 
Note. The names used here are pseudonyms. 
 

After completion of data collection, I selected specific recordings for analysis to 

be compared across all three groups. As Révész (2012) notes, depending on a variety of 

factors, such as the scope of the study, it may be determined that only part of the data 

rather than the entire dataset needs to be coded. For this study, I selected a total of 11 
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lessons: 3 lessons of each regular-track course and 5 of the intensive course. For reason 

of comparability, only excerpts pertaining to the discussion of the magazine article Alltag 

in der zweiten Heimat (‘Everyday Life in the Second Homeland’)16 were included. That 

is, I chose teaching sequences of a specific article in order to allow comparing the 

teaching of the three German instructors, because unlike individual lessons, an article 

constitutes a self-contained unit that is easier to compare across courses of different 

paces. Furthermore, due to this study’s focus on interactions between teachers and 

students, I decided to exclude from the analysis those parts in which students performed a 

speaking task, gave a presentation, or worked in pairs or groups. I then transcribed the 

selected recordings using Tannen, Kendall, and Gordon’s (2007) transcription 

conventions in their publication about family talk, that were extended by classroom-

specific codes from Mackey and Gass (2016) and my own supplements (see Appendix C 

for a summary of all transcription codes used in this study). For the initial analysis of 

SPEECH FUNCTIONS, I grouped the transcripts into moves in order to be able to code 

them according to SFL’s system network, which was originally developed by Eggins and 

Slade (1997) for casual conversation. However, this system network is for the most part 

also applicable to classroom discourse. For the subsequent MOOD analysis, I needed to 

divide the transcripts into clauses in order to code them using the SFL framework to 

assign MOOD TYPES to each clause. This analysis was followed by an analysis of 

CLAUSE COMPLEX, for which I coded clauses according to their dependence, that is, 

whether they are dependent or independent clauses, as well as to their logico-semantic 

                                                
16 For more context about the teaching of this article and its role in the curriculum, see the 
next section about the study context.  
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relation to each other, which includes projection in the form of either locution or idea and 

expansion in the form of elaboration, extension, or enhancement.  

Since it is crucial to establish coding reliability to ensure consistency among 

coders and the coding scheme (Mackey & Gass, 2016; Révész, 2012), a second coder 

evaluated part of the data set and inter-rater reliability was calculated with 10 percent of 

the data, as suggested by Mackey and Gass (2016). The results of this calculation are 

included with the description of data analysis and coding schemes in this chapter. 

 

 3.2.2 Study context. 

 The data collection for this study was conducted during a spring semester in the 

German Department at Georgetown University. The reason for choosing this institution 

was its easy accessibility due to my own status as a graduate student in this department. 

Thus, I used a convenience sample of instructors and students of advanced German 

courses. Important for the context of this study is the overall curricular structure of the 

German courses at this institution. As stated on the website of Georgetown University’s 

Department of German (https://german.georgetown.edu/undergraduate/curriculum), the 

curriculum follows a content-, task-, and genre-based as well as literacy-oriented 

pedagogy throughout its five undergraduate levels. That means, classes that are offered 

do not exclusively fall into the category of either ‘language’ or ‘content’. From the first 

level on, language is taught through culturally meaningful content related to the German-

speaking world using a variety of different genres (see e.g., Byrnes, Maxim, & Norris, 

2010) and a focus on (multi)literacy development (see e.g., Byrnes, 2001). The goal is to 
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challenge learners on an intellectual level and to support their efforts in becoming 

successful language users in a variety of situational and multilingual contexts.  

As already mentioned, the undergraduate curriculum is divided into five levels, 

whereas levels I through III (Introductory, Intermediate, and Advanced German) are 

sequenced courses and must be taken consecutively. Each of these levels is designed to 

be completed in two semesters, therefore, each level is divided into two subsections (i.e., 

Intro I and II, Intermediate I and II, and Advanced I and II). However, there is also the 

option to take an intensive course, which combines the two subsections of a given level 

and covers them in only one semester. The level that is relevant for this study is 

Advanced German with its overarching theme of “Stories and Histories.” The main 

reason for choosing this level was that it appeared to be an ideal context in which to 

capture the creation and interplay of language and knowledge due to the somewhat 

controversial and discussion-stimulating topics connecting private and public 

perspectives in these classes, while at the same time still focusing on grammatical 

structures and discourse markers, words or phrases that help structure and organize 

discourse, as “contextual coordinates of talk” (Schiffrin, 1987, p. 312). Another, more 

practical reason, why I chose this level is based on convenience in terms of the teaching 

schedule, since all classes offered on this level took place at different times, which 

allowed me to observe the same topic taught by three different instructors.  

Advanced II, which corresponds to the second half of the Intensive Advanced 

course and is the section that was recorded for this study, revolves around themes on 

German History after WWII, including the division and reunification of Germany. See 

Table 6 for a complete overview of topics covered in Advanced German. The recordings 
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analyzed in this study are part of Topic 4, which is ‘Germany on its Way of Becoming a 

Multicultural Society,’ more specifically, the recordings capture teacher–student 

interactions on the first subtopic ‘Migration.’ This content is taught through a variety of 

genres, including personal and public narratives, which allow for drawing connections to 

historical events. Another such genre is that of magazine article, which is taught through 

the aforementioned article Alltag in der zweiten Heimat (‘Everyday Life in the Second 

Homeland’), and the discussion of which I chose as the focus of this study. 

Table 6 

Topics and subtopics covered in Advanced German 
Advanced I Topic 1: Germany after the End of WWII 
  1.1 Human Deprivation during/after the End of the War 
  1.2 Post-War Years in Literature and Film 
  1.3 Reconstruction and Separation 
 Topic 2: Two German States 
  2.1 The Wall and its Consequences 
  2.2 Everyday Life in the GDR 
  2.3 Singer-Songwriter (Liedermacher) in the East and the West 
  2.4 1961-1989: History and Personal Stories in a Movie 
Advanced II Topic 3: The Fall of the Wall and its Consequences 
  3.1 German Unity: 1989–1990 
  3.2 Critical Voices 
  3.3 25 Years later: Facts and Opinions 
  3.4 The Fall of the Wall in a Movie 
 Topic 4: Germany on its Way of Becoming a Multicultural Society 
  4.1 Migration 
  4.2 Reunification and Immigration 
  4.3 Multicultural Society: Voices of the New Germans 
 

 3.2.3 Participants. 

 The participants for this study were teachers and students of the Advanced 

German courses at Georgetown University in a spring semester. The three instructors 

observed for this study have a variety of backgrounds. The first instructor, Elizabeth 

(pseudonym), is a white, female American and a native speaker of English. Her first 

foreign language, besides Latin, is German, which she started to learn in high school and 
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continued to learn through college and graduate school. She gained her first teaching 

experience with German in her second year of graduate school and by the time of the 

recording, she had almost 20 years of teaching experience. The first time she went to 

Germany was at the age of 19 or 20 during a study abroad program, but since then, she 

has been to Germany numerous times and also has been alternately organizing and 

coordinating a study abroad summer program between Georgetown University and the 

University of Trier in Germany for many years. In the beginning, Elizabeth taught mostly 

introductory courses; during her 2-year post-doctoral position, she started teaching more 

advanced levels, which she continued to do when she started teaching at Georgetown 

University as an Assistant Professor. She has since been promoted to Associate Professor 

and teaches both undergraduate and graduate courses, while also doing research in 

German literature and culture. That particular sequence that was recorded for this study, 

was taught by her at least five times. Due to having taught this course several times, she 

usually does not use very detailed lesson plans, but is rather flexible in her teaching and 

knows which themes to cover or which worksheets to include in each lesson.  

The second instructor that taught the regular track Advanced German II during 

that semester is Logan (pseudonym), a white, male American and a native speaker of 

English. In contrast to Elizabeth, he was a Graduate Teaching Assistant and Ph.D. 

Candidate in the German Department at Georgetown at that time. He started learning 

German when he was about 10 years old and first attended a summer language program 

in the United States. He continued attending this program for seven summers and began 

teaching there himself in 2005, which he continued doing every summer since. In 

addition to the summer program, he took German classes in high school and college. 
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After college, he gained some study abroad experience by spending a year in Austria 

teaching English at three different high schools there. As far as his teaching experience 

with German as a foreign language is concerned, he taught at a German American School 

for a year, in addition to teaching for the summer program. Logan started teaching 

undergraduate German classes at Georgetown University in his second year of graduate 

school. That means, in the spring semester, during which his teaching was recorded, he 

had gained a lot of teaching experience and had been a Graduate Teaching Assistant at 

Georgetown University for several years. However, it was his first time teaching this 

particular Advanced German II course.  

The third instructor, Claudia (pseudonym), taught Advanced in the intensive track 

in this spring semester, during which the recording took place. Being a white, female 

German, who has acquired U.S. citizenship, she is a native speaker of German, but she 

also learned English and French as foreign languages. Her relationship toward the 

English language, which was the first foreign language she learned in school in Germany, 

started out as rather problematic. Due to her strong preference of French over English, 

she described herself as very francophone. In her private life, German has been the 

dominant language. Even after moving to the home country of her German-speaking 

husband, the United States, she has been speaking almost exclusively in German with 

him and later on with their children, too. Nevertheless, living in the United States allowed 

her to build on the English skills she had previously acquired in school in Germany. 

As far as her teaching experience is concerned, she noted that she has not had a 

formal teacher training, since her plan was, originally, to work at a publisher and not to 

become a teacher. However, she has accumulated a lot of experience in teaching German 
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as a foreign language in different contexts over the years. After working at a publisher for 

German textbooks for about a year and having taught at different adult education centers 

for a long time, Claudia started teaching at Georgetown University’s Department of 

German in the 1990s. Despite having taught with a reduced teaching load at first, she had 

been a full-time instructor for several years by the time of the interview. This specific 

course that was observed and recorded for this study was taught by her at least ten times. 

Claudia explained in the interview that she works off of very detailed lesson plans and 

color-coded texts, but that, since she has taught this course already many times, her 

preparation does not require as much time as it did in the beginning. Nevertheless, as part 

of her class preparation, she goes through each text once again and memorizes what kind 

of questions she wants to ask her students, but also what content she wants to elicit from 

them. Her experience also allows her to anticipate which sections might pose problems 

for her students. In addition, she constantly tries to take advantage of her experience in 

order to adjust the curriculum or the way she teaches certain texts, if she previously found 

them to be puzzling for students. 

 Overall, it can be seen that the three participants are all very different from one 

another as far as their native language, pedagogical experience, and teaching style are 

concerned: Two of them are English native speakers and one is a native speaker of 

German; while two of them rely on their experience with having taught this particular 

course several times, only one of the two works with a very detailed lesson plan, whereas 

the other falls back on her instilled knowledge of the themes that are to be covered. 

Despite their differences, it can be noted, that all three are quite experienced teachers of 
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German as a foreign language, since they all had been teaching (some on and off) for 

over ten years. 

 

 3.2.4 Data collection. 

 After having received approval from the IRB office, all three committee 

members, and the Director of Graduate Studies on February 15, I sent a recruitment email 

to all three level III instructors on February 23 explaining the scope of the study and 

inviting them to participate, while also stressing that their data would be handled 

confidentially and that the decision to participate was entirely voluntary and free of any 

negative consequences. By February 28, all three instructors had agreed to take part in the 

study. Thereupon, I met with the first two instructors individually to go over the Informed 

Consent Forms and obtain their signatures. These forms gave me permission to record 

and observe their classes as well as to conduct short audio-recorded interviews with them 

to ask questions about their language background as well as their language use and 

goal(s) in specific situations. The same thing was done for the instructor of the intensive 

track Advanced German course on April 9.  

 The next step involved informing the students about the research project and 

sending out recruitment emails before conducting the first classroom observation and 

recording. These emails were sent to the first two instructors on March 2 and forwarded 

to their respective students of Advanced II on the same day. On the day of the first 

classroom visit in the regular track courses, on March 12, all students were given 

Informed Consent Forms to indicate whether or not they wish to be included in the study. 

All students agreed to take part in this study, which means that all the data that was 
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collected could be used for analysis without having to exclude any parts with students 

who did not want to participate. After the students had signed the forms, I recorded ten 

consecutive class meetings in both Advanced II courses.17 For the Intensive Advanced 

course, the same procedure was carried out starting with the recruitment e-mail sent out 

on April 3, followed by the students’ signing of the Informed Consent Forms and the first 

classroom recording on April 10 for seven consecutive class meetings.  

 

 3.2.4.1 Classroom observations and video recordings. 

 Since the content of both regular courses—Advanced German I and Advanced 

German II—is covered in only one semester instead of two in the intensive track, the 

relevant classes were video recorded later in the semester than those of the regular track. I 

set up a video camera in a corner of the classroom—wherever possible,18 next to the 

board—in order to capture both the students and the instructor. While the use of two or 

more recorders might have captured more in terms of nonverbal communication, I 

decided to only use one, because of the imposition this would cause, and my goal was to 

interfere as little as possible in the lessons to capture typical every-day conversations 

between teachers and their students. For this reason, I also made my observations from a 

position further in the back of the respective classroom, as students usually sat very close 

to their teacher. The observations consisted of taking notes about the instances that were 

                                                
17 It would have been eleven individual lessons each, but one class was canceled in both 
regular track Advanced II courses due to inclement weather. 
18 Once a week, one of the regular track Advanced courses met in a classroom that was 
too small for setting up a camera next to the board, because it would have blocked the 
door. In these cases, the camera was placed close to one of the corners in the back of the 
classroom to make sure it captured the teacher as the focus point of the research on 
teacher talk at all times. 
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related to some aspect of knowledge creation in interactions between the instructor and a 

student. I typed rough transcriptions of the exchange, the reason for its notability, as well 

as the time of its occurrence on my laptop in a separate document for each lesson.  

 

 3.2.4.2 Semi-structured interviews. 

 The two regular track instructors were interviewed twice—the first time, after 

about two weeks of the initial classroom visit and the second time, after the ten 

consecutive visits had been completed. For the first instructor, that was a few days after 

the final recording and for the second instructor, it was a week and a half after that. In 

contrast to that, the instructor who taught Intensive Advanced was only interviewed once, 

one week after the completion of the observations and recordings. 

The first interviews started with questions about the instructors’ language 

background, such as their native and foreign languages, their teaching experience in 

general, but also with this particular course, and their class preparation. Apart from these 

initial background questions, I conducted the interviews as stimulated recall, a method 

that was already used with teachers in the early 1980s (Calderhead, 1981) and consists of 

showing participants video excerpts of themselves in class and asking them about their 

cognitive processes during that event. In discourse analysis, especially within the field of 

sociolinguistics, a very similar technique is also known as playback, which is not limited 

to recordings that were made in a classroom, but it is a common method for retrieving 

peoples’ reactions to recordings of themselves or of people that share the same 

cultural/linguistic background with the recorded participants (Gordon, 2009). 
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The primary reason for conducting these interviews was to find out if these 

instructors made conscious decisions about their use of certain words or structures or if 

their language use is primarily based on unconscious choices. Another reason was to have 

an opportunity to clarify any questions related to their teaching that could have arisen 

during the observations, such as about students’ familiarity with certain materials or the 

typicality of specific events or students’ reactions.  

 

 3.2.5 Data analysis and coding. 

 The following section explains how the systems of SPEECH FUNCTION, MOOD, 

CLAUSE COMPLEX, and TRANSITIVITY were used for coding of the data set to answer 

the previously stated research questions. 

 

 3.2.5.1 SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis. 

 To answer RQ1 (How is knowledge elicited in teacher–student interactions in the 

FL classroom?), a SPEECH FUNCTION analysis according to semantic categories was 

carried out. In contrast to the coding process for a MOOD analysis, which was done for 

addressing RQ2, coding for SPEECH FUNCTIONS cannot be done by analyzing clauses in 

isolation, as Eggins and Slade (1997) explain: 

There is a fundamental difference between coding for mood and coding for 
speech function. While in grammatical coding each clause can be coded in 
isolation from the clauses around it, speech function coding, like coding for 
appraisal, can only be done contextually: that is, the function of each move can 
only be decided by looking at its relationship to prior moves. This is what CA 
recognized as the sequential implicativeness of interaction: what each move 
means is in large part dependent on what has just been said. (p. 214–215) 
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Therefore, SPEECH FUNCTION analyses are in accordance with CA in this aspect, 

because both heavily rely on the context in which a specific move is uttered and do not 

analyze clauses in isolation, which is done in MOOD analyses.  

The previous chapter already went into more detail about what a SPEECH 

FUNCTION analysis entails in the SFL tradition. This analysis of SPEECH FUNCTIONS 

followed the conventions outlined in Eggins and Slade (1997) and, thus, started with 

dividing the transcript into turns. Turn is a very common unit in both discourse analysis 

and conversation analysis. However, its definition has been problematized, for example, 

by Edelsky (1993), who pointed out the difficulty in finding an overarching definition of 

the term that applies to all studies. One of the reasons for this difficulty in defining turns 

has to do with the fact that they are co-created in unfolding conversation and depend on 

the interlocutors’ interpretations. Tannen (1993), for example, mentions that pauses 

between and within turns might be longer or shorter depending on different cultures and 

subcultures. Nevertheless, a given research focus (e.g., one that involves counting turns) 

might call for a need to operationalize them in a clear way. Among the clearest examples 

of a definition is one that is based on the technique of chronography, because it does not 

require the researcher’s interpretation, but instead relies on a technical or mechanical 

dimension. According to this technique, a turn is defined “as solo talk, beginning the 

instant one person starts to talk and ending prior to the instant someone else begins to talk 

alone. Obviously any overlaps are not considered part of anyone’s turn” (Edelsky, 1993, 

p. 202). In this sense, “any change of speaker constitutes a trade of turns (with the 

exception of brief assents),” (Edelsky, 1993, p. 203; highlight in the original), which is 
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consistent with, for example, Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson’s (1974). In this study, turns 

were analyzed based on this definition, because of its clarity. 

This rather broad structuring of the transcript was followed by further dividing 

turns into moves, because the turn itself proves to be too broad of a category to be used 

for a SPEECH FUNCTION analysis, since more than one speech function can be expressed 

in a single turn. Despite the fact that SPEECH FUNCTION as the semantic component of 

the interpersonal system of the clause is linked to the clausal level of interaction, the unit 

that Halliday and Matthiessen (2014) identified to analyze SPEECH FUNCTIONS is the 

move, although, as Eggins and Slade (1997) note, he did not define the parameter of this 

entity. Eggins and Slade (1997) clarify that a move is oftentimes realized through a 

clause and “is closely related to the turn-taking organization of conversation” (p. 186), 

but that the real identification of a move depends on the combination of two criteria: first, 

grammatical independence of the clause, and second, prosodic factors in terms of 

rhythmic/intonational unity. To illustrate, a single move can entail dependent, embedded, 

or quoting/reporting clauses, despite the fact that they do not select independently for 

Mood. In addition to that, intonation and rhythm signal breaks in the produced talk and 

can be used to determine the end point of a move. 

Eggins and Slade’s (1997) investigation of casual conversation and their use of a 

tabular display (p. 170–173) served as a model for my own analysis of classroom talk. 

The basis of analysis is their discourse-semantic system network (see Appendix ###), 

which was designed for casual conversations. Since classroom interactions differ in 

certain features from casual conversation (Cazden, 2001), I added four additional moves 

to Eggins and Slade’s (1997) elaborated system network, which will be explained in 
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further detail in the results chapter. The analysis of SPEECH FUNCTIONS is displayed in 

Table 7: on the left, there is the conversational structure or assignment of speech 

functions, followed by the number of each turn and move in the next column to the right, 

then the speaker in the following column and, the transcript is next to that. The only 

difference to Eggins & Slade’s (1997) format is that I added another column to the far-

right side with the numbered clauses, which are not numbered with the lowercase Roman 

numerals within the transcript, but with Arabic numerals in their individual column. The 

reason is to increase readability and maintain consistency across the different analyses.  

Table 7 

Example of a SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Claudia’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

speaker 
(spkr) 

text (numbered for clauses) 

open:initiate:demand: 
closed:goods&services 

15/w T M3 könnten Sie vielleicht äh 
beginnen mit äh: dem Vater? 
M3 could you maybe uh begin 
with uh: the father? 

72 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:comply 

16/a M3 Ja. 
Yes. 

73 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

16/b  Ähm der Vater ist ähm – 
Uhm the father is uhm – 

74 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:response:repair 

17/a T Also HEIẞT. 
So is NAMED. 

75 

open:initiate:demand 
open:information:fact 

17/b  Wie heißt der? 
What’s his name? 

76 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:answer 

18/a M3 Ähm der Vater heißt Ali. 
Uhm the father’s name is Ali. 

77 

Notes. cf. based on Eggins & Slade, 1997 (with my own data)  

 

This analysis provides both a concise structure of the discourse and a detailed display of 

discourse semantic moves, by dividing the classroom interaction in turns and moves. This 

also serves as a basis for the following analysis of MOOD, which divides moves into 

even smaller units, namely, clauses—hence, the adjusted format with the additional 

column for the clause numbers on the right.  
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 As far as inter-rater reliability is concerned, the initial coding by a second coder 

yielded an agreement of only 45%. A closer look at both codings revealed that the high 

number of initial disagreements were mainly due to different patterns of each coder for 

categories with an ambiguous definition. For example, an instructor’s positive feedback 

to a student’s contribution, such as “Genau.” (‘Exactly;’ example #3, clause 2055) was 

coded as an acknowledgement by myself, which is a “supporting response to a statement 

of fact” (Eggins & Slade, 1997, p. 205) with the purpose of indicating “knowledge of 

information given” (Eggins & Slade, 1997, p. 208). In contrast, the second coder 

attributed the move of agreeing to such instances. Agreeing is defined as expressing 

“support of information given” (Eggins & Slade, 1997, p. 208). Both definitions are very 

similar and would allow to code a positive feedback as either an acknowledging or an 

agreeing move. Other disagreements mainly concerned the difference between 

elaborating and extending moves, as it was not always clear whether “a move clarifies, 

restates or exemplifies an immediately prior move” (Eggins & Slade, 1997, p. 197) or if it 

“adds to the information in an immediately prior move, or provides contrasting 

information” (Eggins & Slade, 1997, p. 197). These examples illustrate that both the 

definitions of moves as well as their function in a given situation are not always entirely 

clear. Ascribing a specific function to a move will to a certain extent always depend on 

the researcher’s interpretation, but as far as Eggins and Slade’s (1997) definitions are 

concerned, sharpening and further exemplifying them would be necessary to increase 

reliability of this discourse-semantic system network. After discussing discrepancies, the 

final agreement between both coders reached 99%.  
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 3.2.5.2 MOOD analysis. 

 To address RQ2 (How are discourse-semantic moves in teacher–student 

interactions realized grammatically by both teachers and students?), a textual analysis of 

excerpts of the transcribed classroom video recordings was performed by using the SFL 

system of MOOD. The unit of analysis the excerpts were divided into is the clause, which 

is, according to Halliday and Matthiessen (2014) a grammatical unit that consists of a 

phrase or a word group. The previous SPEECH FUNCTION analysis provides a useful 

initial basis for further separating moves into clauses, because one possible definition 

regards move “as a clause which selects independently for M[ood]” (Martin, 1992, p. 40; 

highlight removed from original). Martin (1992) even refers to SPEECH FUNCTION and 

MOOD as “adjacency pairs” (p. 36), because they both “contribute a layer of meaning to 

the clause” (p. 40), but in different strata: the former on the level of discourse semantics 

and the latter on that of lexicogrammar. It should be mentioned here, however, that 

adjacency pair is an established term used in CA to refer to instances in which two 

different speakers produce one utterance of the same type each, whereby the second 

utterance immediately follows the first one, and the recognizable pattern facilitates the 

end and start of turns for both speakers (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973/1984). Adjacency pairs 

in this sense are, for instance, ‘question–answer’ or ‘greeting–greeting.’ It seems like 

Martin’s (1992) use of the term does not refer to such a pairing, but simply stresses the 

fact that the systems of SPEECH FUNCTION and MOOD complement each other well, 

given that they both realize interpersonal meanings in different strata according to the 

SFL framework. 
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 Depending on the different clause constituents and their occurrence within the 

clause, the respective MOOD types were assigned to each clause in a three-column table, 

based on the format that Ryshina–Pankova (2018) used in her study that analyzed MOOD 

in telecollaborative chats. The left column displays the MOOD type, the one in the 

middle the assigned speaker, and the column on the right contains the clause. On the far 

right side, I also added a column to indicate the clause number for an easier comparison 

across analyses. An example of Logan’s class is illustrated in Table 8.  

Table 8 

Example of a MOOD analysis in Logan’s class 
MOOD type spkr clause                                                                               # 
Declarative-full 
 

T They belong to a specific group, of immigrants.            1547 

Notes. cf. Ryshina–Pankova, 2018 (with my own translated data) 
 

As far as inter-rater reliability is concerned, the agreement between both coders was 98%, 

and all disagreements were resolved. 

This analysis of clauses is supplemented by the following analysis of CLAUSE 

COMPLEX. In contrast to the MOOD analysis, which focused on types of individual 

clauses, the next analysis explores the linking of clauses. 

 

 3.2.5.3 Analysis of CLAUSE COMPLEX. 

 Since RQ3 is concerned with the syntactical realization of knowledge-building 

moves, an analysis of the CLAUSE COMPLEX was performed to address this question. As 

already explained in the previous chapter and as illustrated in Figure 6, the SFL system 

of CLAUSE COMPLEX not only differentiates between paratactic and hypotactic clauses, 

but also goes into more detail about logico-semantic relations. Performing an analysis of 
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CLAUSE COMPLEX, thus, requires to first assign either an Arabic number, if there is a 

paratactic relationship, or a Greek letter, in cases where there is a hypotactic relationship 

between clauses. The next step consists of determining whether or not there is a case of 

expansion, for which mathematical symbols are used to differentiate between an 

elaboration (=), extension (+), and enhancement (×), or projection, which uses single or 

double quotation marks depending on whether it is a locution (“) or an idea (‘). The 

analysis is modeled after Halliday and Matthiessen’s (2014) hierarchic box diagram in 

order to show layers of internal nesting. However, I decided to adapt a vertical model of 

such a box diagram, similar to Teruya’s (2006) version of it, because it allowed for more 

consistency in the layout compared to the other analyses and, thus, facilitates readability. 

An illustration of this method is can be found in Table 9.  

 As the table illustrates, such an analysis gives insights into the complexity of 

sentence structures and helps visualize the different levels of clauses. Furthermore, a box 

diagram permits to include a clear differentiation between taxis and logico-semantic 

relation. 
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Table 9 

Example of a CLAUSE COMPLEX analysis in Elizabeth’s class 
logical analysis spkr clause # 
logical dependency 

inheritance 
   

1    1 F1 Äh:m äh ich habe gesagt  
Uh:m uh I said 1183 

"2 α   "2α  ich bin der Ansicht 
I take the view  1184 

 'β α 

 "2'βα  

dass diese Aussage ähm 
NICHT auf Familie Ölmez 
zutrifft, ⟶	
that this statement uhm 
does NOT apply to the Ölmez 
family, 

1185 

  ×β  "2'β×β  Weil die Kinder ähm äh  
because the children uhm uh  1187 

   1 α "2'β×β1α  die Artikel hat gesagt  
the article said  1188 

   

 "β 

"2'β×β1"β  

dass die: äh Kinder von 
Familie Ol-mez /ähm 
spricht/ meistens Deutsch 
miteinander zusammen  
that the uh children of the 
Ölmez family /uhm speak/ 
mostly German with each 
other 

1189 

   +2 "2'β×β+2  

aber die sprichen äh 
sprechen noch Türkisch mit 
ähm äh die Eltern und ⟶	
but they still speak uh 
speak Turkish with uhm uh 
the parents and  

1190 

   +3 "2'β×β+3  ⟶Also sie haben /. . ./ 1192 

      

Bilingualismus ist ganz 
stark in die Familie. 
So they have /. . ./ 
bilingualism is very strong 
in the family. 

1193 

Notes. cf. Halliday & Matthiessen, 2013, p. 382; Teruya, 2006 (with my own data) 
 

 The inter-rater reliability was 67.8% for the initial coding. Similar to the SPEECH 

FUNCTIONS analysis, most discrepancies in this analysis concerned the difference 

between elaborating and extending functions. All disagreements were resolved.  
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 3.2.5.4 TRANSITIVITY analysis. 

 To answer RQ4 (‘Is there a pattern in terms of word choice within teachers’ 

knowledge-creating moves’), which concerns specifically the moves that are used for the 

creation of knowledge, excerpts were analyzed using the system of TRANSITIVITY in 

order to add another angle to the previous analyses of SPEECH FUNCTIONS,  MOOD, and 

CLAUSE COMPLEX by shifting focus more specifically to word choices. The types of 

moves that were identified as knowledge creating in the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis, 

and which constitute the basis for the analysis of TRANSITIVITY are: open and closed 

questions as well as their respective elaborations and extensions, in addition to clarifying 

and instructing moves. The coding for TRANSITIVITY adopted a table format based on 

Goetze’s (2018) study. Yet, I adjusted the order of columns to keep the layout between 

the different analyses in this study as consistent as possible and, thus, facilitate 

readability throughout. Hence, as illustrated in Table 10, the three columns to the right 

are consistent with the previous analyses and represent the respective speaker, clause, and 

clause number. The other three columns from left to right show the respective process 

type, process participants, and process circumstances.  

Table 10 

Example of a TRANSITIVITY analysis in Elizabeth’s class 
process 
type 

process 
participants 

process 
circumstances 

spkr clause # 

relational 
(attributive) 

Carrier: you 
Attribute: further 
information 

Matter: about 
him 

E Do you have further 
information about 
him? 

348 

existential Existent: 
elements or 
aspects 

Location: here  Are there elements or 
aspects here 

376 

mental Senser: you 
Phenomenon: 
that 

Contingency: 
maybe 

 that you would maybe 
not expect? 

377 

Notes. cf. Goetze, 2018 (with my own translated data) 
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I used this format because it clearly shows not only process types in isolation, but also 

their respective participants and circumstances, as “it is not enough only to describe the 

process type selected in each clause. Each process is associated with different participant 

roles [and circumstances], occurring in different configurations,” as Eggins (2004, p. 

214) put it.  

What is not reflected in Table 10 is an additional color-coding scheme in the form 

of a background color for each line, which I used to differentiate between open questions, 

closed questions, clarifications, and instructions in the overall analysis. This additional 

color coding allows for an immediate overview and differentiation between both 

discourse semantic moves and the distribution of process types. However, in the display 

of individual excerpts this additional layer could have been more confusing than 

beneficial, which is why I decided to exclude it in the discussion of results and only add it 

to the analysis. 

For the TRANSITIVITY analysis of this small subset of clauses, intra-rater 

reliability was calculated for part of the data with about six weeks between the initial and 

the second coding. The agreement rate was 90% with a few disagreements in terms of 

identifying and attributive relational processes, as well as material and relational process 

types. 

 

3.3 Chapter Summary 

 This chapter introduced the methodological framework of this qualitative study, 

which is based on the data collected through classroom video recordings and 

supplemented by audio recorded interviews and observational notes. The study context 
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and curricular foci were illustrated and the instructors as main participants were 

introduced. Furthermore, this chapter outlined how the SFL systems of SPEECH 

FUNCTION, MOOD, CLAUSE COMPLEX, and TRANSITIVITY were used to answer 

the four research questions that this study seeks to answer. The following chapter will 

discuss the results of all four analyses and discuss the main findings.  
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CHAPTER 4 
Results and Discussion 

 
 This chapter presents the results of all four SFL-based analyses for each teacher. 

First, the results of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis are outlined, which show the 

discourse-semantic moves that teachers and students use. Second, the main findings of 

the MOOD analyses are presented, which gives insights into the types of clauses that are 

uttered. Third, the results of the analyses of CLAUSE COMPLEX are exemplified to draw 

attention to the syntax in spoken classroom discourse. Finally, the chapter closes with the 

results of the TRANSITIVITY analyses, which were carried out in order to show the word 

choices teachers make to co-construct and elicit knowledge. 

 
4.1 SPEECH FUNCTIONS 
 
 As explained in the previous chapter, this analysis of SPEECH FUNCTIONS is 

based on the system network by Eggins and Slade (1997), and the unit of analysis is the 

move, which consists of at least one clause. Since Eggins and Slade’s (1997) work was 

designed to capture casual conversation, I determined that the four additional moves of 

evaluate (sustain:react:respond:evaluate), prompt (sustain:react:rejoinder:prompt), and 

instruct (supportive: sustain:react:rejoinder:support:track:instruct; confrontational: 

sustain:react: rejoinder:confront:challenge:instruct), are necessary to reflect and capture 

the classroom setting (for the entire network, see Appendix A). As the previous chapter 

already demonstrated, this system network is very detailed, given that the total number of 

move types amounts to 51. In order to get a better overall understanding of the 

distribution of different kinds of moves, the results and discussion are presented like 

follows: first, for each instructor, an overview of the overall distribution of moves is 
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given, which summarizes them into nine categories (opening, continuing, supportive 

responding and the subcategory of supportive replying moves, evaluating, confrontational 

responding, supportive rejoinder, prompting, and confrontational rejoinder moves) and 

then points out trends for some of the 51 individual types of moves; second, the results 

are separately discussed in those five categories that appear to be the most relevant in 

terms of knowledge elicitation: continuing, supportive response, opening, supportive 

rejoinder, and confronting moves.  

 

 4.1.1 Moves distribution. 

 Given that this study’s main focus lies on teacher talk, these results are presented 

individually for each instructor. The following results and discussion, thus, 

predominantly focus on the language use of the respective teacher.  

The detailed distribution of all types of moves is presented in Table 11. However, 

to allow for an easier comparison between the three instructors, this table is followed by a 

chart for each instructor (Figures 7–8), which is a simplified representation of the results. 
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Figure 7. Simplified results of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis for Elizabeth 

 

 
Figure 8. Simplified results of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis for Logan 
 

 

29% 
resp:supp 

37% 
resp:supp 
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Figure 9. Simplified results of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis for Claudia 
 
 

Table 11 

Detailed breakdown of the results of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analyses for all instructors 
 Elizabeth Logan Claudia 
open:attend 0 1 0 
open:initiate:demand:open:information:fact 67 89 257 
open:initiate:demand:open:information:opinion 0 1 1 
open:initiate:demand:closed:information:fact 47 22 33 
open:initiate:demand:closed:information:opinion 1 1 0 
open:initiate:demand:goods&services 50 23 74 
open:initiate:give:goods&services 5 4 11 
open:initiate:give:information:fact 49 41 170 
open:initiate:give:information:opinion 5 5 25 
sustain:continue:monitor 74 49 329 
sustain:continue:prolong:elaborate 128 130 453 
sustain:continue:prolong:extend 139 95 363 
sustain:continue:prolong:enhance 20 12 98 
sustain:continue:append:elaborate 12 2 35 
sustain:continue:append:extend 4 4 48 
sustain:continue:append:enhance 3 0 7 
sustain:react:respond:support:develop:elaborate 53 92 207 
sustain:react:respond:support:develop:extend 13 20 71 
sustain:react:respond:support:develop:enhance 3 1 5 
sustain:react:respond:support:engage 21 16 296 
sustain:react:respond:support:register 105 147 12 
 

28% 
resp:supp 
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Table 11 (Cont’d.) 

 Elizabeth Logan Claudia 
sustain:react:respond:support:reply:accept 0 0 0 
sustain:react:respond:support:reply:comply 0 0 0 
sustain:react:respond:support:reply:agree 10 2 10 
sustain:react:respond:support:reply:answer 1 8 8 
sustain:react:respond:support:reply:acknowledge 94 65 283 
sustain:react:respond:support:reply:affirm 12 13 12 
sustain:react:respond:evaluate 13 6 63 
sustain:react:respond:confront:disengage 0 0 0 
sustain:react:respond:confront:reply:decline 0 0 0 
sustain:react:respond:confront:reply:non-comply 0 0 0 
sustain:react:respond:confront:reply:disagree 1 1 6 
sustain:react:respond:confront:reply:withhold 3 0 8 
sustain:react:respond:confront:reply:disavow 0 0 0 
sustain:react:respond:confront:reply:contradict 3 0 20 
sustain:react:rejoinder:support:track:check 9 8 14 
sustain:react:rejoinder:support:track:confirm 3 9 35 
sustain:react:rejoinder:support:track:clarify 29 56 108 
sustain:react:rejoinder:support:track:probe 2 1 2 
sustain:react:rejoinder:support:track:instruct 0 0 37 
sustain:react:rejoinder:support:response:resolve 9 5 29 
sustain:react:rejoinder:support:response:repair 16 16 34 
sustain:react:rejoinder:support:response:acquiesce 0 0 4 
sustain:react:rejoinder:prompt 49 19 36 
sustain:react:rejoinder:confront:challenge:detach 0 0 0 
sustain:react:rejoinder:confront:challenge:rebound 19 4 12 
sustain:react:rejoinder:confront:challenge:counter 8 0 19 
sustain:react:rejoinder:confront:challenge:instruct 1 1 18 
sustain:react:rejoinder:confront:response:unresolve 6 4 13 
sustain:react:rejoinder:confront:response:refute 0 0 0 
sustain:react:rejoinder:confront:response:re-challenge 0 4 17 
 

As far as Elizabeth is concerned, the vast majority of her moves are continuing ones, 

which constitute 35% of her overall classroom discourse in this data set. As can be seen 

in the detailed breakdown of individual moves and their frequency of use in Table 11, 

within this category, Elizabeth uses mostly prolonging moves of extending (139 times) 

and of elaborating (128 times). Monitoring moves are the third largest group, but with 
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only 74 instances, they are uttered significantly less than the previous two types of 

moves. 

Combining all of Elizabeth’s supportive response moves—including the 

subcategory of supporting replies—this type makes up a large part of Elizabeth’s 

classroom talk, namely 29%. 11% are specifically replies and 18% include other forms of 

supporting replies, such as developing, engaging, and registering moves. The latter are 

enunciated most frequently (105 times), while acknowledging replies are uttered with 

similar frequency (94 times). There are still 53 instances in which Elizabeth further 

develops another speaker’s utterance through an elaboration, yet other forms of 

supporting responses are used much less.  

Opening moves are another large category of Elizabeth’s classroom talk and 

account for 21% of all of her moves. Within this category, she uses predominantly open 

questions (67 times). She uses closed questions slightly less frequently (47 times), but 

also oftentimes opens a conversation through giving information (49 times) or through 

asking for an action (50 times).  

Among supporting rejoinder moves, which constitute about 6% of her moves, 

Elizabeth predominantly uses clarifications (29 times), which are follow-up questions, 

and she uses mostly rebounds (19 times) in the category of confronting rejoinders, which 

make up about 3% of her discourse.  

For Logan, the largest category of moves in his classroom talk is made up of 

supporting responses, whereas only 9% are specifically replies and 28% are other forms 

of supporting responses. The vast majority of Logan’s moves in this category are 

registering moves, which he utters 147 times. This is followed in frequency by 
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elaborations that develop another speaker’s contribution (92 times). In terms of replies, 

Logan uses acknowledgements the most (65 times). All other moves that fall into the 

category of supporting responses are enunciated much less. 

With about 30% overall, the second largest category in Logan’s data set are 

continuing moves, and within this category Logan predominantly uses prolonging moves 

of elaborating (130 times). Prolonging moves of extending can be found in 95 instances, 

and monitoring moves 49 times.  

Opening moves constitute 19% of Logan’s discourse, and the vast majority of 

those moves are open questions for facts, which he enunciates 89 times. In contrast, he 

only uses closed questions for facts 22 times and gives facts 41 times as an opening 

move. Furthermore, there are 23 instances in which he demands an action from his 

students.  

Logan uses supportive rejoinders about 10% of the time, but within this category 

predominantly clarification moves (56 times). All other categories are represented much 

less in Logan’s classroom discourse.   

In Claudia’s data set, the by far largest category of moves is made up of 

continuing ones. With 453 instances, prolonging elaborations are the type of move that 

she uses the most frequently. This is followed by prolonging extensions (363 times) and 

monitoring moves (329). The other types of continuing moves are uttered much less, yet 

there are still 98 instances in which she uttered prolonging moves of enhancing.  

The category of supporting responses constitutes still 28% of Claudia’s classroom 

discourse, while replies in this category are only 10% and other types of moves in this 

category add up to 18%. The type of move that Claudia enunciates the most frequently 
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among supporting responses is that of engaging, which can be found 296 times in her 

data set. Acknowledgements are uttered with a similar frequency, namely 283 times. She 

also uses elaborations to develop another speaker’s utterance 207, and she uses 

extensions to do so 71 times. However, all other types of supporting response moves are 

used significantly less.  

Opening moves constitute still 17% of Claudia’s classroom talk with open 

questions for facts being by far the most frequent one in this category, which she utters 

257 times. This is followed by her giving information to open a conversation, which 

happens in 170 instances. In contrast to her open questions, closed questions for facts are 

only enunciated 33 times by her.  

Claudia’s supporting rejoinder moves only make up 8% overall. She utters all 

types of moves in this category, but shows a clear preference for clarifications, which can 

be found 108 times.  

When comparing these simplified results among all three instructors, the first 

aspect that is striking is that their distribution is somewhat similar across all three of 

them. Continuing and supporting response moves take up the majority of the interaction, 

followed by opening moves, whereas Logan uses less continuing moves, but more 

supportive responses compared to Elizabeth’s and Claudia’s move distribution. 

Supporting rejoinder moves are used significantly less frequently than the other three 

types of moves (opening, continuing, and supporting responding moves), but still make 

up between 6 and 10% overall: 6% in Elizabeth’s, 10% in Logan’s, and 8% in Claudia’s 

talk. In contrast, confronting rejoinder moves, confronting response moves, prompting as 

well as evaluating moves are among the least frequent types, ranging between 0 and 4% 
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each in the overall distribution: 3% of Elizabeth’s, 1% of Logan’s, and 2% of Claudia’s 

talk are confronting rejoinders; 1% of Elizabeth’s, 0% of Logan’s, and 1% of Claudia’s 

talk are confronting responses; 4% of Elizabeth’s, 2% of Logan’s, and 1% of Claudia’s 

talk are prompts; and 1% of Elizabeth’s, 1% of Logan’s, and 2% of Claudia’s talk are 

evaluations.  

Since going into much detail for each individual type of move would go beyond 

the scope of this study, only the most striking results are discussed in the following 

categories, which are continuing moves, supporting response moves, opening moves, 

supportive rejoinder moves, and confronting moves. 

 

 4.1.2 Continuing moves. 

 A closer look at each move type reveals that the similarity in distribution across 

the three instructors holds true on a more delicate level of analysis (see Table 11). For 

example, as far as continuing moves are concerned, prolonging moves of elaborating and 

extending are the types that are used the most: Elizabeth uses prolonging elaborations 

128 times and prolonging extensions 139 times; for Logan there are 130 instances of 

prolonging elaborations and 95 instances of prolonging extensions, and Claudia’s data 

reveals 453 prolonging elaborating moves and 363 prolonging extending moves. For all 

three instructors, these two types of continuing moves are followed in frequency by 

monitoring moves (74 times for Elizabeth, 49 times for Logan, and 329 times for 

Claudia), whereas prolonging moves of enhancing (20 times for Elizabeth, 12 times for 

Logan, and 98 times for Claudia) as well as all types of appending moves are uttered 
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much less frequently by all three of them. The following excerpts exemplify uses of 

continuing moves: first for explanations and second for questions.  

 

 4.1.2.1 Continuing moves for explanations. 

 In the first excerpt (Table 12), Elizabeth elaborates on a student’s answer by 

going into more detail about the job of one of the persons in the article and by explaining 

the German term for ‘to lay cables.’ 

Table 12 

Excerpt 1 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Elizabeth’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:answer 

89 M1 Er verlegt Kebel Kabel? 
He lays cables? 

330 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:register 

90/a T Mhm.  
Uh huh. 

331 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply: 
acknowledge 

90/b  Ja,  
Yes, 

332 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:develop: 
elaborate 

90/c  also er verlegt Kabel. 
so he lays cables.  

333 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

90/d  Also sowas,  
So something like this. 

334 

sustain:continue: 
monitor 

90/e  ja? ((holds up a cable hanging 
from the PC)) 
okay? 

335 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

90/f  Also der arbeit- der macht auch 
ähm . . eine einfache Arbeit. 
So he does also uhm . . simple 
work.  

336 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

90/g  Also er arbeitet in einem, also 
als ähm Elekt- Elektriker, 
So he works in a, well as uhm 
electrician,  

337 

   würde ich sagen.  
I would say. 

338 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

90/h  Also der – 
So he – 

339 

   Oder als ähm – 
Or as uhm –  

340 

   In der STRASSE verlegt er Kabel. 
He lays cables in the STREETS.  

341 
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Table 12 (Cont’d.) 

conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

90/i T Also das ist äh:m – 
So that is uh:m – 

342 

   Das ist nicht der Job  
That is not the kind of job 

343 

   für den er ausgebildet wurde,  
he was trained to do, 

344 

sustain:continue: 
monitor 

90/j  ja? 
okay? 

345 

 

As can be seen, after the student’s answer with a rising intonation, Elizabeth uses 

different kinds of continuing moves to explain the job description, predominantly 

prolonging elaborating moves (moves 90/d, f, g, h, and i), but she also utters monitoring 

moves to make sure her students understand the explanation (moves 90/e and j). 

 The next excerpt that illustrates the instructors’ use of continuing moves is from 

Logan’s class and concerns his explanations with regard to the grammatical concept of 

indirect speech. He clarifies how to differentiate between direct and indirect speech.  

Table 13 

Excerpt 1 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Logan’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

147/d T Das ist seine Meinung. 
That is his opinion. 

1062 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

147/e  Und das geht dann WEITER nicht in 
seinen EIGENEN Wörtern,  
And it goes ON not in his OWN words, 

1063 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

147/f  das sind jetzt die /Wörtung/ von 
der Journalistin,  
these are now the journalist’s 
/words/, 

1064 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

147/g  aber es ist die MEINUNG von Mutlu. 
but it is Mutlu’s OPINION. 

1065 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

147/h  Und das WISSEN wir wegen diesem 
Verb,  
And we KNOW that because of the verb, 

1066 

sustain:continue: 
monitor 

147/i  ja? 
okay? 

1067 



 132 

Just like the previous example, Logan uses elaborating (147/d, f, and h) and a monitoring 

move (147/i). However, he also uses extending moves (147/e and g), because he does not 

simply reiterate the same idea, but also introduces new information.  

Similar to Elizabeth’s excerpt, Claudia’s excerpt below shows the instructor’s 

explanation of a term related to the work of one of the people in the article, in this case 

Claudia clarifies the term shift work. 

Table 14 

Excerpt 1 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Claudia’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:response: resolve 

46/a T Schicht arbeiten tut man in 
FABRIKEN. 
Shift work is what you do in 
FACTORIES. 

185 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:enhance 

46/b  Wo wo Maschinen . . 
vierundzwanzig Stunden . . 
laufen  
Where where machines . . run . 
. twenty-four hours 

186 

   und immer jemand anders 
kommt,  
and people take turns 

187 

sustain:continue: monitor 46/c  ja:? 
right? 

188 

sustain:continue: monitor 46/d  Okay? 
Okay? 

189 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

46/e  So es is harte Arbeit.  
So it is hard work. 

190 

 

In this case, Claudia utters even two monitoring moves (46/c and 46/d) and adds an 

additional explanation of the term with an elaborating move (46/e), since her students did 

not react to her comprehension checks. All of these are considered continuing moves and 

show how they can add up to constitute the high frequency. 

All three excerpts illustrate a similar pattern when it comes to instructors’ 

explanations, regardless of the topic that is being explained—in this case either content or 
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grammar. They usually consist of more than one move and include elaborating and/or 

extending moves as well as comprehension checks through monitoring moves. This 

seems to be one of the reasons why there is such a high number of continuing moves for 

each instructor. Following-up with comprehension checks in the form of monitoring 

moves is particularly true for Claudia, who uses the most monitoring moves by far. This 

might explain why the overall percentage of continuing moves is the highest for her 

compared to the other two instructors.  

Overall, elaborated explanations seem to be viewed as important for the co-

construction of knowledge by the instructors, since all three of them follow this strategy. 

Previous research has, for example, investigated specific explanations, such as, grammar 

or vocabulary explanations. Morton’s (2015) study in a CLIL context focused only on the 

latter. According to the categorization that he uses, which is based on Koole’s (2010) 

study of mathematical explanations, the previous excerpts would all fall into the category 

of “discourse unit explanations” (Morton, 2015, p. 260), because the instructor provides 

the explanation instead of asking display questions to get the students to answer. 

Furthermore, an aspect that is particularly well illustrated by Elizabeth’s excerpt (Table 

12) is that this kind of explanation that uses multiple continuing moves might be induced 

by contextualization cues, similar to Hall’s (2010) study. Since Elizabeth’s student both 

mispronounces the word “Kabel” (‘cable;’ Table 12, move 89) at first and enunciates it 

with rising intonation, the instructor might have concluded that these contextualization 

cues suggest uncertainty on part of the student and need further explanation. Through her 

continued explanation she ensures that the meaning of the word “Kabel” (‘cable’) is clear 

to all students. 
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 4.1.2.2 Continuing moves for questions. 

 With regard to RQ1 (How is knowledge elicited in teacher–student interactions in 

the FL classroom?), it is important to note that not only explanations are completed 

through continuing moves, but questions are oftentimes extended or elaborated as well. 

The first example to illustrate this is from Elizabeth’s class and shows how she clarifies 

the initial question through an elaborating move. A discussion of the magazine article, 

more specifically of the family’s move from a village in Kazakhstan to Frankfurt in 

Germany and the father’s struggle to find a job, immediately precedes this excerpt. 

Table 15 

Excerpt 2 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Elizabeth’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

open:initiate:demand: 
open:information:fact 

122/f T Aber wie sieht es aus da- ähm: mit 
Nadja Stockmann? 
But what about uhm Nadja Stockmann? 

2033 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

122/g  Was für äh:m Zukunftspläne hat sie? 
What uhm future plans does she have?  

2034 

    (3.38) 2035 
sustain:react:rejoinder: 
prompt 

122/h  Ähm F2? 
Uhm F2? 

2036 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:answer 

 F2 Äh sie:: ähm wollte ein äh 
Englischunterricht fertig machen. 
Uh she uhm wanted to uh finish 
English lessons.  

2037 

 -- T [Mhm.] 
[Uh-huh.] 

2038 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

123/a F2 [Also] es sagt  
[Well] it says 

2039 

   dass ähm sie muss . . . äh: wieder: 
E- Englisch wieder: ähm machen 
that uhm she has to . . . uh: again 
uhm take E- English lessons again 

2040 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

123/b   und dann könnte sie ein ähm 
Ausbildung als Platz als Fol- 
Floristin? 
and then she could a uhm 
apprenticeship as spot as fol- 
florist? 

2041 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:register 

124 T Mhm. 
Uh-huh. 

2042 

sustain:continue: 
append:elaborate 

125 F2 machen?  
get? 

2043 
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As can be seen, Elizabeth specifies the initial question in move 122/g, but she does not 

introduce any new information, which is why her second question was coded as an 

elaboration, rather than an extension or an entirely new opening move. Through this 

elaboration, Elizabeth not only targets a specific aspect of the article, but she also guides 

students’ comprehension by comparing the father’s difficult future outlook in terms of 

finding a job with the daughter’s career plans.  

 The next illustration of asking multiple questions at once is from Logan’s class. 

He begins the discussion of the third family with a question about their name, which 

already hints to the fact that they belong to a special group of immigrants that have 

German ancestors.  

Table 16 

Excerpt 2 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Logan’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

open:initiate:demand:: 
closed:goods&services 

1/b T Gehen wir zu unser, unserer 
letzten Familie die Familie 
Stockmann. 
Let’s go to our, our last family the 
Stockmann family. 

1469 

open:initiate:demand: 
open:information:fact 

1/c  Erstmals WARUM dieser Name? 
First WHY this name?  

1470 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

1/d  Dieser Name klingt ziemlich 
deutsch. 
This name sounds pretty German. 

1471 

sustain:continue: 
append:elaborate 

1/e  Warum hat diese Familie einen 
deutschen Namen? 
Why does this family have a German 
name? 

1472 

   (32.81) 1473 
sustain:react:rejoinder: 
prompt 

1/f  Mhm. ((points to M1)) 
Uh-huh. 

1474 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:answer 

2 M1 Äh <ahem> die Vorfahren die 
Familie war in Deutschland geboren 
Uh <ahem> the ancestors the family 
was born in Germany. 

1475 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

  aber sie haben äh: verlassen. 
but they uh: left. 

1476 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:register 

3 T ((nods)) 1477 
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In this example, after asking his initial question in move 1/c, Logan immediately gives 

more information (move 1/d) by stressing the fact that the family’s name sounds German, 

and then, he repeats almost the exact same question in move 1/e. The fact that Logan 

elaborated on the first question with additional information and a rephrasing of the initial 

question might have helped the student to find the answer.  

 The last example in terms of elaborations of questions is taken from Claudia’s 

class and concerns the author’s stylistic choice to represent the success of Turkish 

immigrants. It was already determined immediately preceding this excerpt that the 

thematic focus of this part of the text concerns education.  

Table 17 

Excerpt 2 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Claudia’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

3/h T und wir finden sehr viele:? 
and we can find a great many? 

820 

open:initiate:demand 
open:information:fact 

3/i  Was finden wir hier? 
What can we find here? 

821 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

3/j  Also e- w- wie wird wir wird 
ähm a- dieser diese Idee von 
Ausbildung und Erfolg von äh 
de- der Türken oder Situation 
der Türken und der Schule ähm 
dargestellt? 
Well how is uhm this this idea of 
apprenticeship and the uh Turks’ 
success or situation of the Turks 
and of the school portrayed? 

822 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

3/k  Was BENUTZT der Autor? 
What does the author USE? 

823 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:answer 

4 F2 <coughs> Sie benutzt so so äh 
direkte /Prozent [und/ ] – 
<coughs> Sie uses uh concrete 
/percentage [and/    ] – 

824 

 -- T                  [Genau].  
            [Exactly]. 

825 
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Claudia first extends the previously determined focus of education and then asks a 

question that is rather vague, which is why she uses elaborating moves to specify and to 

rephrase her initial question in order to make her students focus on the editorial style that 

highlights a public rather than a private perspective through the use of statistical 

information.  

All in all, the previous excerpts illustrate that all three instructors show a pattern 

of eliciting knowledge oftentimes through a series of questions rather than only one. The 

reason for additional continuing moves that follow a move for demanding information 

might be to specify or clarify the initial question and to guide students’ thought process 

by highlighting specific aspects that are targeted by a question. The elaboration and 

extension of questions might, thus, be one of the reasons why continuing moves are used 

with such high frequency, making them the most used type of moves for Elizabeth and 

Claudia and for Logan the most used type after supporting responses.  

As already mentioned in the literature review, research has shown that questions 

constitute a large part of teachers’ talk, and question types has been one of the foci in 

research on the language use of teachers in the classroom. For example, Menninga et al. 

(2017) demonstrate that open questions usually elicit more complex and dense responses 

from students. Despite the fact that the context of Menninga et al.’s (2017) study was 

very different, since they investigated teacher talk in early elementary science lessons, it 

is noticeable that most questions of teachers in my study are open ones. This is true for 

the instructors’ preference for opening moves as well as—what these previous excerpts 

illustrate—continuing moves. Since the topic of immigrants in Germany is quite 

complex, the reason for the high frequency of open questions might be explained by the 
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instructors’ (conscious or unconscious) goal of eliciting more complex answers from 

students.  

 

 4.1.3 Supporting response moves. 

 Taken together with the subcategory of supportive replies 

(sustain:react:respond:support:reply), supporting responses are the second largest 

category of moves for Elizabeth and Claudia and even the largest one for Logan.  

As far as the supporting response move of engagement is concerned, despite the 

fact that this kind of move shows support, it does not seem to play an essential role in the 

elicitation of knowledge, since engagements are—with only a few exceptions—followed 

by another type of move, before a student takes another turn. However, all three 

instructors quite frequently use different kinds of supporting response moves to repeat a 

student’s answer (see e.g., Elizabeth’s move 90/c in Table 12), which partially explains 

the high frequency of supporting response moves. Yet, Claudia also demonstrates the 

potential developing moves have for knowledge elicitation, as illustrated in the following 

excerpt. Here, as the instructor and the student collectively construct a sentence in 

indirect speech, Claudia, while typing students’ answers on the classroom computer, 

refers to the student’s prior utterance of suggesting a synonym for the word ‘to say.’  

In this context, the instructor’s restating of the student’s utterances combined with 

her positive evaluation thereof both serve as an encouragement for him to continue and to 

complete the sentence. This excerpt is not only an illustration of how sustaining moves of 

developing a response can elicit and co-construct knowledge, but it is also an illustration 

of how flexible the IRF sequence can be. 
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Table 18 

Excerpt 3 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Claudia’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

sustain:react:respond: 
support:develop: 
elaborate 

183/i T Also, Volkans Mutter bemerkt . 
.  
So, Volkan’s mother notices . .  

1682 

   dass . .((typing)) 
that . .  

1683 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:develop: extend 

184 M1 /. . ./ dass Volkan – 
/. . ./ that Volkan – 

1684 

sustain:react:respond: 
evaluate 

185/a T Sehr gut,  
Very good,  

1685 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:develop: 
elaborate 

185/b  dass Volkan. 
that Volkan. 

1686 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:develop: extend 

186 M1 Auf zwei Stühlen sitze? 
Sat on two chairs? ((Was caught 
not between, but on two stools)) 

1687 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:develop: 
elaborate 

187/a T Sch:- sitze. 
Sat. 

1688 

sustain:react:respond: 
evaluate 

187/b  Sehr gut! 
Very good. 

1689 

 

In this case Claudia’s developing moves 183/i and 185/b can be classified as follow-up 

moves within the IRF sequence and, in line with Rymes’s (2016), as a “scaffold for 

students’ ongoing participation” (p. 110).  

Nevertheless, there are two types of supporting response moves that stand out 

even more than developing ones: registering and acknowledging moves. They are 

discussed individually in the following.  

 

 4.1.3.1 Registering moves. 

 In Elizabeth’s and in Logan’s discourses, a considerable part within this category 

of supporting responses is made up of registering moves (105 were counted in 

Elizabeth’s and 147 in Logan’s data). This type of move is defined as “supportive 
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encouragement for the other speaker to take another turn” and include “feedback and 

backchannelling moves” (Eggins & Slade, 1997, p. 204). Consequently, positive 

feedback, such as “Mhm,” falls into this category and is uttered with the intention of 

encouraging students to elaborate on their contributions. The following two excerpts 

highlight the use of registering moves and their function to encourage students to 

elaborate. The first one is from Elizabeth’s final class covering this magazine article. This 

excerpt is preceded by a partner/group discussion about what larger topics of migration 

this article incorporates, and it begins with the collection of the results. 

Table 19 

Excerpt 3 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Elizabeth’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

open:initiate:demand: 
open:information:fact 

197/e T Äh:m welche Themen haben Sie 
gefunden be:i Familie Singer? 
Uh:m what themes have you found for 
the Singer family? 

2386 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:answer 

198 F3 Jüdischen [Identität]. 
Jewish [identity]. 

2387 

 -- F2           [Zu pri–  ]. 
       [for pri–]. 

2388 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply: 
acknowledge 

199/a T Ja. 
Yes. 

2389 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:develop: 
elaborate 

199/b F2 Zu dem privaten Thema: ⟶	
For the private theme  

2390 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:register 

200 T Mhm. 
Uh-huh. 

2391 

sustain:continue: 
append:extend 

201 F2 ⟶ äh:m jüdischen iden- tität und 
dann . . öffentliche Thema, 
Arbeitschancen äh:m äh Freundschaft 
äh:m und äh:m dass sie:: ausgegrenzt 
werden? 
uh:m Jewish identity and then . . 
public theme, employment 
opportunities uh:m uh friendship 
uh:m and uh:m that they are being 
marginalized? 

2392 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:register 

202 T Mhm. 
Uh-huh. 

2393 
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Table 19 (Cont’d.) 

conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

-- 203 F2 Und äh:m – 
And uh:m – 

2394 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:response: 
repair 

204/a T Vielleicht Ausgrenzung? 
Maybe marginalization? 

2395 

sustain:continue: 
monitor 

204/b  Ja? 
Yes? 

2396 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:develop: 
elaborate 

205 F2 Ausgrenzung. 
Marginalization. 

2397 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:register 

206 T Mhm. 
Uh-huh. 

2398 

   ((writes on board)) 2399 
sustain:continue: 
append:extend 

207/a F2 Und dann äh diese Integrationsarbeit 
durch die: jüdische [Gemeinde] ⟶	
And then uh this integration work 
through the Jewish [community] 

2400 

--  T                     [Mhm     ]. 
                   [Uh-huh   ]. 

2401 

 207/b F2 ⟶ und jüdische Grundschule.  
and Jewish elementary school. 

2402 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply: 
acknowledge 

208 T Ja. 
Yes. 

2403 

 

After her initial question (move 197/e), Elizabeth opens up the floor and only adds a few 

registering moves (200, 202) until she suggests to use a nominalization instead of a verb 

phrase to reflect a more advanced language use and more appropriate form for the list (or 

semantic/word field), which she is compiling on the board. The student expresses 

agreement to Elizabeth’s suggestion by repeating it and, after another registering move 

from the instructor (206), she continues to contribute items in nominalized form to the 

list, until she receives an acknowledgement (208). With reference to LCT and semantic 

waves as described by Martin and Maton (2017), this excerpt demonstrates how 

Elizabeth attempts to create such a semantic wave by strengthening semantic density and 

weakening semantic gravity. Her suggested reformulation “Ausgrenzung” 
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(‘margnialization,’ move 204/a) of the student’s verb phrase is less contextualized and 

has a relatively stronger semantic density, since it expresses a process through a noun 

instead of its congruent form of a verb (phrase). Consequently, the discussion begins 

relatively low on the semantic scale with the contextualized example of the immigrant 

family (SD−/SG+), but through the reformulation and use of a more abstract term, 

Elizabeth encourages the strengthening of semantic density and at the same time the 

weakening of semantic gravity (SD↑/ SG↓). The continued, contextualized discussion of 

the immigrant family, which is not part of this excerpt, completes the semantic wave, 

since it represents a downward move on the semantic scale (SD↓/ SG↑). This approach is 

in contrast to the model used in the study by Macnaught et al. (2013), since their 

participants started relatively high on the semantic scale by introducing scientific terms in 

a 11th grade Biology class, as opposed to the contextualized form in this example. This 

shows that there are multiple ways of completing a semantic wave to co-construct 

knowledge in the classroom. 

Furthermore, this example suggests that the student might have interpreted 

Elizabeth’s use of registering moves (200, 202) instead of acknowledging ones as 

prompts to continue and take these additional turns. A similar situation is illustrated in 

the next example from Logan’s class. Here, the instructor collects information that the 

students have learned from the article, and the excerpt begins with his question about any 

challenges one of the discussed families faced after their arrival in Germany.  
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Table 20 

Excerpt 3 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Logan’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

open:initiate:demand: 
open:information:fact 

41/h T Was für Herausforderungen, gibt es? 
What challenges, are there? 

1588 

   (23.13) 1589 
sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:answer 

42/a F3 Es war schwierig  
It was difficult 

1590 

   eine Arbeit zu finden. 
to find a job. 

1591 

  T [Mhm.] 
[Uh-huh.] 

1592 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:enhance 

42/b F3 [Weil] äh:m  
[Because] uh:m 

1593 

   vorher sagt er 
before he says  

1594 

   sie arbeiten ähm: auf einem: /Hof 
they work uhm: on a /farmyard  

1595 

   ich würde sagen/? 
I would say/? 

1596 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

42/c  Es sagen 
It say 

1597 

   was soll ein Traktorist in 
Frankfurt arbeiten.  
what should a tractor driver work in 
Frankfurt. 

1598 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:register 

43 T Mhm. 
Uh-huh. 

1599 

sustain:continue: 
append:extend 

44 F3 Und es [war   ] eine seh:r 
unterschiedliche: Umfeld für ihnen.  
And it [was     ] a very different 
environment for them.  

1600 

  T        [Mhm.  ] 
       [Uh-huh.] 

1601 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:register 

45   Mhm. 
Uh-huh. 

1602 

sustain:continue: 
append:extend 

46 F3 Und seine Tätigkeit was nicht gült 
in Frankfurt.  
And his occupation was not valid in 
Frankfurt. 

1603 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:register 

47/a T Mkay. 
Mkay. 

1604 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:develop: 
elaborate 

47/b  Seine TÄTIGKEIT – 
His OCCUPATION – 

1605 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:response: 
repair 

47/c  Seine FRÜHERE Tätigkeit passt nicht 
so gut zu der- dem STÄDTLICHEN 
Raum. 
His FORMER occupation does not match 
the urban area that well. 

 
1606 
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The student’s answer to Logan’s question contains several prolonging moves. While the 

first enhancement (move 42/b) overlaps with the registering move and might, therefore, 

not have been triggered by the instructor, the extensions in moves 44 and 46 unfolding in 

the remaining exchange might likely have been motivated by Logan’s registering moves.  

With RQ1 in mind, registering moves could, thus, be interpreted as a method of 

trying to elicit as much knowledge as possible from students. The brevity of this positive 

feedback allows students to continue their contributions without interruption. In fact, 

there are many instances in which an instructor’s “Mhm” overlapped with a student’s 

talk. However, due to the definition of turn that is assumed in this study, which is that 

“any overlaps are not considered part of anyone’s turn” (Edelsky, 1993, p. 202), as 

explained in the previous chapter, these instances were not counted in the coding process. 

An example of such an overlapping registering move can be observed in Elizabeth’s 

previous excerpt (Table 15) during move 122/h, in which a student elaborates on the 

career path of one of the people in the article. 

These previous two excerpts also further illustrate that the strict structure of the 

recitation script is broken up in natural classroom discourse. In these examples, the 

respective instructor begins the sequence with an initiating question and a student replies, 

which is then followed up by positive feedback from the instructor. However, instead of 

another IRE/F sequence, the student continues his/her contribution, because the instructor 

signals that the student can take another turn. In this case, these registering moves could 

be interpreted as both an evaluation and a follow-up move, because they evaluate and 

also fulfill the purpose of a follow-up move, which is according to Rymes (2016), being 

“a scaffold for students’ ongoing participation” (p. 110).  
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 4.1.3.2 Acknowledging moves. 

 While Elizabeth and Logan show a preference for expressing their brief positive 

feedback through registering moves, Claudia tends to use more acknowledging moves. In 

the following example, Claudia asks for a volunteer to present facts about Keziban, one 

of the members of an immigrant family in the article. She uses supporting replies, but still 

gives the student a chance to extend his answer in additional turns, when he lists facts 

about a person from the article. 

Table 21 

Excerpt 4 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Claudia’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

open:initiate:demand 
open:information:fact 

28/e T Wer möchte mir Keziban 
vorstellen? 
Who would like to present Keziban to 
me? 

147 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
prompt 

28/f  Ja, M2.  
Yes, M2. 

148 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:answer 

29 M2 Ähm s- sie ist achtundzwan- äh 
achtundDREISSIG Jahre alt. 
Uhm she is twenty-eigh- uh THIRTY-
eight years old. 

149 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply: 
acknowledge 

30 T Ja. 
Yes. 

150 

sustain:continue: 
append:extend 

31 M2 Äh äh sie arbeitet in der 
Qualitätskontrolle eines großen 
Herst- äh Herstellers. 
Uh uh sie works in quality control 
for a big manufacturer. 

151 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply: 
acknowledge 

32 T Richtig.  
Right. 

152 

sustain:continue: 
append:extend 

33/a M2 Ähm so: wenn sie äh nach 
Deutschland kam  
Uhm so: if they uh came to Germany 

153 

   [könnte di–     ] 
[could sh– ] 

154 

 -- T [Ne,  
[No, 

155 

        nicht wenn.] 
   not if.] 

156 
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Table 21 (Cont’d.) 

conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:response: 
repair 

33/b M2 ALS sie . . nach Deutschland kam? 
WHEN she . . came to Germany? 

157 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply: 
acknowledge 

34 T Ja. 
Yes. 

158 

sustain:continue: 
append:extend 

35 M2 Äh konnte sie keine Worte 
Deutsche sprechen äh – 
Uh she could not speak a word of 
German uh – 

159 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:develop: 
elaborate 

36 T Konnte sie KAUM Deu- KEIN Deutsch 
sprechen, 
She could HARDLY Ger- NOT speak 
German.  

160 

 --  [ja]. 
[yes]. 

161 

 -- M2 [Ja]. 
[Yes]. 

162 

sustain:continue: 
append:extend 

37  Aber heut sp- äh spricht äh sie 
ähm ein halb Deutsch und ein h- 
halb Türkisch mit die Kinder.  
But today uh she uh speaks one half 
German and one half Turkish with the 
kids.  

163 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:register 

38 T Mhm. 
Uh-huh. 

164 

sustain:continue: 
append:extend 

39 M2 Äh:m und für die Zukunftsplan 
habe ich /geschreiben/  
Uh:m and for future plans I /wrote/ 

165 

   dass sie äh will leben in der 
Nähe von der Kinder. 
that she wants to live close to the 
kids. 

166 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply: 
acknowledge 

40 T Genau. 
Exactly. 

167 

 

It is important to note that the question Claudia asked in the beginning is rather vague and 

does not target a specific aspect of that person, which might be the reason why the 

student felt encouraged to continue and state more facts he had learned, instead of 

stopping after the instructor’s acknowledging feedback.  
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 Supporting response moves of registering are only used by Elizabeth and Logan 

to encourage students to take another turn and produce a more elaborate answer. Claudia 

sometimes achieves a similar response through supporting replies of acknowledgement, 

which, in this case, might also be influenced by the openness of her question. However, 

this is not a general pattern for Claudia’s classroom talk, since her students usually also 

extend their answers on more specific questions, after an acknowledging move. That is to 

say, the three instructors in this study tend to elicit additional knowledge from their 

students through either registering or acknowledging moves. Thereby these excerpts 

illustrate the important role of the recitation script, which was already highlighted in the 

literature review chapter. In contrast to the recitation script, it can be seen that the 

delicacy of the system network used in this study allows to further differentiate between 

moves, which would simply be coded as evaluation or feedback/follow-up (depending on 

which convention is followed: IRE or IRF). The extent of the respective positive 

evaluation/feedback in this study reveals the slightly different approaches that instructors 

follow; in this case: to register or to acknowledge a student’s answer in order to have 

them expand on their contribution, which at the same time breaks up the rigid three-part 

sequence of the recitation script.  

 

 4.1.4 Opening moves. 

 The third largest category of moves for all three instructors are opening moves, 

which include opened and closed questions, directives, as well as statements. In this 

category the results across instructors differ slightly. The most used moves among all of 

them are wh-questions for facts. For Logan and Claudia, this is followed by giving 
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statements of facts, while Elizabeth uses slightly more commands than she gives 

information.  

 Similar to the previously discussed finding that instructors oftentimes ask a set of 

two or more questions, it can be observed that the two kinds of opened and closed 

questions are posed immediately after one another in quite a few instances as well. The 

first example that demonstrates the stacking of questions is from Elizabeth’s class and 

shows how she elicits knowledge about one of the people in the article by asking both a 

closed and an open question. 

Table 22 

Excerpt 4 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Elizabeth’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

open:initiate:demand: 
closed:information:fact 

17/b T Hat er Zukunftspläne? 
Does he have any future plans? 

104 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

17/c  Volkan? 
Volkan? 

105 

open:initiate:demand: 
open:information:fact 

17/d  Was für Zukunftspläne hat er? 
What future plans does he have? 

106 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:answer 

18/a F3 Er möchte ins Realschule gehen. 
He wants to go to secondary school.  

107 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:enhance 

18/b  Um ein bessere Ausbildung zu haben? 
To have a better apprenticeship? 

108 

 

In this case, Elizabeth already answers her first question (move 17/b), whether this person 

has any plans for the future, through her added open question (move 17/d), which asks 

about the kind of plans that this person has. This leads to a quite elaborate answer from 

the student as far as both content and language are concerned, although it only consists of 

two clauses (107 and 108). Not only does she state his plan of going to a secondary 

school, but she also mentions his reason for it. On a grammatical level, her answer 

includes a subordinate clause with an infinitive construction. Elizabeth’s set of questions, 
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thus, elicited an answer from the student that displays an advanced level of language and 

content knowledge.  

In contrast to Elizabeth’s closed question that targets already a specific aspect, 

Logan’s initial closed question in the following example (move 61/b), just asks for any 

additional aspects that could be added to the discussion, when collecting the results of a 

group exercise. However, he uses an additional open question (move 61/c) to elicit more 

specific information. 

Table 23 

Excerpt 4 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Logan’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

open:initiate:demand: 
closed:information:fact 

61/b T Noch welche Aussagen von Herrn 
Mutlu? 
Other statements by Mister Mutlu? 

251 

open:initiate:demand: 
open:information:fact 

61/c  Was hat er–  
What did he– 

252 

   Wie beschreibt er die: 
Situation der Migranten.  
How does he describe the situation 
of migrants. 

253 

 

It is true that Logan’s second question (move 61/c) targets one aspect (the situation of 

migrants) and, but at the same time it is still rather open and gives students the chance to 

choose from a variety of options. In this case it lead to a very elaborate answer from a 

student, which consisted of 5 moves and 20 clauses (including 3 incomplete clauses), in 

which he cited the text passage, specified where it is located in the text, stated his 

opinion, what he discussed in his group, and explained another quote in reference to the 

first one he cited. Since the focus in this section is on the instructors moves for 

knowledge elicitation, this example will be discussed further in the section on clause 

complex, which also includes the students’ utterances. Nevertheless, it can be seen that a 
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combination of two or more rather vague questions, or moves that express a demand for 

facts, can lead to very elaborate responses from students.  

Another example from Elizabeth’s class demonstrates that asking the open 

question first, followed by a closed question, can be used for knowledge elicitation as 

well. In this case, Elizabeth asks for an example from the text that mentions bilingualism, 

and she follows up by drawing her students’ attention to the fact that there is an example 

that is supported by the politician Özcan Mutlu.  

Table 24 

Excerpt 5 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Elizabeth’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

open:initiate:demand: 
open:information:fact 

121/g T Welches Beispiel wird hier gegeben 
von Bilingualismus? 
What example of bilingualism is 
given here? 

1207 

open:initiate:demand: 
closed:information:fact 

121/h  Also w- gibt es ein erfolgreiches 
Modell von Bilinguali- 
Bilingualismus ähm  
So is there a successful model of 
bilinguali- bilingualism uhm 

1208 

   das zum Beispiel von Mutlu 
unterstützt wird? 
that is supported by Mutlu? 

1209 

 

In this case, Elizabeth’s set of questions lead to a brief—and probably unexpected—

answer from a student, who states that the politician himself could be seen as an example 

for bilingualism. To elicit the targeted information of a European School Elizabeth 

continues with an even more specific comment that there is an example of a specific 

school. 

In general, this method of switching from an opened to a closed question or vice 

versa is not observed very frequently throughout this study. However, it is used by all 

three instructors at least once at one point and could, therefore, be regarded as another 
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way of how instructors stack questions to elicit knowledge. As previously mentioned, 

studies, such as Menninga et al. (2017) have shown that open questions can lead to more 

complex answers. A stacking of questions regardless of the question type, might have a 

similar purpose, since it targets different aspects of a given topic and learners are given 

the opportunity to address all of them in their answers. 

Concerning directives—or commands, to use Halliday and Matthiessen’s (2014) 

terminology, which are demands for goods & services—it is not surprising that this type 

of move is absent from the students’ discourse and only used by the instructors. This 

reflects their social roles and different power structures, since the respective instructor is 

the participant who gives commands, while students carry out the tasks they are asked to 

complete. This corroborates Sert’s (2015) argument that in CA, social roles as well as the 

institutional context manifest in the talk itself. The absence of directives from students’ 

can be viewed as an example of such a realization of social and institutional roles within 

the talk itself. Thus, the designation of teacher and students in the transcription codes is 

not absolutely necessary and could have been encoded differently, because the respective 

instructor’s dominance is apparent from the transcript itself.  

While the distribution of opening moves is very similar across all three 

instructors, it is noticeable that the proportional distribution of commands is much higher 

for Elizabeth compared to the other two, as shown in Figure 10. With almost 26%, 

Elizabeth’s ratio is more than double of Logan’s and Claudia’s, whose commands 

constitute about 12% of their opening moves each.  
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Figure 10. Percentage of commands in opening moves for all three instructors 
 

A pattern that can be found in Elizabeth’s commands is that apart from only very few 

exceptions, she always uses the modifier ‘vielleicht’ (‘perhaps’) at least in one clause 

when asking her students to carry out a task, whereas she usually omits it and uses a 

straightforward command when assigning homework. The subsequent excerpt illustrates 

how she typically gives instructions in class. This excerpt is taken from the end of a class, 

and after having worked on a few sample sentences with the whole class, Elizabeth wants 

her students to quickly practice indirect speech in plural on their own.  

Table 25 

Excerpt 6 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Elizabeth’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

open:initiate:give: 
information:fact 

159/e T Also wir haben ähm haben äh: wenig 
Zeit mehr,  
So we have uhm have uh: little time 
left, 

1452 

open:initiate:demand: 
goods&services 

159/f  aber machen Sie vielleicht Nummer 
eins, ganz schnell. 
but maybe do number one, real quick.  

1453 

sustain:continue: 
monitor 

159/g  Ja? 
Okay? 

1454 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

159/h  Ähm das ist Plural.  
Uhm that is plural. 

1455 
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Move 159/f is a typical representation of how Elizabeth mitigates directives in class 

through moves that demand for goods & services. The modifier “vielleicht” (move 159/f) 

makes her command sound more like a proposal and less harsh. Another strategy that she 

employs is the use of the inclusive ‘wir’ (‘we’) instead of ‘Sie’ (‘you’ formal) or ‘du’ 

(‘you’ informal) whenever she refers to a task that is completed by the whole class and 

not in individual, group, or partner work. This is exemplified in the following excerpt, in 

which Elizabeth states that she wants to begin this class by discussing one of the 

immigrant families from the article.  

Table 26 

Excerpt 7 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Elizabeth’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

open:initiate:give: 
information:fact 

1/c T Äh:m also. . wir sind jetzt bei der 
dritten Familie  
Uh:m so . . we are now on the third 
family 

1547 

open:initiate:demand:  
goods&services 

1/d  aber vielleicht können wir ähm im 
Vorfeld äh die Familie Sch- Singer 
noch kurz besprechen. 
but maybe we can uhm upfront uh 
quickly discuss uh the Singer 
family. 

1548 

 

Here, Elizabeth gives a brief introduction to this class to let students know what to 

expect. Through her use of declarative as opposed to imperative MOOD and her use of 

“wir” in move 1/d, which signifies her as part of the group and makes clear that they will 

discuss this family together, Elizabeth makes her directive sound less harsh. Logan also 

uses ‘wir’ in some of his directives, but in contrast to Elizabeth, he does not use a 

modifier. In the majority of cases, he directly asks a specific student to read something 

aloud, such as in the following excerpt, in which he would like a student to read a sample 

sentence for indirect speech.  
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Table 27 

Excerpt 5 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Logan’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

sustain:react: 
rejoinder:support: 
response:resolve 

87/a T Also hier ist ein anderes 
Beispiel. 
So here is another example. 

362 

open:initiate:      
demand: 
goods&services 

87/b  Kannst du das vorlesen? 
Can you read this aloud? 

363 

 

Move 87/b is a typical utterance that Logan uses to ask his students to perform an action, 

and he does so in a more direct way than Elizabeth, because he does not use any 

modifying words; yet, he slightly mitigates his command through interrogative instead of 

an imperative mood, which would be the congruent realization.  

 As far as knowledge elicitation is concerned, the previous examples demonstrate 

that Elizabeth and Logan do not necessarily use this type of demanding move to elicit 

knowledge. Since these two instructors use it to manage students’ actions, this type of 

move is part of what Christie (2002) refers to as regulative register, as already explained 

in the literature review. In contrast, Claudia uses commands additionally in a slightly 

different way. In the subsequent excerpt, she assigns group work through moves that 

demand action (open:initiate:demand:goods&services), but then she also uses the same 

kind of move to elicit knowledge and have students report on the results of their group 

discussion. 
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Table 28 

Excerpt 8 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Elizabeth’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

open:initiate:demand: 
goods&services 

15/k T Können Sie das kurz mit Ihrem 
Nachbarn diskutieren oder 
vergleichen,  
Can you quickly discuss or compare this 
with your neighbor, 

56 

open:initiate:demand: 
goods&services 

15/l  und danach sollen Sie ähm die 
Personen präsentieren. 
and then you are supposed to uhm 
present the people. 

57 

open:initiate:give: 
information:fact 

15/m  Wir haben fünf Personen, 
We have five people, 

58 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

15/n  jeder kann eine Person präsentieren. 
everyone can present one person. 

59 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:engage 

15/o  Okay,  
Okay, 

60 

open:initiate:demand: 
goods&services 

15/p  kurz kurz nur besprechen oder 
vergleichen,  
just quickly quickly discuss or 
compare, 

61 

sustain:continue: 
monitor 

15/q  ja? 
okay? 

62 

   (00:51–4:28) ((group/partner work)) 63 
sustain:react:respond: 
support:engage 

15/r T Okay, 
Okay,  

64 

open:initiate:demand: 
goods&services 

15/s  schauen wir mal. 
let’s see. 

65 

--   So wollen wir kurz – 
So we want to quickly – 

66 

--   Wir wir wir wollen einfach is– 
We we we want to simply – 

67 

open:initiate:demand: 
goods&services 

15/t  Sie sollen mir praktisch die Person 
vorstellen  
You are supposed to in effect present 
the person to me 

68 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:enhance 

15/u  und wenn es ä- irgendwie Fragen 
gibt,  
and if there are somehow any questions, 

69 

   können wir das im Text suchen,  
we can look for that in the text, 

70 

sustain:continue: 
monitor 

15/v  okay? 
okay? 

71 

open:initiate:demand: 
goods&services 

15/w  M3 könnten Sie vielleicht äh 
beginnen mit äh: dem Vater? 
M3 could you maybe uh begin with uh: 
the father? 

72 
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 To sum up, opening moves with the purpose to command an action are used 

differently by each of the three instructors. While Elizabeth uses them the most 

frequently in proportional distribution compared to the other two, she mitigates her 

directives for classroom activities through a modifier or the use of ‘wir’ and does not use 

them for knowledge elicitation. Logan mitigates his commanding moves through ‘wir’ or 

the incongruent MOOD choice of interrogative and does not elicit knowledge with this 

type of move either. Claudia is the only one who sometimes uses it for knowledge 

elicitation after an in-class activity. Thus, each instructor uses a specific mitigation 

strategy in the regulative register, that is when requesting an action, which corroborates 

what Dalton–Puffer (2005) found in her study in Austrian CLIL classrooms. As already 

mentioned in the literature review, she found that requests for information, which are part 

of what Christie (2000) termed instructional register, are usually uttered in a direct way, 

while directives, as part of the regulative register, tend to be mitigated and are less direct. 

 

 4.1.5 Supportive rejoinder moves. 

 Supportive rejoinder moves are not among the most frequently used moves in the 

classroom discourse of this data; as already shown, they range between 6–10% of the 

overall distribution of moves per instructor. Yet, in terms of knowledge elicitation and 

the co-construction of knowledge, they might be helpful in guiding students’ answers and 

further develop their contributions. Therefore, the results are discussed in what follows.  

 Within this category, all instructors use clarifying moves the most frequently. 

Since these are moves that “seek additional information in order to understand a prior 

move” (Eggins & Slade, 1997, p. 210), they are important in terms of securing the 
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learners’ understanding of their own utterance. For example, in the following excerpt, a 

student answers Claudia’s question about the meaning of the term late emigrant, but 

Claudia adds clarifying moves to guide the student to its essential significance.  

Table 29 

Excerpt 5 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Claudia’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

open:initiate:demand: 
open:information:fact 

89/e T was ist ein Spätaussiedler? 
what is a late emigrant? 

3555 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:answer 

90/a F1 Ähm jemand  
Uhm someone 

3556 

   der nicht in Deutschland lebt – 
lebt,  
who doesn’t live in Germany, 

3557 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

90/b  aber hald – 
but well – 

3558 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:track:clarify 

91 T ABER? 
BUT? 

3559 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:track:probe 

92 F1 eine deutsches – d- aber 
deutsches Familie oder Konnekt-? 
a German – but German Family or 
connect–? 

3560 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply: 
acknowledge 

93/a T Ja,  
Yes, 

3561 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:track:clarify 

93/b  aber was ist das WICHTIGE –  
but what is the IMPORTANT PART – 

3562 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

93/c  was ist das ESSENZ-  
what is the ESSENCE– 

3563 

   was ist das Wichtige hier 
eigentlich? 
what is the important part here 
actually? 

3564 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:track:probe 

94 F1 Ich möchte deutsches Blut sagen,  
I want to say German blood, 

3565 

 --  [aber]– 
[but ]– 

3566 

 -- T [JA  ]. 
[Yes]. 

3567 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply: 
acknowledge 

95/a  Das ist okay. 
That is okay.  

3568 

 -- F1 ((laughs)) 3569 
sustain:react:respond: 
support:register 

95/b T Aha. 
Uh-huh. 

3570 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:response: repair 

95/c  Also deutschSTÄMMIG ist. 
So ETHNIC German. 

3571 
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This excerpt illustrates the importance of clarifying rejoinder moves. The student is able 

to give an answer (move 90/a) to the instructor’s initial question (move 89/e), but it is not 

sufficient, since it is missing the most important aspect of the term. For this reason, 

Claudia adds clarifying moves (91 and 93/b) to make her aware of the missing 

component. Since the student does not know the exact term, she explains it (move 94), 

before the instructor states the appropriate term in move 95/c. As this example 

demonstrates, clarifying moves play an important role in determining whether a student 

still needs some assistance in a given area of knowledge, because they further develop an 

answer. In some instances they might also give students the chance to realize and 

explicitly express knowledge gaps, such as in the next example, in which Claudia checks 

whether a student comprehends what another student had mentioned.  

Table 30 

Excerpt 6 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Claudia’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses)  

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:track:clarify 

46/f T Was ist mit diesem Optiker,  
What about this optician, 

191 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

46/g  was was M3 gerade gesagt 
hat? 
what what M3 just said? 

192 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:track:clarify 

46/h  Haben Sie das verstanden ähm 
M2? 
Did you understand that uhm M2? 

193 

sustain:react:respond: 
confront:reply: disagree 

47 M2 Nein. 
No. 

194 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:engage 

48/a T Okay, 
Okay,  

195 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:track:instruct 

48/b  vielleicht können wir das 
finden. 
maybe we can find this. 

196 

 

Claudia refers to a previous contribution of a student when she utters her first clarifying 

move (46/f and g) and then specifically asks another student if the information was clear 



 159 

to him in another clarifying move (46/h). As this student negates the instructors question 

(move 47), it becomes clear that this type of rejoinder move can help to identify students’ 

knowledge gaps. This example and the one prior to it illustrate the two functions of 

clarifying moves, which can be found across all three instructors and classes: first, 

elicitation of knowledge and second: identification of gaps thereof. In terms of the IRF 

sequence, this clarifying move would be part of the follow-up move, which Wells (1993) 

defined as a teacher’s request for students “to expand on their thinking, justify or clarify 

their opinions, or to make connections to their own experiences” (p. 190). The advantage 

of using Eggins & Slade’s (1997) system network as a coding scheme over the recitation 

script lies in the fact that clarifications are readily apparent in the analysis and are 

different from other tracking moves, such as confirmations or checks. 

Claudia is the only one who uses supportive instruct moves. This category is one of 

my additions to the system network by Eggins and Slade (1997). It accounts for instances 

in which a command is the reaction to a previous move, in this case in support of that 

move. For example, this type of instruct move supports the other participant in finding an 

appropriate answer. An example of this type of move is given in the subsequent excerpt. 

The class is practicing indirect speech with a few sample sentences, and Claudia is typing 

the students’ answers on the projected computer for everyone to see. The excerpt begins 

with a student sharing her solution, which Claudia first acknowledges, but then instructs 

her to replace “sagt” (‘says,’ clause 1869) with another word. 
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Table 31 

Excerpt 7 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Claudia’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses) # 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:track:probe 

218 F1 Herr Mutlu [sagt] ⟶	
Mister Mutlu [says] 

1869 

 -- T            [Ja! ] 
             [Yes!] 

1870 

 218 F1 ⟶dass – 
that – 

1871 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply: 
acknowledge 

219/a T Okay, 
Okay,  

1872 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:track:instruct 

219/b  sagen wir mal ein anderes 
Wort als SAGEN. 
let’s say another word for SAY. 

1873 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:comply 

220 F1 Äh Herr Mutlu betont? 
Uh Mister Mutlu emphasizes? 

1874 

sustain:react:respond: 
evaluate 

221 T Sehr schö:n! 
Very nice! 

1875 

 

Claudia’s initial acknowledgement in clause 1870 is relativized through the directive that 

follows in move 219/b. Since this directive is a reaction to the student’s contribution and 

meant to further develop her utterance, a reaction for which there was no equivalent in 

Eggins and Slade’s (1997) network, it was coded as “sustain:react:rejoinder:support: 

track:instruct,” which I added to the system network. It can be seen, that this direct 

instruction successfully elicited a more appropriate answer from the student, which 

reflects a more advanced level of the target, as she is able to use a word from a more 

formal register. This type of move also seems to be between Christie’s (2000) regulative 

and instructional register, as it is directly related to the content, but at the same time also 

directs and manages the activity.  
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 4.1.6 Confronting moves. 

 Despite the fact that confronting moves constitute only a small percentage in the 

overall distribution of moves for all three instructors, they might play an important role in 

the elicitation of knowledge in terms of corrective feedback. For this reason, the results of 

confronting responding and rejoinder moves are discussed in the following.  

Within the category of confronting moves, rebounds are used the most frequently 

by all three instructors. In contrast to, for example contradictions, rebounds “send the 

interaction back to the first speaker, by questioning the relevance, legitimacy or veracity 

of another speaker’s move” (Eggins & Slade, 1997, p. 212). That is, rather than simply 

denying a student’s utterance, instructors tend to challenge students cognitively, if there 

is a problem with their contribution, such as in the following excerpt. Claudia collects 

facts about members of a migrant family with her students, but questions a student’s 

comment that one of the family members is a neuro surgeon.  

As this excerpt shows, Claudia repeats the student’s utterance (move 104/a), but 

omits the temporal marker and stresses the verb to question what she said and make her 

rethink her statement. She also gives support by instructing her to look at the text closely 

(move 104/b). In the meantime, another student corrects her statement (move 105), which 

the instructor explains further. This excerpt is, thus, not only an illustration of the 

importance of rebounds, but also of how knowledge is co-constructed in the classroom by 

these three participants.  
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Table 32 

Excerpt 8 of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Claudia’s class 
conversational 
structure 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text (numbered for clauses) # 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:response: repair 

103 F1 Jetzt ist er ein Facharzt für 
Neurochirurgie? 
Now he is a specialist for 
neurosurgery? 

2364 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
confront:challenge: 
rebound 

104/a T IST er ein Facharzt für 
Neurochirurgie? 
IS he a specialist for 
neurosurgery? 

2365 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
confront:challenge: 
instruct 

104/b  Schauen Sie sich den Text 
genau an. 
Look closer at the text. 

2366 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:response: repair 

105 M3 Er geht zur Schule.  
He goes to school. 

2367 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:develop: 
elaborate 

106/a T Er geht zur Schule, 
He goes to school,  

2368 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

106/b  er macht ein-  
he does a– 

2369 

   er hat eine Stelle zur 
AUSBILDUNG des Facharzt. 
he has a position for a 
vocational training as a 
specialist.  

2370 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

106/c  Er ist Anästhesist,  
He is anaesthetist, 

2371 

sustain:continue: monitor 106/d  ja? 
okay? 

2372 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

106/e  Das ist nicht ein ein 
Neurochirurg. 
That is not a a neurosurgeon.  

2373 

 

Although confronting rejoinders of instruction are not among the most frequently used 

moves—Elizabeth and Logan even use only one each in this entire data set—they seem to 

play an important role in scaffolding learners’ knowledge creation, because they are 

oftentimes followed by an answer or repair move from the student, in cases in which the 

instruction targeted a specific student, rather than the whole class (i.e., instances in which 

the instructor uses ‘Sie’ instead of the inclusive ‘wir’). In this sense they are used for a 

more inductive method of teaching, where learners are guided to find the appropriate 
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answer by themselves, as opposed to deductive teaching, when learners are simply given 

such an answer (or rule) by the instructor. This is important, because research has shown 

that an inductive teaching method leads to slightly better results in the context of indirect 

speech in German (Tammenga–Helmantel, Bazhutkina, Steringa, Hummel, & Suhre, 

2016). Furthermore, to refer back to the work of Vygotsky (1978), the illustration of the 

instructor’s scaffolding of learners’ knowledge creation also reveals the sociocultural 

nature of the exchange, in that the teacher as an expert scaffolds the learner’s ZPD. 

Claudia’s questioning of the student’s answer and her subsequent direction in the 

previous excerpt illustrate what Hall (2001) means when she talks about the teacher as a 

facilitator. As already mentioned in an earlier chapter, this kind of facilitation in 

classroom interactions includes, according to Hall (2001), among others modeling and 

directing.  

 

 4.1.7 SPEECH FUNCTIONS Summary. 

 To sum up, to answer RQ1 (How is knowledge elicited in teacher–student 

interactions in the FL classroom?), on a discourse semantic level, the analysis showed 

that these three instructors elicit knowledge through open and closed questions. However, 

they also use a variety of other moves for this purpose, in particular continuing moves of 

elaborating and extending questions as well as supporting responding moves of 

registering. Claudia also demonstrates that directives (i.e., moves of demanding goods & 

services) can be used for knowledge elicitation, although this does not seem to be a 

strategy that every instructor uses, since she is the only one in this data set. Another very 

important type of supporting response moves can be found in clarifications, because they 
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either elicit knowledge or help identify gaps. Teachers’ rebounds also play a role in 

knowledge elicitation, but specifically in terms of corrective feedback, since these moves 

question another participant’s utterance and can be used to scaffold an appropriate 

answer. To that end, they can as well be regarded as a means for the co-construction of 

knowledge between instructors and learners. Finally, the use of supporting or confronting 

moves of instructing are not among the most frequent ones. In fact, Elizabeth and Logan 

use the confronting variety only in one instance each and do not use supporting 

instructions at all, but Claudia expresses both varieties from time to time and 

demonstrates that they can be helpful in guiding student to an appropriate answer, as the 

last excerpt exemplified.  

 

4.2 MOOD 

Before presenting the major findings of the MOOD analyses for all three instructors, it 

should be mentioned that quite a few utterances that were part of the SPEECH 

FUNCTIONS analysis had to be excluded from the MOOD analysis. The reason is that 

only free clauses select for MOOD (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014) and many utterances 

did not fall into this category. This pertains for example to the use of “mhm” or “ja” 

(‘yes’), which occurred frequently in the classroom talk of this data set. Despite their 

semantic meaning potential, which has been demonstrated in the previous SPEECH 

FUNCTIONS analysis, non-finite and minor clauses “can simply be ignored when 

analysing grammatically for MOOD” (Martin, Matthiessen, & Painter, 2010, p. 70). For 

this reason, non-finite clauses were not listed as an individual category, but subsumed 

under minor clauses. 
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 While the previous analysis on SPEECH FUNCTIONS focused on the discourse 

semantic moves for knowledge elicitation and therefore highlighted in particular teacher 

talk, the following MOOD analysis was carried out to answer RQ2 (How are discourse 

semantic moves in teacher–student interactions realized linguistically by both teachers 

and students?); that is, its purpose was to gain insights into the grammatical, clausal 

realization of discourse semantic moves of both instructors and learners. Consequently, 

the following charts display the distribution of each MOOD type for each instructor and 

their learners individually.  

  
Figure 11. Results of the MOOD analysis for Elizabeth and her students 
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Figure 12. Results of the MOOD analysis for Logan and his students 
 
 

 
 

Figure 13. Results of the MOOD analysis for Claudia and her students 
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Elizabeth uses predominantly minor clauses, which constitute 31% of her discourse. Full 

declaratives are used with a similar frequency (29%). The remainder of her MOOD types 

are uttered significantly less frequently, whereas elliptical declaratives account for 7%, 

imperatives, full wh-interrogatives, elliptical polar interrogatives, and tagged elliptical 

declaratives make up 4% of her talk, full polar interrogatives 3%, and elliptical wh-

interrogatives only 2%. Elizabeth’s students use mostly minor clauses and full 

declaratives as well. They do so with a similar frequency of 36% minor clauses and 37% 

full declaratives. Elliptical declaratives account for 11% of their clauses.  

 With 41%, almost half of Logan’s talk consists of minor clauses. Full declaratives 

constitute 23% of his clauses, which is followed by 11% of full wh-interrogatives. Only 

8% of his clauses are elliptical declaratives. Full polar interrogatives and tagged elliptical 

declaratives account for 3%, elliptical wh-interrogatives for 2%, and elliptical polar 

interrogatives as well as imperatives only for 1% of his clauses. In contrast, his students 

use more full declaratives (37%) than minor clauses (26%). A large part of their 

discourse also consists of elliptical declaratives, namely 23%.  

 Minor clauses and full declaratives are each 28% of Claudia’s classroom talk. 

Elliptical declaratives and full wh-interrogatives are both the second largest group and 

make up 10% of all clauses. With 9% tagged elliptical declaratives are used with a 

similar frequency. Yet, full polar interrogatives and imperatives are only used 2% of the 

time and elliptical polar and wh-interrogatives only 1% of the time. Claudia’s students 

only tend to express their utterances in one of three types of MOOD, and with similar 

distribution: minor clauses, which make up 29% of their talk; full declaratives, which 
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account for 28% of their clauses; and elliptical declaratives, which are used 24% of the 

time.  

The most obvious difference of the grammatical realization of utterances between 

instructors and learners is that all three instructors show a greater variety of clauses than 

their students do. Apart from exclamatives and tagged declaratives, which constitute 0% 

of the instructors’ talk, all other MOOD categories represent at least 1% of it. For 

example, one of the most noticeable differences is that tagged elliptical declaratives make 

up 0% of the students’ utterances in all three examples, while they constitute between 3 

and 9% of the teachers’ talk. This is not surprising, considering their different roles in the 

exchange: since the instructor is the interlocutor that possesses (ideally) more knowledge 

about the instructional material, they use confirmation checks, which are monitoring 

moves and usually realized as tagged elliptical declaratives, to make sure the learners 

comprehend the materials and their explanations. These results confirm these different 

roles related to knowledge. The same is true for commands, which are congruently 

realized as imperatives, which constitute 0% of students’ classroom talk, but between 1 

and 4% of the teachers’. Consequently, Sert’s (2015) argument of a manifestation of the 

institutional context in the transcript, is not only confirmed on the level of discourse 

semantics, but also on the grammatical level. The absence of certain MOOD types, such 

as tagged elliptical declaratives or imperatives, in the students’ discourse demonstrates 

the different power relationships of instructors and learners. Thus, the instructors’ 

grammar demonstrates their role as facilitator scaffolding their students’ ZPD.  

The four categories that all learners produce the most are minor clauses, full 

declaratives, elliptical declaratives, and undetermined clauses, which are incomplete ones 
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and include, for instance, false starts. In addition to these four main categories, which 

account for 95–98% of students’ utterances, all three classes also use a few full and 

elliptical polar interrogatives (between 1–2% of the overall distribution), and Elizabeth 

and Logan’s students also produce between 1–2% of full wh-interrogatives.  

It is noticeable that minor clauses and full declaratives are the most used clause 

types for both teachers and students. However, the overall distribution of clause types 

does not allow to draw immediate conclusions. While a high frequency of minor clauses 

might suggest complex sentence structures with main clauses and subordinating clauses, 

simple one-word replies, such as “Ja.” are coded as minor clauses as well. Therefore a 

closer look at specific instances is necessary to infer possible results, despite the fact that 

minor clauses are a rather miscellaneous category in the system of MOOD, since only free 

clauses select for MOOD. Due to their high frequency, it is, nevertheless, necessary to 

fully include them in the discussion.  

 

4.2.1 Minor clauses.  

The following excerpt, which has already been mentioned in the previous analysis 

of SPEECH FUNCTIONS, illustrates one of the reasons why instructors utter minor 

clauses with such high frequency. Here, the instructor, Claudia, is collecting information 

on the people that are presented in the magazine article and which the students already 

read before class.  
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Table 33 

Excerpt 1 of Claudia’s class with MOOD and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analyses 
MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Declarative 
– full  

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:answer 

29 M2 Ähm s- sie ist 
achtundzwan- äh 
achtundDREISSIG 
Jahre alt. 
Uhm she is twenty-
eigh- uh THIRTY-eight 
years old. 

149 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply: 
acknowledge 

30 T Ja. 
Yes. 

150 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain:continue: 
append:extend 

31 M2 Äh äh sie arbeitet 
in der 
Qualitätskontrolle 
eines großen Herst- 
äh Herstellers. 
Uh uh sie works in 
quality control for a 
big manufacturer. 

151 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply: 
acknowledge 

32 T Richtig.  
Right. 

152 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:continue: 
append:extend 

33/a M2 Ähm so: wenn sie äh 
nach Deutschland kam  
Uhm so: if they uh 
came to Germany 

153 

--    [könnte di–     ] 
[could sh– ] 

154 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react:respond: 
confront:reply: 
contradict 

-- T [Ne,  
[No, 

155 

Declarative 
– elliptical 

        nicht wenn.] 
   not if.] 

156 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:response: 
repair 

33/b M2 ALS sie . . nach 
Deutschland kam? 
WHEN she . . came to 
Germany? 

157 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply: 
acknowledge 

34 T Ja. 
Yes. 

158 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain:continue: 
append:extend 

35 M2 Äh konnte sie keine 
Worte Deutsche 
sprechen äh – 
Uh she could not speak 
a word of German uh – 

159 
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This example illustrates that Claudia utters her brief feedback in the form of minor 

clauses (see clauses 150, 152, and 158). Since  she gives the student a chance to add 

additional information (see clauses 151, 153, and 159) that she then evaluates again, 

minor clauses can accumulate quickly. In her corrective feedback in this specific 

example, Claudia also uses an elliptical declarative (clause 156) to specify which part to 

repair. I chose this excerpt specifically because it demonstrates a common exchange in 

this classroom that I observed in the context of introducing the article and getting the 

discussion started through collecting facts about people in the magazine article. In direct 

comparison, the following excerpt shows how the discussion of this exact part of the 

article unfolded in Elizabeth’s class.  

Table 34 

Excerpt 1 of Elizabeth’s class with MOOD and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analyses 
MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Declarative 
– full  

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:answer 

53 F3 Sie ist achtunddreißig 
Jahre alt? 
She is thirty-eight 
years old? 

223 

Minor clause sustain:react:respond: 
support:register 

54 T Mhm. 
Uh-huh. 

224 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain:continue: 
append:extend 

55 F3 Sie hat als ähm 
Optikerin gearbeitet,  
She worked as an 
optician, 

225 

Minor clause    als sein äh Mann äh: 
auf die Kinder 
aufpasst. 
when his uh husband uh: 
is watching the kids.  

226 

Minor clause sustain:react:respond: 
support:register 

56 T Mhm. 
Uh-huh. 

227 

-- sustain:continue: 
append:extend 

57/a F3 Äh: aber nach – 
Uh: but after – 

228 

Declarative 
– full 

   Nachdem hat sie als 
Qualitätskontrolleur in 
einer Firma gearbeitet. 
After that she worked 
as quality controller 
in a factory. 

229 
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Table 34 (Cont’d.) 

MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

57/b  Äh:m sie spricht äh 
Deutsch und Türkisch. 
Uh:m sie speaks uh 
German and Turkish.  

230 

Declarative 
– elliptical 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

57/c  Aber  
But 

231 

Declarative 
– full 

   ich glaube  
I believe 

232 

--    besser Türkisch. 
[she speaks] Turkish 
better. 

233 

Minor clause sustain:react:respond: 
support:register 

58 T Mhm.  
Uh-huh. 

234 

 

Despite the already mentioned fact that Elizabeth’s feedback in the form of registering 

moves (see turns 54, 56, and 58) is even more encouraging in terms of signaling the 

student to take another turn, as opposed to Claudia’s acknowledging moves (turns 30, 32, 

and 34 in the previous example), both interactions follow a very similar pattern 

concerning the moves structure and their grammatical realization: the students present 

facts they have learned from the article and add additional facts after having received 

feedback from their respective teacher. While the students’ contributions mainly consist 

of full declaratives and possibly a few minor clauses, the instructors’ feedback is usually 

only expressed through minor clauses, which allows the student to take the floor again 

immediately after to elaborate on or extend their contributions. In that sense, it can be 

argued that minor clauses seem to be beneficial with regard to encouraging students to 

continue displaying their knowledge. 

 Another type of move that is expressed as a minor clause is engaging moves. 

Eggins and Slade (1997) define them as “exchange-compliant reactions to attending 

moves. They are minimally negotiatory, as they simply agree to the negotiation going 
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ahead” (p. 204). In this study, they also included concluding phrases to transition to a 

new topic, such as the following example. 

Table 35 

Excerpt 2 of Elizabeth’s class with MOOD and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analyses 
MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Declarative – 
full  

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

171/o T Es gab ja viele 
russische ukrainische 
ähm Juden  
There were many Russian 
Ukrainian uhm Jews 

1532 

Minor clause    die ähm in de- in die 
große Städte gezogen 
sind  
who uhm moved to the 
big cities 

1533 

Declarative – 
full  

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

171/p  und die haben dort ähm 
communities, so 
Gemeinden etabliert. 
and they established 
uhm communities there. 

1534 

Minor clause sustain:react:respond: 
support:engage 

171/q  Oke! 
Okay! 

1535 

Declarative – 
full  

open:initiate:give: 
information:fact 

171/r  Das war’s dann. 
That’s it. 

1536 

 

Although Elizabeth’s “Oke!” in move 171/q is not a reaction to an immediately attending 

move, it is a way of agreeing to the proceeding of the negotiation, without evaluating or 

acknowledging a specific aspect. This is the reason why instances like this were 

subsumed under engaging moves, which are usually realized as minor clauses. 

 Since RQ2 concerns the realization of discourse semantic moves for both 

instructors and learners, the following discussion highlights the students’ use of minor 

clauses during knowledge elicitation. As the previous two examples (Tables 34 and 35) 

demonstrate, students phrase their answers predominantly as full declaratives, but might 

also add minor clauses as well. Since the students in this study are in an advanced 

German class, they are familiar with a more complex sentence structure and tend to 
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produce slightly more subordinate constructions as the discussion of the magazine article 

moves on to more complex themes after the introduction of the family members. 

However, a more detailed discussion will be reserved for the results section of the 

analyses of CLAUSE COMPLEX. What should be highlighted here, though, is that quite 

a few of the minor clauses that students use are short answers with the purpose to 

acknowledge or register what the instructor said (see moves 77, 79, and 81/a in Table 36).  

Table 36 

Excerpt 3 of Elizabeth’s class with MOOD and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analyses 
MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

75 M2 Abe:r ich glaube  
But I believe 

290 

Minor 
clause 

   dass diesen Artikel ähm ä: 
in NICHT <laughing>zwei-> im 
Jahre zweitaus:- 
zweitausend[achtzig]⟶	
that this article uhm u: was 
NOT <laughing>two-> in two 
thousand[eighty] 

291 

Minor 
clause 

 -- T            [M-m.   ] 
               [Uh-uh.] 

292 

--  75  ⟶achtzig- ACHTZEHN ähm 
geschrieben [wurde]. 
written in two thousand 
eighteen. 

293 

Minor 
clause  

sustain:react: 
rejoinder: support: 
response: resolve 

76 T             [Ne   ]  
Nope 

294 

Declarative 
– full 

   das wurde im Jahre 
zweitausend veröffentlicht. 
it was published in two 
thousand. 

295 

Declarative 
– elliptical 

sustain:react: 
respond: support: 
reply: 
acknowledge 

77 M2 Zweitausend,  
Two thousand, 

296 

Minor 
clause 

   ja. 
yes. 

297 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react: 
respond: support: 
reply:agree 

78 T Ja.  
Yes. 

298 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react: 
respond: support: 
register 

79 M2 Okay. 
Okay. 

299 
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Table 36 (Cont’d.) 

MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain:continue: 
append:elaborate 

80 T Also damals war der 
wahrscheinlich so . .  
So back then he was probably 
around . .  

300 

Declarative 
– full  

   weiß ich nicht, 
I don’t know, 

301 

--    Mitte vierzig.  
in his mid-forties. 

302 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react: 
respond: support: 
reply: 
acknowledge 

81/a M2 Ja.  
Yes. 

303 

 

Since students briefly acknowledge or register their instructors moves sometimes (see 

moves 77, 79, and 81/a), not all instances in which they use minor clauses can be 

attributed to a very elaborate response. However, given the grammatical focus of indirect 

speech, students were very inclined to producing full declaratives and minor clauses, as 

the following excerpts illustrate (Tables 37–39). In all of them, the respective class is 

practicing the grammatical shift from direct to indirect speech, and a student is asked to 

present an example.  

Table 37 

Excerpt 4 of Elizabeth’s class with MOOD and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analyses 
MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react: 
respond: 
support: engage 

159/n T Okay  
Okay 

1464 

Wh-
interrogat. 
– elliptical  

open:initiate: 
demand: open: 
information:fact 

159/o  wer möchte den ersten Teil? 
who would like to [do] the 
first part? 

1465 

   M1 ((raises his hand)) 1466 
Polar 
interrogat. 
– elliptical  

sustain:react: 
rejoinder: 
prompt 

159/p T Ja? 
Yes? 

1467 

Declarat. – 
full 

sustain:react: 
respond: 
support: 
reply:answer 

160 M1 So, Herr Mutlu sagt  
So, Mister Mutlu says 

1468 
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Table 37 (Cont’d.) 

MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Minor 
clause 

 160 M1 dass viele junge Türken auf 
zwei Stühlen sitzen WÜRDEN? 
that many young Turks sat on 
two chairs? ((Were caught not 
between, but on two stools)) 

1469 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react: 
respond: 
support: register 

161/a T Mhm. 
Uh-huh. 

1470 

 

Table 38 

Excerpt 1 of Logan’s class with MOOD and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analyses 
MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Polar 
interrog. 
– full  

open:initiate: 
demand: closed: 
information:fact 

73/e T Hat noch jemand ein Beispiel? 
Does anyone else have an 
example? 

848 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react: 
rejoinder: prompt 

73/f  Mhm. ((points to M5)) 
Uh-huh. 

849 

Declarat. 
– full  

sustain:react: 
respond: support: 
reply:answer 

74/a M5 Ähm die direkte Rede ist von 
Mutlu  
Uhm the direct speech is from 
Mutlu 

850 

Declarat. 
– full  

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

74/b  und er sagt  
and he says 

851 

Declarat. 
– full 

   wir brauchen eine 
Bildungsoffensive für 
Migrantenkindern. 
we need an educational campaign 
for migrant children. 

852 

Declarat. 
– full  

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

74/c  Und [dann] die indirekte Rede 
ist, ⟶	
An then the indirect speech is,  

853 

  -- T     [Mhm.] 
Uh-huh. 

854 

Declarat. 
– full 

  M5 ⟶in Bezug auf die Probleme 
von Ausländern in Deutschland 
Mutlu sagt  
with regard to the problems of 
foreigners in Germany Mutlu says 

855 

Minor 
clause 

   dass sie eine 
Bildungsoffensive für 
Migrantenkindern brauchen. 
that they need an educational 
campaign for migrant children. 

856 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react: 
respond: 
support:register 

75/a T M:hm. 
Uh:-huh. 

857 
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Table 39 

Excerpt 2 of Claudia’s class with MOOD and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analyses 
MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:track:probe 

218 F1 Herr Mutlu [sagt] ⟶	
Mister Mutlu says 

1869 

Minor 
clause 

 -- T            [Ja! ] 
Yes! 

1870 

--  218 F1 ⟶dass – 
that – 

1871 

Minor 
clause  

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply: 
acknowledge 

219 T Okay,  
Okay, 

1872 

Imperative  sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:track:instruct 

  sagen wir mal ein 
anderes Wort als 
SAGEN. 
let’s say another word 
for SAY. 

1873 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:comply 

220 F1 Äh Herr Mutlu betont? 
Uh Mister Mutlu 
emphasizes? 

1874 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react:respond: 
evaluate 

221 T Sehr schö:n! 
Very nice! 

1875 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:continue: 
append:extend 

223 F1 Dass Türken langst 
nicht mehr nur 
Gemüsehandler SEIEN? 
That Turks are no 
longer just vegetable 
sellers? 

1876 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react:respond: 
evaluate 

224 T Sehr gut! 
Very good! 

1877 

 

All three excerpts demonstrate that the grammatical focus specifically targeted one 

specific type of sentence: an introductory main clause in the form of a full declarative and 

a subordinate clause with present subjunctive in the form of a minor clause. While this 

construction might have influenced the amount of minor clauses that students uttered in 

their answers, it should be mentioned that this exercise with a given sentence structure 

might also have prevented them from formulating even more complex constructions. 

During discussions pertaining to the content of the magazine article, some students 

demonstrate that they are able to construct highly complex sentences, which will be 
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discussed in more detail in the section on the analysis of CLAUSE COMPLEX. Another 

fact that should be noted here is that students also practiced another option to express 

indirect speech without a conjunction, which resulted in coding subordinate clauses not 

as minor clauses, but full declaratives due to the changed word order. That means, 

although these specific grammar exercises did not dominate the discussion of the 

magazine article and was only part of a couple of class sessions, they still might have 

slightly influenced the frequency of answering moves being realized as both minor 

clauses and full declaratives.  

 

 4.2.2 Declarative clauses. 

 As far as the teachers are concerned, a mixture of full and elliptical declarative 

clauses usually realize, among others, opening moves of giving factual information, for 

example, during introductions at the beginning of class or a new activity, but also the 

elaborations and extensions thereof are usually realized as full or elliptical declaratives, 

such as in the following example. Before assigning a group exercise, Elizabeth explains 

where to find the relevant information for the activity in the text. 

 In order to give information about the article and then to extend and specify this 

information, Elizabeth uses here mostly full declaratives (clauses 614, 615, 616, 617, and 

619), but also one elliptical declarative (clause 618). Consequently, these are congruent 

realizations of statements, which is a trend that can be observed for all instructors. 
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Table 40 

Excerpt 5 of Elizabeth’s class with MOOD and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analyses 
MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Declarative 
– full  

open:initiate:give: 
information:fact 

136/o T Also es gibt auf Seite ähm äh 
sechsundfünfzig 
siebenundfünfzig drei Absätze 
zum Thema Türken in 
Deutschland. 
Well on page uhm uh fifty-six 
fifty-seven there are three 
paragraphs about Turks in 
Germany. 

614 

Declarative 
– full  

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

136/p  Also der erste Absatz ist 
hier auf Seite 
sechsundfünfzig. 
So the first paragraph is 
here on page fifty-six. 

615 

Declarative 
– full  

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

136/q  Das fängt mit eine gute 
Ausbildung an. 
It begins with a good 
vocational training. 

616 

Declarative 
– full  

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

136/r  Ähm der zweite Absatz fängt 
auf der nächsten Seite an. 
Uhm the second paragraph 
begins on the next page. 

617 

Declarative 
– elliptical  

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

136/s  Äh und zwar bei ist der 
diesjährige Bericht bla bla 
bla,  
Uh in fact with is this 
year’s report bla blab la, 

618 

Declarative 
– full  

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

136/t  ähm und der dritte Absatz ist 
hier in der Familienbericht 
mahnt mahnt an. 
uhm and the third paragraph 
is here in the family report 
criticizes. 

619 

 

Another example is Logan’s transition from a student’s graphic presentation of people 

with migration background to the discussion of the magazine article. Before starting the 

discussion, he ensures that the term ‘migration background’ is understood, since it is also 

the general focus of the article. 
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Table 41 

Excerpt 2 of Logan’s class with MOOD and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analyses 
MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Declarative 
– full  

open:initiate: 
give: 
information: 
fact 

1/a T Es gibt manchmal Situationen  
There are sometimes situations 

12 

Minor 
clause 

   wo: Generationen von Leute 
IN Deutschland gelebt . . 
haben  
in which generations of people 
lived IN Germany 

13 

Minor 
clause 

   ohne . . deutsch zu sein, 
without . . being German, 

14 

Declarative 
– tagged 
elliptical  

sustain: 
continue: 
monitor 

1/b  ja? 
okay? 

15 

-- sustain: 
continue: 
prolong: 
elaborate 

1/c  Wir haben die: äh:m – 
We have the: uh:m – 

16 

--    Zum Beispiel  
For example 

17 

Declarative 
– full 

   es gibt diese einen Komma 
drei Millionen Ausländer  
there are these one point three 
million foreigners 

18 

Minor 
clause 

   DIE in Deutschland geboren 
wurden. 
WHO were born in Germany. 

19 

Declarative 
– tagged 
elliptical 

sustain: 
continue: 
monitor 

1/d  Ja? 
Okay? 

20 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain: 
continue: 
prolong: 
elaborate 

1/e  Sie SIND Deutscher könnte 
man sagen,  
They ARE German one could say 

21 

Declarative 
– elliptical  

   aber ohne deutsche 
Staatsangehörigkeit. 
but without German citizenship. 

22 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain: 
continue: 
prolong: 
elaborate 
 

1/f  Ähm und sie zählen dann zu 
dieser anderen Gruppe, 
Menschen MIT 
Migrationshintergrund,  
Uhm and they are considered 
part of this other group, 
people WITH migrant background, 

23 
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Table 41 (Cont’d.) 

MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Minor 
clause 

   obwohl sie in Deutschland 
geboren sind.  
although they are born in 
Germany. 

24 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain: 
continue: 
prolong: 
enhance 

1/g  So, ich erkläre das alles  
So, I am explaining all of this 

25 

Minor 
clause 

   weil man ganz ganz oft diese 
Phrase, Leute mit 
Migrationshintergrund, 
sieht. 
because very very often one 
sees this phrase, people with 
migrant background. 

26 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain: 
continue: 
prolong: 
elaborate 

1/h  Und das kann dann viele 
verschiedene Sachen 
bedeuten. 
And that can mean many 
different things. 

27 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain: 
continue: 
prolong: 
extend 

1/i  Man muss manchmal ein 
bisschen detaillierter 
lesen. 
Sometimes one has to read a 
little bit more closely. 
 
 

28 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain: 
continue: 
prolong: 
elaborate 

1/j  So, äh:m ein Beispiel davon 
ist diese Familie Ölmez  
So, uh:m an example of this is 
this Ölmez family 

29 

Minor 
clause 

   worüber wir gelesen haben. 
about whom we have read. 

30 

Declarative 
– tagged 
elliptical 

sustain: 
continue: 
monitor 

1/k  Ja? 
Okay? 

31 

 

Similar to Elizabeth’s example, Logan uses predominantly full declaratives (clauses 12, 

18, 21, 23, 25, 27, 28, and 29), but also adds an elliptical declarative (clause 22). In 

addition to that, he also uses comprehension checks in his monitoring moves, which are 

always expressed as tagged elliptical declaratives (clauses 15, 20, and 31). An overall 

trend that can be observed for all three teachers is that any move that is part of an 
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explanation (including opening moves of giving information, but also continuing  and 

supportive responding moves of elaborating, extending, or enhancing) is uttered through 

a combination of full and elliptical declaratives as well as minor clauses. As part of the 

explanation, the instructors usually also add at least one monitoring move, expressed as a 

tagged elliptical declarative. This applies to content as well as to grammatical 

explanations. The latter is illustrated in the following excerpt from Claudia’s class, in 

which she gives a short explanation of the grammatical focus of the homework that is 

assigned for the following class session. 

Table 42 

Excerpt 6 of Elizabeth’s class with MOOD and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analyses 
MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Declarative 
– full 

open:initiate: 
give: 
information: fact 

147/w T Aber hier sehen Sie auch 
nochmal kurz von uns 
zusammengefasst das 
Wichtigste. 
But here you can also see 
the main points summarized 
by us.  

731 

Declarative 
– elliptical 

sustain: continue: 
prolong: 
elaborate 

147/x  Die dir- DIREKTE Rede und 
die INDIREKTE Rede.  
Dir- DIRECT speech and 
INDIRECT speech. 

732 

Declarative 
– elliptical 

sustain: continue: 
prolong: extend 

147/y  Und wie man eine DIREKTE 
Rede in eine INDIREKTE 
Rede UMformuliert,  
And how one Rephrases DIRECT 
speech into INDIRECT speech, 

733 

Declarative 
– tagged 
elliptical 

sustain: continue: 
monitor 

147/z  ja? 
okay? 

734 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain: continue: 
prolong: extend 

147/aa  Und das ist etwas 
Wichtiges im Deutsch- im 
Deutschen,  
And that is something 
important in German, 

735 

Declarative 
– elliptical 

sustain: continue: 
prolong: extend 

147/ab  besonders im 
Journalismus,  
especially in journalism, 

736 
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Table 42 (Cont’d.) 

MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Declarative 
– tagged 
elliptical 

sustain: continue: 
monitor 

147/ac  ja? 
okay? 

737 

Minor 
clause 

sustain: continue: 
prolong: enhance 

147/ad  Weil es eine Distanz 
zwischen dem,  
Because it [] a distance 
between, 

738 

Minor 
clause 

   DEM was der Journalist 
bre- be- berichtet  
what the journalist reports 

739 

--    und d- der Wa– 
and the – 

740 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain: continue: 
prolong: 
elaborate 

147/ae  Also der Journalist weiß 
nicht unbedingt  
So the journalist does not 
necessarily know 

741 

Minor 
clause 

   ob das stimmt. 
if that is true. 

742 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain: continue: 
prolong: 
elaborate 

147/af  Das ist so  
That is 

743 

Minor 
clause 

   als wi- man im Englischen 
sagt allegedly. ((air 
quote)) 
like saying allegedly in 
English. 

744 

Declarative 
– tagged 
elliptical 

sustain: continue: 
monitor 

147/ag  Ja? 
Okay? 

745 

Declarative 
– tagged 
elliptical 

sustain: continue: 
monitor 

147/ah  Okay? 
Okay? 

746 

Declarative 
– full 

open:initiate: 
give: 
information: fact 

147/ai  So, äh:m und dann gibt es 
zwei verschiedene 
Möglichkeiten  
So, uh:m and then there are 
two different options 

747 

Minor 
clause 

   wie ich diesen Satz 
formuliere,  
how to formulate this 
sentence 

748 

Declarative 
– elliptical 

sustain: continue: 
prolong: 
elaborate 

147/aj  mit dass oder ohne dass. 
with that or without that. 

749 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain: continue: 
prolong: 
elaborate 

147/ak  Das steht aber alles in 
der Grammatik. 
But that is all in the 
grammar.  

750 
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Although Claudia’s explanation here concerns a grammatical aspect as opposed to one 

that is related to the content of the magazine article, the clausal realization of her moves 

is comparable to the previous two excerpts: Her opening moves of giving information are 

full declaratives (clauses 731 and 747) in addition to one minor clause (784); and her 

elaborations, extensions, and enhancement are realized as a mixture of full declaratives, 

elliptical declaratives, and minor clauses (for elaborations see clauses 732, 741, 742, 743, 

744, 749, and 750; for extensions see clauses 733, 735, and 736; for enhancement see 

clause 738 and 739; for minor clauses see clauses 738, 739, 742, and 744). 

Apart from the already mentioned registering and engaging moves, which are realized 

as minor clauses, the remaining supporting response moves of the teachers were short 

(re)statements in the form of either a full or elliptical declarative, or a minor clause, 

whereas the coding was at times ambivalent, as the repeating of a single word might have 

been coded as a minor clause or an elliptical declarative. The following excerpt from 

Claudia’s class illustrates the realization of a developing move, when she rephrases the 

students answer and elaborates on it. 

Like Claudia’s move in 74/a in Table 43, all instructors tend to use elliptical, but 

sometimes also full declaratives to restate a student’s answer in a developing elaborating 

move. In this case, she extended the student’s one-word answer by adding the appropriate 

preposition and definite article (but no additional information, otherwise it would have 

been coded as an extension).  
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Table 43 

Excerpt 3 of Claudia’s class with MOOD and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analyses 
MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Wh-
interrog. 
– full  

open:initiate: 
demand: open 
:information: fact 

72/m T so, ähm vielleicht erst 
mal ähm w- äh WOHER kommt 
die Familie Singer? 
so, uhm maybe first uhm w- 
uh WHERE does the Singer 
family come FROM? 

2206 

Declarat. 
– 
elliptical 

sustain:react: 
respond: support: 
reply: answer 

73 F1 Ukraine? 
Ukraine? 

2207 

Declarat. 
– 
elliptical 

sustain:react: 
respond: support: 
develop: elaborate 

74/a T Aus der Ukraine,  
From the Ukraine, 

2208 

Declarat. 
– tagged 
elliptical 

sustain: continue: 
monitor 

74/b  ne? 
right? 

2209 

Declarat. 
– 
elliptical 

sustain: continue: 
prolong: elaborate 

74/c  AUS DER Ukraine,  
FROM THE Ukraine, 

2210 

Declarat. 
– full 

sustain: continue: 
prolong: elaborate 

74/d  es is DIE Ukraine so wie 
DIE Schweiz oder DIE 
Türkei,  
it is THE Ukraine just like 
THE Switzerland or THE 
Turkey, 

2211 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react: 
respond: evaluate 

74/e  sehr gut. 
very good. 

2212 

 

Taking a closer look at the students’ use of declaratives, the previous example already 

illustrated that their answering moves are oftentimes realized as elliptical declaratives—

in Logan’s class they make up about 23% and in Claudia’s class 24% of students’ 

clauses, whereas they only constitute 11% in Elizabeth’s class. What can be noticed is 

that students tend to use elliptical declaratives when the activity asks for listing certain 

items. The next excerpt from Logan’s class illustrates this observation. In this part of the 

class, students are supposed to name topics that the article touches on, as Logan types the 

answers on his projected laptop to collect the contributions.  
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Table 44 

Excerpt 3 of Logan’s class with MOOD and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analyses 
MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Wh-
interrogative 
– elliptical  

open:initiate:demand: 
open:information:fact 

24/e T Andere Themen die: 
angesprochen werden? 
Other themes that are 
brought up? 

693 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:develop: 
elaborate 

25 M4 M2 hat auch die Zukunft 
gesagt. 
M2 also said the future. 

694 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:register 

26/a T Aha  
Uh-huh 

695 

Declarative 
– elliptical 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:develop: 
elaborate 

26/b  die Zukunft oder die 
Zukunftspläne. ((writes 
on board)) 
the future or plans for 
the future. 

696 

Declarative 
– elliptical 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:answer 

27 M6 Ihr Interesse? 
Their interest? 

697 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:register 

28/a T Mhm. 
Uh-huh. 

698 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:develop: 
elaborate 

28/b  Die Interessen. 
((writes on board)) 
Interests. 

699 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:response: 
repair 

28/c  Oder IHRE InteresseN:. 
Or THEIR interestS:. 

700 

Declarative 
– elliptical 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:answer 

29 M1 Heimatsgefühl? 
Sense of home? 

701 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply: 
acknowledge 

30 T Okay! 
Okay! 

702 

 

Except for the full declarative in move 25, in which a student reminds the instructor of a 

previous answer, it can be seen that students’ answers are very brief and realized as 

elliptical declaratives, which is mirrored by Logan’s responding moves, which are almost 

just as succinct. In this case, Logan’s class illustrates the bidirectional relationship that 

Menninga et al. (2017) found in their study about syntactic complexity. It might be the 

case that the brief moves of each interlocutor influence each other and encourage the 

continued elliptical nature of subsequent moves.    
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 A rather little represented category of declaratives are tagged elliptical ones. 

While Elizabeth and Logan only use them about 4 and 3% of the time respectively, about 

9% of Claudia’s clauses belong to this group. This discrepancy can be explained by her 

use of monitoring moves, which Claudia uses significantly more than the other two 

instructors. Since all of Claudia’s monitoring moves are realized as tagged elliptical 

declaratives, this seems to be the reason for this difference across instructors. An example 

of this move and its realization can be found in Claudia’s previous excerpt in move 74/b.  

 

 4.2.3 Interrogatives. 

 What the MOOD analysis revealed is that all three instructors seem to favor full 

wh-interrogatives over full polar interrogatives for knowledge elicitation, since full wh-

interrogatives constitute 10 and 11%, but full polar interrogatives only 2 and 3% of 

Claudia and Logan’s talk respectively. Elizabeth utters only 4% of the former and 3% of 

the latter, which still reflects a slight preference for wh-interrogatives. In contrast to the 

other two instructors, elliptical polar interrogatives make up 4% of Elizabeth’s clauses as 

well—just as much as her full wh-interrogatives—, while Claudia and Logan only use 

this type of clause 1% of the time. Nevertheless, there is consensus about the use of 

elliptical wh-interrogatives, which are the kind that is used the least out of all 

interrogatives—between 1 and 2% for all instructors. It should be mentioned here, 

however, that the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis already revealed that open and closed 

questions are sometimes combined for knowledge elicitation. Furthermore, a closer look 

at the combined SPEECH FUNCTIONS and MOOD analysis, shows that there are 

congruent realizations of opening moves that ask for facts: open questions are realized 
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through wh-interrogatives and closed questions are realized through polar interrogatives. 

One aspect that was particularly striking in Claudia’s data is that she sometimes applies 

the word order of a declarative clause to a wh-interrogative. 

Table 45 

Excerpt 4 of Claudia’s class with MOOD and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analyses 
MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Wh-
interrogative 
– full  

open:initiate:demand: 
open:information:fact 

59/d T Er will jetzt WAS 
machen? 
He wants to do WHAT now? 

254 

 

Although this is an opening move, it was uttered in the middle of a discussion, which 

seems to be the case with all of these instances in which Claudia inverts the standard 

word order of a wh-interrogative, as these types of questions are usually posed during a 

discussion, not to start one. One reason might be to stress the question word and to help 

students find the answer that way, which the added emphasis on “WAS” in this case 

could confirm. 

 A similar strategy can be found in Logan’s data, when he elicits knowledge 

through an elliptical declarative rather than an interrogative. The excerpt begins with 

Logan’s reaction to another student’s contribution. He reformulates the student’s 

utterance, but also builds a follow-up question on it to clarify which group of immigrants 

the discussed family is part of. 
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Table 46 

Excerpt 4 of Logan’s class with MOOD and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analyses 
MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:register 

5/a T Mhm.  
Uh-huh. 

43 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:develop: 
elaborate 

5/b  Er ist nach D- nach dem 
Zweiten Weltkrieg nach 
Deutschland gekommen.  
He came to Germany after 
the Second World War. 

44 

Declarative 
– elliptical 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:track:clarify 

5/c  Also gehört er zu der 
ersten Gruppe von? 
So he belongs to the first 
group of? 

45 

Declarative 
– elliptical 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:track:probe 

6 M Gastarbeiter? 
Guest workers? 

46 

Declarative 
– elliptical 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:track:probe 

7 M1 Gastarbeiter? 
Guest workers? 

47 

Declarative 
– elliptical 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:develop: 
elaborate 

8/a T Gastarbeiter,  
Guest workers, 

48 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply: 
acknowledge 

8/b  genau. 
exactly. 

49 

 

In clause 45, Logan uses the previous move, in which he elaborated on a student’s 

answer, to pose a question through an elliptical declarative, by means of having students 

complete the sentence. Similar to Claudia’s way of asking questions with inverted word 

order, Logan’s incongruent realization of a question is not starting a discussion, but 

building on an ongoing one.  

 

 4.2.4 Imperatives. 

 Imperatives, which are the congruent realization of commands (i.e., demanding 

goods & services), do not constitute a large percentage of the overall classroom talk of all 
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three instructors: for Elizabeth they make up about 4%, for Logan 1%, and for Claudia 

2% of their clauses.  

 Claudia is the most direct when it comes to the use of imperatives, compared to 

the other two instructors. The following is an example that illustrates how she oftentimes 

demands an action from her students.  

Table 47 

Excerpt 5 of Claudia’s class with MOOD and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analyses 
MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Wh-
interrogative 
– full  

open:initiate:demand: 
open:information:fact 

103/f T Was steht hi:er in 
Bezug auf 
Bilingualismus? 
What does it say he:re 
in terms of 
bilingualism? 

1244 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

103/g  Das ist ja das ä- 
ALLgemeine, die 
ALLGEMEINE Aussage. 
This is the u- general, 
the GENERAL message. 

1245 

Imperative  sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:track:instruct 

103/h  Lesen Sie mal den 
ersten Satz. 
Read the first sentence. 

1246 

-- -- 104 M1 /Like/ – 1247 
Declarative 
– elliptical 

sustain:continue: 
append:elaborate 

105 T Hier. ((is about to 
point to the text)) 
Here. 

1248 

Declarative 
– full 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:answer 

106 M1 Özca- Ö- Özcan Mutlu 
glaubt  
Özca- Ö- Özcan Mutlu 
believes 

1249 

Minor 
clause 

   dass Bilingualismus 
ist ein Modell /. . . 
/. 
that bilingualism is a 
model 

1250 

Imperative  sustain:react:rejoinder: 
support:track:instruct 

107 T A- aber lesen Sie mal 
den ersten Satz. 
But read the first 
sentence. 

1251 
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It can be seen that Claudia gives very clear directions, directly addressing the student 

with an imperative (clause 1246). She even repeats the command in the same direct 

manner (clause 1251), after the student gave his own interpretation of the text instead of 

carrying out the requested task. 

In contrast, what is striking throughout the entirety of Elizabeth’s MOOD 

analysis, is that in most cases, she uses a modifier such as ‘vielleicht’ (‘maybe’), which 

make her commands seem less demanding. The subsequent excerpt demonstrates this, 

when she asks her students to complete a grammar exercise about indirect speech. 

Table 48 

Excerpt 7 of Elizabeth’s class with MOOD and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analyses 
MOOD 
type 

SPEECH 
FUNCTIONS 

turn/ 
move 

speaker text clause 

Imperative  open:initiate: 
demand: 
goods&services 

153/z T Machen wir vielleicht . . 
ähm . . ein paar ähm Zitate 
so. 
Let’s maybe . . uhm . . do a 
couple of uhm quotes like 
this. 

1393 

Imperative    Also di- schreiben wir ähm 
direkte Zitate in die 
indirekte Rede um. 
So let’s rewrite uhm direct 
quotes into indirect speech. 
 
 

1394 

Imperative    Also fangen wir vielleicht 
mit dem ZWEITEN Beispiel.  
So let’s maybe begin with 
the SECOND example. 

1395 

 

As can be seen in the example, Elizabeth not only weakens her imperative through 

adding the modifier ‘vielleicht’ (clauses 50 and 52), but also through her use of the 

inclusive ‘wir’ (‘we,’ clauses 1393–1395). However, all three instructors also use 

incongruent realizations of commands, which is another method of mitigating commands, 

like this next excerpt from Logan’s classroom illustrates.  
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Table 49 

Excerpt 5 of Logan’s class with MOOD and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analyses 
MOOD type SPEECH 

FUNCTIONS 
turn/ 
move 

spkr text clause 

Polar 
interrogative 
– full  

open:initiate:demand: 
closed:goods&services 

147/g T M3 kannst du das 
vorlesen? 
M3 can you read this 
aloud? 

1057 

-- sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

  [Das]– 
[The]– 

1058 

Minor 
clause 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:comply 

148 M3 [Ja ]. 
[Yes]. 

1059 

Declarative 
– full 

 148/a  Äh: das fange bei den 
Schulbüchern an. 
Uh: that starts((present 
subjunctive)) with the 
text books.  

1060 

 

Whenever he asks a specific student to read something aloud, Logan avoids the 

imperative, but instead uses a full polar interrogative. This is a very common choice not 

just in classroom discourse but also in casual conversation to make a command sound 

politer (Martin, Matthiessen, & Painter, 2010). As Martin, Matthiessen, & Painter (2010) 

explain, incongruent realizations of directives in the form of interrogatives instead of 

imperatives “expand the range of speech function options, providing interactants with 

richer resources to calibrate and negotiate the tenor of the relationship between them” (p. 

57). In this example above, the student first gives an answer to the polar interrogative 

(clause 1059), before carrying out the commanded action (clause 1060), while usually, 

the respective student would just immediately act according to the command without 

explicitly expressing their compliance. Thus, in this case, the student responded to both 

the question in the form of an interrogative (clause 1059) and the directive (clause 1060), 

which means that he was able to decode the directive, despite its incongruent, more 

polite, realization. 
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 4.2.5 MOOD Summary. 

 To sum up, the MOOD analysis, which was carried out to answer RQ2 (How are 

discourse semantic moves in teacher–student interactions realized linguistically by both 

teachers and students?), revealed that instructors’ continuing moves of monitoring, 

supportive responding moves of engaging and registering, supportive replying moves of 

acknowledging and affirming, as well as prompting moves tend to be expressed through 

minor clauses.  

Furthermore, moves that are part of explanations, such as opening moves of 

giving information, continuing and supportive responding moves of elaborating, 

extending, or enhancing tend to be uttered in a combination of full declaratives, elliptical 

declaratives, and minor clauses.  

An additional finding is that, in instances in which instructors restate a student’s 

answer, they tend to use elliptical declaratives more often than full declaratives.  

As far as students’ answering moves are concerned, they tend to be realized as 

elliptical declaratives when the task asks for listing items.  

Moreover, the analysis showed that deviations from standard forms of questions 

tend to happen during an ongoing discussion and not while initiating one. 

In terms of instructors’ monitoring moves and their realization, the analysis 

demonstrated that these moves are realized as tagged elliptical declaratives.  

Concerning open and closed questions, both types are congruently realized 

through wh- and polar interrogatives respectively. 
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Finally, commands are congruently realized through imperatives, but some 

instructors use different strategies, such as by using modifiers like “vielleicht” (‘maybe’), 

an inclusive “wir” (‘we’), or a polar interrogative, to make their commands less direct. 

 

4.3 CLAUSE COMPLEX 

 The following analysis of CLAUSE COMPLEX was carried out to answer RQ3, 

which is, ‘How are discourse semantic moves realized syntactically by instructors and 

students?’ First, the overall distribution of taxis and logico-semantic relations are 

presented in the form of charts. Then, these results are elaborated and subsequently 

discussed with regard to RQ3. The previous chapter already explained that the analysis of 

CLAUSE COMPLEX according to the SFL framework not only differentiates between 

parataxis and hypotaxis—which is, coordinating and subordinating clauses—but also 

between the logico-semantic relations of projection—which is either a locution or an 

idea—and expansion—which can be in the form of an elaboration, an extension, or an 

enhancement. Consequently, the following charts individually present the distribution of 

taxis and logico-semantic relations, first for the respective instructor and then for their 

students.  
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Figure 14. Elizabeth’s results of the 
analysis of taxis 

 

 

 

Figure 15. Elizabeth’s results of the analysis of 
logico-semantic relations  

 

Figure 16. Results of the analysis of 
taxis for Elizabeth’s students 

 

 

 

Figure 17. Results of the analysis of logico-
semantic relations for Elizabeth’s students 
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Figure 18. Logan’s results of the 
analysis of taxis 

 

 

 

Figure 19. Logan’s results of the analysis of 
logico-semantic relations 

 

Figure 20. Results of the analysis of 
taxis for Logan’s students 
 
 
 

 

Figure 21. Results of the analysis of logico-
semantic relations for Logan’s students 
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Figure 22. Claudia’s results of the 
analysis of taxis  

 

Figure 23. Claudia’s results of the analysis of 
logico-semantic relations 

 

Figure 24. Results of the analysis of 
taxis for Claudia’s students 

 

Figure 25. Results of the analysis of logico-
semantic relations for Claudia’s students 

 

In order to get a general understanding of the presented data, it should be explained that 

about one third of all clauses uttered in each of the three classrooms were part of a clause 

complex. By implication, about two thirds were free clauses and not connected to another 

clause, therefore, they are not included in the analysis. All three instructors use a fairly 

equal combination of paratactic and hypotactic clauses, whereas Elizabeth is the one with 

the most unequal distribution with 59% paratactic and 41% hypotactic clauses. For Logan 



 198 

the ratio of parataxis and hypotaxis is 48% to 52% and for Claudia it is 53% to 47%. The 

same can be said about the students’ use of coordinating and subordinating clauses, 

which is fairly equal for all three groups: Elizabeth’s students are the group with the most 

equal distribution with a ratio of 51% to 49% for para- and hypotaxis; for Logan’s 

students this ratio is 57% to 43%, and for Claudia’s students it is 44% to 56%.  

 The results of the logico-semantic relations are discussed individually in the 

following, and further noteworthy results in terms of taxis are combined with their 

respective logico-semantic function, starting with elaboration.  

 

 4.3.1 Expansion. 

 Among the two logico-semantic relations of expansion and projection, the former 

is used much more frequently in all groups. Instructors, in particular, favor expansion 

over projection: 90% of Elizabeth’s and 82% of Logan’s and Claudia’s clause complexes 

involve expansion, compared to 69% for Elizabeth’s, 58% for Logan’s, and 71% for 

Claudia’s students. 

Before reporting in more detail on the individual results, it should be mentioned 

that the following excerpts on expansion demonstrate that there is oftentimes congruency 

in grammatical function within a clause complex and speech function; this concerns all 

types of expansion: elaborations, extensions, as well as enhancements. However, 

consistency in function (of elaboration, extension, or enhancement) on these two levels—

the grammatical and the discourse-semantic one—is not a pattern that can be observed 

throughout the entirety of the data. Since the analytical method as well as the focus differ 

in both approaches—SPEECH FUNCTIONS and CLAUSE COMPLEX—it is to be expected 
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that an elaboration, extension, or enhancement on the clausal level does not always match 

the respective category on the discourse semantic level, despite their similarity in 

function. This is caused, among others, by their differing unit of analysis. For example, 

elaboration in an analysis of CLAUSE COMPLEX is a clause that is used for further 

specifying or describing another one (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014), and in a SPEECH 

FUNCTION analysis, elaboration refers to a move that “clarifies, restates or exemplifies 

an immediately prior move” (Eggins & Slade, 1997, p. 197). As a move can consist of 

only one clause, but an analysis of CLAUSE COMPLEX only investigates the linking of 

two or more clauses, it is not surprising that the results for elaborations in both analyses 

not always overlap.  

What can be noted with regard to RQ3, however, is that there are multiple 

instances in which elaborating, extending, and enhancing discourse-semantic moves also 

form a corresponding clause complex. Nevertheless, it seems like, in general, it is more 

common for elaborating moves to be expressed through free clauses without forming a 

complex. Enhancing moves, in contrast, are almost exclusively expressed in a hypotactic 

complex an in the majority of the cases involve the conjunctions ‘weil’ (‘because’) or 

‘wenn’ (‘when’/’if’). For extending moves, there is not a clear trend to be observed; they 

are expressed through free clauses as well as through clause complexes. Only in cases in 

which the extension concerns not simply additional but rather contrasting information, it 

can be noticed that this is very frequently expressed through a paratactic clause complex, 

involving the conjunction ‘aber’ (‘but’).  
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 4.3.1.1 Elaboration. 

 When it comes to the logico-semantic relations, it can be seen that the most 

outstanding difference between students’ language use and that of their respective 

instructor’s is to be found in the frequency of elaborations. All instructors use more 

elaborating clauses than their students. In Claudia’s case, there is only a rather small 

difference, as elaborations make up 35% of her clauses and still 27% of her students’, but 

for both Elizabeth and Logan, the difference seems significant: Elizabeth produces 

elaborations 38% of the time, while her students do so only in 15% of the cases; and for 

Logan, elaborations constitute 37% of his clause complexes, whereas his students 

produce them only 15% of the time. 

What is striking is that all groups—instructors as well as students—show a 

preference for expressing elaborations through hypotactic clause complexes, as can be 

seen in Figure 26.  

 
Figure 26. Distribution of syntactic elaborations in paratactic and hypotactic clause 
complexes 
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This graph in Figure 26 demonstrates the distribution of elaborations in paratactic and 

hypotactic clauses in percent. As can be inferred, Elizabeth expresses about 40% of her 

elaborations in paratactic and about 60% in hypotactic clause complexes, whereas her 

students only use about 14% parataxis and 86% hypotaxis to do so—exactly the same 

ratio as Claudia’s students. In contrast, Claudia uses slightly less parataxis and more 

hypotaxis than Elizabeth: 31% and 69% respectively. Both Logan and his students 

demonstrate a very similar use of taxis to express elaborations: only 20% or 22% 

paratactic and 80% or 78% hypotactic clause complexes.  

Taking a closer look at the individual results, the elaborations expressed in 

hypotactic relations are usually relative or content clauses that specify and complete an 

otherwise incomplete utterance. This applies to both instructors and students. The 

following excerpt illustrates this use through Logan’s question, which is in this case not 

uttered with a rising but a falling intonation, since it is part of his explanation of a task. 

Immediately preceding this excerpt, Logan explains that students should take a look at 

the quotes of the German politician Özcan Mutlu and then compare if his statements also 

apply to the family they read about in the magazine article. 

Table 50 

Excerpt 1 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX analysis in Logan’s class 
logical analysis spkr clause # 
logical dependency 

inheritance 
   

1 α  1α T U:nd ist das etwas 
A:nd this is something  204 

 =β  1=β  das die Familie Ölmez auch macht 
that the Ölmez family does too  205 

+2 α  +2α  oder eine Idee  
or an idea 206 

 =β  +2=β  für die die auch stehen. 
that they also stand for. 207 
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Logan’s question contains two parts (clauses 204 and 206), and each one is specified 

through a relative clause (205 and 207) that gives the necessary information to complete 

the main clauses (204 and 206) they depend on. 

Similar to the instructors’ language use, students’ hypotactic elaborations are also 

usually relative or content clauses, like this excerpt from Claudia’s class illustrates, in 

which a student comments on an aspect of the immigrant family that caught his attention.  

Table 51 

Excerpt 1 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX analysis in Claudia’s class 
logical analysis spkr clause # 

logical dependency 
inheritance 

   

α    α M3 

Ähm es ist auch, auch so 
interessant  
Uhm it is also, also so 
interesting 

126 

=β α   =βα  dass Ali ähm war derjenige  
that Ali uhm was the one 127 

 =β α  =β=βα  

der zu Hause blieb und die drei 
Kinder großzog 
who stayed home and raised the 
three kids 

128 

  ×β  =β×β  

ähm während Keziban bei einem 
Optiker arbeitete? 
uhm while Keziban was working 
at an optician?  

129 

 

In the above example, the student is able to construct a clause complex that consists of 

four clauses, two of which are elaborations. The first elaboration in clause 127 is a 

content clause that specifies what exactly it is that the student finds interesting. The next 

elaboration (clause 128) is a relative clause and a specification that depends on the 

previous clause (127), but without being directly related to the first clause (126). It, 

therefore, adds another layer to the complex, which is closed by a hypotactic 

enhancement, that inserts yet another layer in clause 129. 
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In contrast to hypotactic elaborations, which are usually in the form of relative or 

content clauses and used to specify, for instance, questions, paratactic elaborations 

oftentimes express additional explanations. This includes explanations of assignments 

such as in Elizabeth’s following example, in which she assigns homework for the next 

class.  

Table 52 

Excerpt 1 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX analysis in Elizabeth’s class 
logical analysis spkr clause # 
logical dependency 

inheritance 
   

1   1 T 

Und dann machen Sie . . ähm das 
erste Arbeitsblatt dazu,  
And then you (all) will do . . 
uhm the first corresponding 
worksheet 

28 

=2   =2  das ist nur eine Seite,  
that is only one page, 29 

=3   =3  das ist dieses Raster. 
that is this grid. 30 

 

Here, she adds two coordinating clauses (29 and 30) that describe the worksheet she 

introduced in the first clause (28) without, however, adding entirely new information.19  

Elaborations also include explanations of aspects of the discussed article, like the 

following example demonstrates, in which Claudia clarifies the phrase ‘die Realschule 

nachholen.’ (which roughly translates to ‘going to evening classes to get a secondary 

school degree’).  

 

                                                
19  Elaborations are defined as “restating in other words, specifying in greater detail, 
commenting, or exemplifying” another clause (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014, p. 444). 
Some people might have coded clauses 29 and 30 as extensions rather than elaborations, 
but I argue that the information that these clauses add is merely a specification of the 
preceding clause and do not add additional information. 
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Table 53 

Excerpt 2 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX analysis in Claudia’s class 
logical analysis spkr clause # 
logical dependency 

inheritance 
   

    T 
Hier ist das Wort Realschule,  
Here is the word ‘Realschule’ 
((secondary school)) 

255 

     was ist das Verb dazu? 
what is the corresponding verb? 256 

    M1 Nachholen? 
To catch up on? 257 

    T Okay,  
Okay, 258 

     NACH HOLEN. 
TO CATCH UP ON. 259 

     Und WANN macht er das? 
AND WHEN does he do that? 260 

    M1 Abends. 
In the evenings. 261 

    T Abends. 
In the evenings. 262 

1   1  

So, er ist zu ALT für die normale 
Schule, 
So, he is too OLD for regular 
school, 

263 

=2   =2  

er kann nicht mit äh 
Fünfzehnjährigen zur Schule 
gehen, 
he cannot go to school with uh 
fifteen-year-olds, 

264 

=3   =3  

er muss die Realschule ABENDS 
machen. 
he has to do his secondary school 
degree in EVENING classes.  

265 

 

She first draws the students’ attention to the fact that one of the people in the article goes 

to school in the evening (clause 260) and then goes on to explain this circumstance 

(clauses 263 and 264), before restating it in clause 265. 

These previous two excerpts are not isolated cases, but can be found multiple 

times in all three data sets. It, thus, seems like instructors utter paratactic elaborations to 

restate and clarify a preceding clause in order to facilitate comprehension through this 
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kind of rephrasing, whereas hypotactic elaborations oftentimes contain information that is 

necessary to make sense of the preceding clause. This could be one of the reasons why 

Elizabeth and Claudia use them more frequently than their students. However, in Logan’s 

case, he and his students use paratactic elaborations in a very similar ratio, which does 

not allow any clear conclusions to be drawn. Nevertheless, since the ratio is displayed in 

percent, it should be mentioned that the total number of instances in which students used 

a coordinating clause for an elaboration is very low overall: between 3 and 7. In these 

few instances, paratactic elaborations from students concern mainly the rephrasing of a 

statement in the students’ own words, such as in the following excerpt from Logan’s 

class. Here, a student explains what he has learned from the article about the special 

status of a specific immigrant group. 

Table 54 

Excerpt 2 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX analysis in Logan’s class 
logical analysis spkr clause # 
logical dependency 

inheritance 
   

1    1 M5 Ich ich denke si-  
I I think sh– 1297 

'2 1   '21  es ist hat gesagt  
it is said 1298 

 "2 1  '2"21  

sie haben eine spezielle 
Status äh durch diese äh 
Anpassung in Deutschland, 
they have a special status 
uh through this uh 
adjustment in Germany,  

1299 

  =2 '1 α '2"2=2'1α  

also sie sind zuerst ähm 
like sie sind die erste äh 
Migranten  
so they are first ähm like 
they are the first uh 
migrants 

1300 

    =β '2"2=2'1=β  

der in der Land kommen 
können  
who can come into the 
country 

1301 

   2 '2"2=22  ich denke? 
I think? 1302 
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In this example, the student’s elaboration in clause 1300 through 1302 rephrases and 

clarifies the preceding one (1299). That means, in their answers students sometimes rely 

on the text itself and recite the exact wording, but then might elaborate on it by 

reformulating the content in their own words.  

With regard to RQ3 and the syntactic realization of discourse-semantic moves, I 

would like to revisit a previous example from Logan, which was introduced in the 

discussion of SPEECH FUNCTIONS. He explains an example of reported speech from the 

text. 

Table 55 

Excerpt 3 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Logan’s 
class 
analysis spkr clause # 
logical conversational 

structure 
   

    sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate T 

Das ist seine Meinung. 
That is his opinion. 1063 

1 

   

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

 

Und das geht dann WEITER 
nicht in seinen EIGENEN 
Wörtern,  
And that CONTINUES not in 
his OWN words, 

1064 

=2 

1   

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

 

das sind jetzt die 
/Wörtung/ von der 
Journalistin,  
those are now the 
journalist’s /words/ 

1065 

 
+2   

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend  

aber es ist die MEINUNG 
von Mutlu. 
but it is Mutlu’s 
OPINION. 

1066 

    
sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate  

Und das WISSEN wir wegen 
diesem Verb,  
And wie KNOW that because 
of this verb, 

1067 

    sustain:continue: 
monitor  

ja? 
okay? 1068 
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With the combined SPEECH FUNCTIONS and CLAUSE COMPLEX analysis, it can be 

seen that clauses 1065 and 1066 not only fulfill the discourse-semantic functions, but also 

the grammatical forms of elaboration and extension. This is not a given, since SPEECH 

FUNCTIONS analyses are carried out with the move as the unit of analysis, which can 

consist of multiple clauses.  

 

 4.3.1.2 Extension. 

 In contrast to elaborations, which tend to be expressed through hypotactic clause 

complexes, syntactic extensions are almost exclusively expressed through parataxis by all 

groups. Furthermore, it is true for all groups that the majority of paratactic clause 

complexes are extensions. The previous example already illustrated Logan’s paratactic 

extension (clause 1066), in which he offered an alternative perspective. This use of 

extensions to draw attention to an alternative or contrary perspective, rather than simply 

adding another similar element can be observed with all three instructors quite frequently. 

For example, in the subsequent excerpt, Elizabeth uses an extension in combination with 

an enhancement when she gives some background information about a family of quota 

refugees in her introduction to the article. 

 Her enhancing clause (1532) offers contrasting information, since it puts the 

initial statement—that there is a large group of quota refugees (clause 1531)—into 

perspective by saying that the migration process is different nowadays. Elizabeth’s 

extension (clause 1533), which builds on this enhancing clause, then relativizes the 

preceding clause (1532) again by focusing on the large impact that this group had in the 

past.  
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Table 56 

Excerpt 1 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Elizabeth’s 
class 
analysis spkr clause # 
logical conversational 

structure 
   

1    
sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend T 

Ähm also das ist eine 
ziemlich große Gruppe,  
Uhm so that is a pretty 
big group, 

1531 

×2 1   

sustain:continue: 
prolong:enhance 

 

also inzwischen hat äh 
diese Migrationswelle sich 
gelegt,  
so in the meantime uh this 
migration wave has 
subsided, 

1532 

 +2   

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

 

aber für die frühen 
Zweitausender war das ein 
sehr wichtiges Thema. 
but for the early two 
thousands that was a very 
important topic. 

1533 

 

Similar uses of extending clause complexes can be found in Claudia’s data, such as the 

following, in which she guides the article discussion. Prior to this excerpt the discussion 

focused on the underrepresentation of Turkish immigrants in German schoolbooks, and 

Claudia comments on these schoolbooks and their representation of reality. 

Table 57 

Excerpt 1 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Claudia’s 
class 
analysis spkr clause # 
logical conversational 

structure 
   

1    
sustain:continue: 
append:elaborate T 

Sie spiegeln nicht die 
Realität wider,  
They do not reflect reality, 

596 

+2    

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

 

aber hier gibt es in einem 
Satz eine allgemeine 
Aussage, über die Türken.  
but here in a sentence there 
is a general statement, 
about the Turks. 

597 
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In this example, Claudia’s extension (clause 597) is meant to shift the focus away from 

the schoolbooks and to a more direct comment on Turkish immigrants. The data, thus, 

suggests that instructors use paratactic extensions for transitioning from one aspect to 

another.  

One area in which paratactic extensions seem to be used quite frequently is when 

giving assignments. All three instructors oftentimes express commands in the context of 

completing assignments in a clause complex, instead of only an individual clause or 

isolated clauses. The first illustration is from Elizabeth’s class. Here, she explains a task 

that she wants her students to perform. 

Table 58 

Excerpt 2 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Elizabeth’s 
class 
analysis spkr clause # 
logical conversational 

structure 
   

×β   
 

open:initiate:demand: 
closed:goods&services T 

Ähm wenn das ähm auf 
Familie Ölmez zutrifft 
Uhm if that uhm applies 
to the Ölmez family  

638 

α 1  
 

 
 

dann klicken Sie äh 
then you (all) click uh  639 

 +2 1 
 

 
 

oder dann nicht klicken 
or then you don’t click  640 

  +2 

 

 

 

sondern ähm checken Sie 
hier. ((points to her 
computer screen, which 
she turned toward the 
class)) 
but uhm you check here. 

641 

 +3  

 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

 

Ähm und dann werden wir 
das kurz zusammen 
besprechen.  
Uhm and then we will 
briefly discuss this. 

642 
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Elizabeth utters three extending clauses here, due to her self-correction in clauses 640 and 

641, but she also adds another one in clause 642 to explain the sequence of events, which 

is that the group work will be followed by a discussion of the results. The next example 

of an extended command is from Logan. After going into more detail about what he 

expects his students to discuss during group work, Logan asks them to get together in 

groups of three.  

Table 59 

Excerpt 1 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Logan’s 
class 
analysis spkr clause # 
logical conversational 

structure 
   

1  
  

open:initiate:demand: 
closed:goods&services  

In Gruppen von drei, 
nehmt einige Minuten  
In groups of three, take 
a few minutes 

212 

+2  
  

 
 

und seht ä- schaut mal 
was ihr finden könnt. 
and see u- look what you 
(all) can find.  

213 

 

Despite its brevity, this excerpt illustrates a very common use of paratactic extension in 

terms of commands, as it includes the constellation or group size as well as an 

expectation of the action and sometimes also a rough reference to how much time is 

allocated for the task. In Claudia’s following example, she asks her students to use the 

remaining class time to start working on an exercise, which she expects them to complete 

as homework. 
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Table 60 

Excerpt 2 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Claudia’s 
class 
analysis spkr clause # 
logical conversational 

structure 
   

1   open:initiate:give: 
information:fact T 

wir können damit 
BEGINNEN,  
we can BEGIN with that 

505 

+2   

open:initiate:give: 
information:fact 

 

vielleicht machen wir 
den ersten Absatz mal 
ZUSAMMEN  
maybe we’ll do the first 
paragraph TOGETHER 

506 

+3   
open:initiate:demand: 
closed:goods&services  

und dann machen Sie den 
Rest zu Hause  
and then you (all) can 
do the rest at home 

507 

+4   

open:initiate:give: 
information:fact 

 

und wir können das kurz 
am Donnerstag 
besprechen. 
and we can briefly 
discuss this on 
Thursday. 

508 

 

In this excerpt, Claudia frames her command (clause 507) with statements (clauses 505, 

506, and 508), which could in this context be read as commands as well. Similar to 

Elizabeth’s example, Claudia gives her students a sequence of events by clarifying when 

the results are being discussed, and she combines this sequence into a clause complex 

through paratactic extensions.  

 

 4.3.1.3 Enhancement. 

 As far as enhancement is concerned, instructors and students use it with similar 

frequency across all groups: between 15 and 19% of the clause complexes included 

enhancement. What is true for all groups as well is that there is not only a clear 

preference for clause complexes over free clauses, but also specifically for hypotactic 
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relations to express enhancements. This can be seen in Figure 27. Elizabeth uses only 2% 

and Claudia only about 4% paratactic clauses for enhancements. Logan exclusively used 

hypotaxis, just like his students as well as Claudia’s students. Elizabeth’s students are the 

only student group to use paratactic enhancements. 

 
Figure 27. Distribution of syntactic enhancements in paratactic and hypotactic clause 
complexes 
 

All student groups use hypotactic enhancements periodically in their answering moves or 

their extensions or enhancements thereof, but less so during grammar exercises. 

Furthermore, syntactic enhancements are oftentimes only part of their answering move 

and include another logico-semantic relation. By including enhancements, they usually 

enrich their answer through a reason, justification, or explanation for it, which illustrates 

the advanced level of this class and of the learners’ language use. This can be seen in the 

subsequent excerpt, in which a student in Elizabeth’s class comments on the language 

skills of members of one of the families.  
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Table 61 

Excerpt 3 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Elizabeth’s 
class 
analysis spkr clause # 
logical conversational 

structure 
   

1   
 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:develop: 
extend 

F2 Und dann ICH äh: denke  
And then I uh: think 1733 

'2 α  

 

 

 

vielleicht Vadim äh: 
sein Deutsch ist auch 
nicht sehr gut  
maybe Vadim uh: his 
German is not very good 
either 

1734 

 ×β   sustain:continue: 
prolong:enhance  weil  

because 1735 

  ×β 

 

 
 

wenn man arbeitet in 
Deutschland als ähm Arzt  
if you work as a uhm 
doctor in Germany 

1736 

  α 

 

 
 

dann muss ähm die 
Deutsch gut sein. 
then uhm the German 
(language skills) have 
to be good. 

1837 

 

This student is able to produce a quite complex answer out of five clauses and on three 

logical levels, including two hypotactic enhancements (clauses 1735 and 1736). That is, 

she gives not only a reason for why she thinks (clause 1733) that this person’s German 

might not be on a very advanced level (clause 1734), but she also includes this person’s 

circumstances in her reasoning, which is expressed through another enhancement (clause 

1736).  

 Similar to their students, Elizabeth’s and Logan’s syntactic enhancement is 

usually in connection with another logico-semantic relation and does not create a move 

by itself. For example, syntactic enhancements are typically part of an elaborating or 

extending move, and sometimes questions as well, such as in the following example from 
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Logan’s class. The instructor wants to clarify the meaning and function of indirect speech 

and tries to elicit that information through two open questions. 

Table 62 

Excerpt 2 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Logan’s 
class 
analysis spkr clause # 
logical conversational 

structure 
   

×β   
 

open:initiate:demand 
open:information:fact 

T Ähm wenn wir von der 
indirekten Rede, 
Uhm if we about the 
indirect speech, 

582 

α   

 

  was bedeutet das ganz 
ganz grob gesagt, ganz 
allgemein? 
what does that mean very 
loosely speaking, very 
general? 

583 

1   
 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:elaborate 

T Also nicht von der 
Grammatik her,  
So not in terms of 
grammar, 

584 

+2 α  
 

open:initiate:demand 
open:information:fact 

 aber was was bedeutet es  
but what what does it 
mean 585 

 ×β  
 

  wenn es indirekte Rede 
gibt? 
when there is reported 
speech? 

586 

 

This excerpt illustrates that syntactic enhancement does not necessarily correspond to the 

discourse semantic move of enhancing. Logan’s information-demanding moves consist of 

two clauses each (582–583 and 585–586), and the syntactic enhancement is part of this 

type of move. Furthermore, the connection with another logico-semantic relation is in this 

case a paratactic extension (clauses 584 and 585). 

Claudia, however, produces a lot of enhancing moves through syntactic 

enhancement compared to the other two instructors, and the vast majority of these moves 

provide detail on either a cause or a condition. In the following excerpt it is the former. 
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Claudia explains the position of a verb in a sentence that a student just dictated, while she 

was typing it on the computer. 

Table 63 

Excerpt 3 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Logan’s 
class 
analysis spkr clause # 
logical conversational 

structure 
   

×β 1  
 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:enhance 

T WEIL Sie ein UND gemacht 
ha- da hin getan haben  
BECAUSE you did- put a 
AND there 

3144 

 +2  
 

sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend 

 und weil Sie ein DASS 
haben  
and because you have a 
THAT 

3145 

α   
 

  muss dieses Verb auch 
ans Ende. 
this verb has to go at 
the end. 

3146 

 

This hypotactic enhancement can be regarded as a discourse semantic enhancement as 

well, as it gives a reason for why the verb should be placed at the end of the sentence. 

Consequently, this excerpt represents many other instances in Claudia’s discourse, in 

which syntactical and discourse semantic enhancement overlap in their function.  

 

 4.3.2 Projection. 

 Another noticeable difference in the distribution of logico-semantic relations 

concerns projection, that is, the inclusion of locutions and ideas. In general, students 

seem to use more projection than their instructors: taken together, clauses expressing 

locutions and ideas make up 31% for Elizabeth’s, 42% for Logan’s, and 29% for 

Claudia’s students, whereas they constitute only 10% of Elizabeth’s, 18% of Logan’s, 

and 18% of Claudia’s clause complexes. A possible explanation could be inferred by 
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combining these results with the instructors’ high frequency of elaborating clauses: it 

seems like students use more projection to either refer to their own thought process or to 

support their arguments, for instance, by citing what the article said, whereas instructors 

elaborate on their arguments to explain, clarify or specify certain aspects. In the 

following, the occurrences of locutions and ideas are discussed individually. 

 

 4.3.2.1 Locution. 

 The instructors’ use of locution ranges between only 3% in Elizabeth’s and 12% 

in Logan’s data set. With 8% Claudia’s result lies in between the other two instructors. 

As already mentioned, in general, instructors use less locution than their students, as 

locutions make up 18% of Elizabeth’s, 27% of Logan’s, and 16% of Claudia’s students. 

As far as learners are concerned, all groups express slightly more locutions than ideas in 

their clause complexes. However, the grammatical focus of indirect speech probably 

influenced the frequency of locutions in this data set and might have led to more 

instances than usual.  

An illustration of the typical use of projecting clauses that include locutions can 

be found in the following example from Logan’s class, in which a student reports what 

the article mentioned about the feeling of belonging of that family that is discussed in 

class.  
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Table 64 

Excerpt 4 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX analysis in Logan’s class 
logical analysis spkr clause # 
logical dependency 

inheritance 
   

     T Wie sehen sie das Land?  
How do they view the 
country? 

91 

      Oder ihre  
[/Herkunft im Allgemeinen/]. 
Or their background in 
general. 

92 

1...    1 M [Äh sie fühlen sich ähm   ] 
zuhause in Deutschland, ⟶ 
Uh they feel uhm at home in 
Germany,  

93 

     T Mhm. 
Uh-huh. 

94 

...+2 α   +2α M ⟶ aber: Vol- Volkan sagte  
but Vol- Volkan said 

95 

 "β α  +2"βα  dass äh: manchmal ein andere 
fragen äh ihn äh: 
that uh: sometimes others 
ask uh him uh: 

96 

  "β  +2"β"β  woher er kommt? 
where he is from? 

97 

     T Aha. 
Uh-huh. 

98 

     M Und – 
And –  

99 

     T Woher er kommt,  
Where he is from, 

100 

      ja. 
yes. 

101 

     M Ja,  
Yes, 

102 

...+3 α   +3α  und und er sagt  
and and he says 

103 

 "β   +3"β  dass er zu Deutschland gehört. 
that he belongs to Germany. 

104 

 

In this example, there are three instances of locution (clauses 96, 97, and 104) on 

different levels. The first one reports on what Volkan, one of the family members in the 

article, says, the second one adds another level, since it is still part of Volkan’s locution, 

but also reports on the question that people in the article ask, and the third locution adds 
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another point that Volkan makes in the article. This extended locution, then, provides the 

answer to the teacher’s question (clauses 91–92). With its use of locution, this excerpt 

illustrates a very common pattern that can be found in all three classes of this data set, 

which is that students oftentimes refer to the article to support their argument. This kind 

of textual support demonstrates the importance of content- and text-based instruction, 

since students use texts and include it in their own formulations to support their 

interpretations. That is, rather than simply reading a text passage, students incorporate it 

in their utterance to strengthen their argument, which reflects their command of the 

language as well as critical thinking skills. 

One exercise during the teaching of the article elicited particularly impressive 

clause complexes with locution in the discourse of Elizabeth’s and Logan’s students. The 

task was to present the results of an exercise in which the students were asked to 

determine whether select general statements by experts apply to the model family that 

was introduced in the article. Since this involved choosing a statement and comment on 

its relevance to the discussed family, this task was set up to elicit a more complex answer 

that should consists of more than one individual clause In Elizabeth’s class, students also 

had the opportunity to take a few minutes to write down notes and to construct their 

answers based off of a model on a worksheet. Instead of collaborating with a partner, 

they worked on this individually. An example of what could have been expected is the 

following excerpt from Elizabeth’s class, in which a student presents her answer. 
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Table 65 

Excerpt 2 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX analysis in Elizabeth’s class 
logical analysis spkr clause # 
logical dependency 

inheritance 
   

α    α F2 Äh:m ich bin der Ansicht 
Uh:m I take the view  1270 

'β α  
 

'βα 
 

dass diese Aussage nicht auf 
Familie Ölmez zutrifft 
that this statement does not 
apply to the Ölmez family 

1271 

 ×β  

 

'β×β 

 

weil sie alle Deutsch und 
Türkisch sprachen könn- 
sprechen können? 
because they all can speak 
German and Turkish? 

1272 

 

This clause complex consists of three clauses and fulfills the assignment, because it gives 

the student’s opinion (clause 1270) and states that the she does not think this point 

applies to the family in question (clause 1271) and it also gives a reason for her position 

(clause 1272). However, in their answers, some students were even able to go far beyond 

this structure and construct an even more intricate clause complex, such as the following.  

 As the dependency inheritance shows, the student is able to construct a very 

elaborate complex out of nine clauses and five separate levels—granted that includes also 

an incomplete clause (1187) and one that was not audibly comprehensible in its entirety 

(1192). In contrast to the previous example, which only consisted of three clauses and 

two levels, this student begins her utterance by giving an introductory phrase (clause 

1183). This already adds another level to her utterance. 
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Table 66 

Excerpt 3 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX analysis in Elizabeth’s class 
logical analysis spkr clause # 
logical dependency 

inheritance 
   

1    1 F1 Äh:m äh ich habe gesagt  
Uh:m uh I said  1183 

"2 α   "2α  ich bin der Ansicht  
I take the view 1184 

 'β α 

 "2'βα  

dass diese Aussage ähm 
NICHT auf Familie Ölmez 
zutrifft, ⟶	
that this statement uhm 
does NOT apply to the 
Ölmez family, 

1185 

  ×β  2'β×β  [Weil] die Kinder ähm äh  
because the kids uhm uh 1187 

   1 α 2'β×β1α  die Artikel hat gesagt 
the article said  1188 

   

 "β 

2'β×β1"β  

dass die: äh Kinder von 
Familie Ol-mez /ähm 
spricht/ meistens Deutsch 
miteinander zusammen  
that the: uh children of 
the Olmez family speak 
mostly German with each 
other 

1189 

   +2 2'β×β+2  

aber die sprichen äh 
sprechen noch Türkisch mit 
ähm äh die Eltern und ⟶	
but they still speak 
Turkish with uhm uh the 
parents and 

1190 

   +3 2'β×β+3  ⟶Also sie haben /. . ./ 

1191       

Bilingualismus ist ganz 
stark in die Familie. 
so they have . . 
bilingualism is very 
strong in this family 

 

The student’s justification is also supported by a report on what the article said about the 

family’s language use (clauses 1188 and 1189) as well as additional descriptions of this 

family in the article (clauses 1190–1193). The complexity of the student’s utterance, thus, 

reflects the complexity of her answer and demonstrates the mental effort that she invested 
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in the task of bringing together a report of the group work, the article’s content, as well as 

her validation of it and the language necessary to express these thoughts. 

 Logan taught the worksheet a little differently and had his students orally discuss 

the applicability of general statements to this family in groups of three. The following 

example (Table 67) illustrates short complexes that were the result of this discussion. 

Table 67 

Excerpt 5 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX analysis in Logan’s class 
logical analysis spkr clause # 
logical dependency 

inheritance 
   

    
T Hat jemand eine eine Aussagen von 

eine Aussage von äh /Herrn/ Mutlu? 
Does anyone have a statement by uh 
mister Mutlu? 

214 

     Mhm? ((points to student)) 
Uh-huh? 215 

1   1 M2 Er sagt 
He says  216 

"2   "2 

 wir brauchen eine Bildungsoffensive 
/für/ Kleindenkende. 
we need an educational campaign for 
small-minded people. 

217 

    T Mhm. 
Uh-huh. 218 

     Mhm.  
Uh-huh. 219 

    

 Und wird das dann an: an dem 
Beispiel von der Familie Ölmez 
dargestellt? 
And is that illustrated by the 
example of the Ölmez family? 

220 

    
 Verkörpern sie diese Idee, 

/inwiefern/? 
Do they represent this idea, how? 

221 

    M1 Ja,  
Yes, 222 

α '1  α'1  ähm sie sagen ganz oben  
uhm they say on the very top 223 

 2  α2 
 ich glaube 

I think  
 
 

224 

"β   "β 
 dass sie davon alles ein einen 

guten Beruf lernen sollen. 
that they all should train for a 
good job. 

225 
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The discussion of the results leads to both rather short clause complexes, which only 

consisted of one locution, and more complex ones, despite the fact that these students did 

not have written notes. Since Logan had to ask two follow-up questions (clauses 220 and 

221) to elicit the applicability of the statement (clauses 223–225), the student produced 

two simple ones instead of one more elaborate clause complex. In other words, the 

student’s contribution is broken up in two separate utterances. 

However, students were also able to formulate replies such as the following 

(Table 68). In this case, the student produces multiple clause complexes, two of which 

are represented in Table 68. Prior to this excerpt the student also gave a short answer that 

included another two clause complexes (consisting of a paratactic locution and a 

paratactic extension), which cited the statement he commented on in the group work and 

specified where it is located in the text.  

 Similar to the student in Elizabeth’s class (Table 66), Logan’s student begins 

introducing his comment with an introductory phrase (clause 265), but also adds an 

additional one before that (clause 264). Before he states his comment in clauses 272–275, 

he justifies it by citing a comment from the text. In contrast to Elizabeth’s student, 

Logan’s student is less explicit in commenting on the applicability of the statement to this 

family, but rather implies it by saying that this topic is important to one of the family 

members (clause 275). Nevertheless, this example demonstrates that Logan’s approach to 

oral group work can also be effective in eliciting elaborate answers that consist of 

multiple clause complexes of differing complexity.  
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Table 68 

Excerpt 6 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX analysis in Logan’s class 
logical analysis spkr clause # 
logical dependency 

inheritance 
   

1    1 M Äh- ich denke  
Uh- I think 264 

'2 α  
 '2α  

wir äh haben diskutiert  
we uh discussed 265 

 ×β   '2×β1  äh /weil/  266 
  1 

   
Volkan sagt,  
uh because Volkan says, 267 

  "2 1  
'2×β"21  

i- in Deutschland bin 
ich deutsch 
i- in Germany I’m German 268 

   +2  '2×β"2+2  aber  
but 269 

    ×β 
'2×β"2+2×β  

wenn ich in der Türkei 
bin  
when I’m in Turkey 

270 

    α 
'2×β"2+2α  

bin ich Türkisch. 
I’m Turkish. 271 

×β    ×β  Äh wenn er das sagt  
Uh when he says that 272 

α 1...   α1  ähm meint er  
uhm he means 273 

      
dass mei-  
that m- 274 

 ...=2  
 α=2  

oder diese Thema ist 
wichtig für er. 
or this topic is 
important for he. 

275 

 

Claudia approached this exercise differently. In group work, she had her students first 

mark passages in the article as representations of a public or a private perspective. Later, 

she worked with her students to rephrase public passages into statements that they then 

collected in a table on a worksheet. Due to the learners’ need for guidance from their 

instructor, Claudia scaffolded this process through quite specific questions, which 

generated relatively short utterances on part of the students and only few clause 
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complexes. Since the grammatical focus of this unit was indirect speech, Claudia’s 

students used locution predominantly in another exercise, which was about transforming 

direct speech into reported speech. Therefore, it is not surprising that the students’ clause 

complexes usually only consisted of one or two levels, like the following example 

illustrates.  

Table 69 

Excerpt 3 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX analysis in Claudia’s class 
logical analysis spkr clause # 
logical dependency 

inheritance 
   

α    α 
M1 Herr Mutlu sagt  

Mister Mutlu says 1841 

"β ×β  
 "β×β 

 wenn ein Spielplatz in 
Deutschland vorkomme  
when there is a 
playground in Germany 

1842 

 α  
 "βα 

 äh müsse man auch 
vorkommen? 
uh one has to be 
mentioned as well? 

1843 

 

Here, the student utters an introductory phrase (clause 1841) and then the locution, which 

consists of a hypotactic clause complex (clauses 1842–1843). This is not to say that 

Claudia’s students were incapable of producing more intricate clause complexes, as is 

exemplified in the next section on ideas, yet they tend to keep their utterances that 

include locution to one or two level clause complexes. This demonstrates that the 

inclusion of locution can lead to a more elaborate clause complex in students’ oral 

discourse, but that it is not the sole determining factor. 
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 4.3.2.2 Idea. 

 When expressing an idea, learners oftentimes refer to their own thoughts or 

thought process. An example of this strategy is given in Table 70. This excerpt from 

Claudia’s class also illustrates an approach that elicited more elaborate answers from the 

students, compared to the previously discussed locutions. Claudia asks a very broad 

question about anything the student had learned about one of the people in the text.  

Table 70 

Excerpt 4 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX analysis in Claudia’s class 
logical analysis spkr clause # 
logical dependency 

inheritance 
   

   
  

T Was können Sie mir über Nadja 
sagen? 
What can you tell me about Nadja? 

3743 

1   
 1 

F1 Äh: Nadja . . ist nach 
Deutschland gekommen 
Uh: Nadja . . came to Germany 

3744 

+2 α  
 +2α 

 und äh spricht . . äh Deutsch, 
 . . 
and uh speaks . . uh German, . .   

3745 

 ×β  
 +2×β 

 äh:m als sie nach Deutschland 
gekommen ist  
uh:m when she came to Germany 

3746 

+3   
 +3 

 und äh: . . sie . . sie macht 
hald ähm  
and uh: . . she . . she goes to 
uhm 

3747 

 1   +31  ich denk’ 
I think 3748 

 '2 α...  +3'2α 
 [Realschule in Deutschland],⟶  

secondary school in Germany, 3749 

     T [Mhm,  
Uh-huh, 3750 

         richtig.] 
right. 3751 

  ...×β  +3'2×β F1 ⟶als die in Frankfurt sind. 
when they are in Frankfurt. 3752 
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Instead of a locution, this student included an idea, or rather a comment that signifies her 

own thought, which added an additional level to her complex, but also a certain level of 

uncertainty. While locutions oftentimes provide support for a student’s utterance, ideas 

have the opposite effect, as most instances include phrases, such as ‘ich denke’ (‘I think’) 

or ‘ich glaube’ (‘I believe’) and, thus, relativize rather than strengthen the respective 

statement. This can be found across all student groups, as the following two excerpts 

illustrate. The first one is from Logan’s class and begins with the instructor’s follow-up 

question to the student’s contribution that cited a statement by politician Özcan Mutlu 

about the need for an educational campaign. 

Table 71 

Excerpt 7 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX analysis in Logan’s class 
logical analysis spkr clause # 
logical dependency 

inheritance 
   

   

  

T Und wird das dann an: an 
dem Beispiel von der 
Familie Ölmez dargestellt? 
And is this then portrayed 
by the example of the 
Ölmez family? 

220 

   
  

 Verkörpern sie diese Idee, 
/inwiefern/? 
Do they represent this 
idea, how? 

221 

     M1 Ja,  
Yes, 222 

α '1  
 α'1 

 ähm sie sagen ganz oben  
uhm they say on the very 
top 223 

 2   α2  ich glaube  
I think 224 

"β   

 "β 

 dass sie davon alles ein 
einen guten Beruf lernen 
sollen. 
that they all should train 
for a good job. 

225 
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Through clause 224 (“ich glaube,” ‘I believe’), the student signifies that he is not entirely 

sure about his statement or where in the text it is located. This is similar to Elizabeth’s 

student, who comments on the unemployment rate among immigrants in Germany in the 

next example.  

Table 72 

Excerpt 4 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX analysis in Elizabeth’s class 
logical analysis spkr clause # 
logical dependency 

inheritance 
   

1...   

 

1... F1 Die Arbeitslosenquote 
ist ganz hoch  
[ähm] ⟶	
The unemployment rate is 
very high uhm 

2261 

     T [Ja.] 
Yes. 2261 

...1    ...1 F1 ⟶ für die Aussiedler  
for the emigrants 2262 

+2    +2  und zwar 
in fact	 2263 

 1   +21  ich denke  
I think 2264 

 '2  
 

+2'2  sechsundzwanzig Prozent. 
twenty-six percent. 2265 

 

Just like in the previous examples, the explicit designation of an idea that Elizabeth’s 

student expresses here in clause 2264 adds a level of insecurity about the exact 

percentage to her contribution.  

 The same effect of projection can be observed across all instructors, when they 

add a phrase, such as ‘ich glaube’ (‘I believe’) to signify that they are not completely 

certain about something or to say what they do not know, as the subsequent excerpt of 

Elizabeth’s classroom talk illustrates. She elaborates on and extends a student’s answer to 

the question of who Özcan Mutlu is.  
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Table 73 

Excerpt 4 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Elizabeth’s 
class 
analysis spkr clause # 
logical conversational 

structure 
   

   
 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:develop:elaborate T 

Also der ist bei im 
Berliner ähm – 
So he is at in the 
Berlin uhm – 

1079 

1    sustain:continue: 
prolong:extend  

Ä- ich glaube  
U- I think 1080 

'2   

 

 

 

der war damals im 
Berliner 
Abgeordnetenhaus. 
he used to be in the 
House of 
Representatives in 
Berlin. 

1081 

α    sustain:react:respond: 
confront:reply:withhold  

Ich weiß nicht  
I don’t know 1082 

'β   
 

 
 

wasi- was was er jetzt 
macht. 
what he does now. 

1083 

 

The use of projection in clause 1080 shows that Elizabeth is not entirely sure about the 

correctness of her extension. Another use of projection that can be found in Elizabeth and 

Claudia’s data is that of mitigating disagreement. In the entire data set, there are only few 

instances in which the instructor gives negative feedback, but in some of these instances, 

Elizabeth and Claudia add a projecting clause. In the following example, Elizabeth reacts 

to a student’s contribution, which falsely stated that Volkan (one of the members of an 

immigrant family) wanted to become a computer scientist.  
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Table 74 

Excerpt 5 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Elizabeth’s 
class 
analysis spkr clause # 
logical conversational 

structure 
   

   
 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
confront:challenge: 
counter 

T 
M: – 

841 

1      [Ich glaube  
I think 842 

'2   
 

 
 

das war der sch- der 
Bruder,  
that was the brother, 

843 

      oder?] 
wasn’t it? 844 

 

It is true that Elizabeth’s projecting clause (842) might in this case also make her reaction 

sound less certain, but at the same time it is this uncertainty that also mitigates her 

counter statement. A similar situation is illustrated in the next example from Claudia’s 

class, in which she contradicts a student’s reply to her question about the family’s arrival 

in Germany. 

 In contrast to the previous example from Elizabeth, Claudia asks a specific 

display question about who arrived first (clause 31). For that reason, it can be assumed 

that she already knows the answer. He projecting clause (35) and the contradiction 

(clause 36), thus, seem to be a mitigation. Just like in Elizabeth’s example, she also 

expresses a level of uncertainty, but her specific question alludes to the fact that she 

probably knew that the student’s answer was incorrect.  
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Table 75 

Excerpt 6 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Elizabeth’s 
class 
analysis spkr clause # 
logical conversational 

structure 
   

   

 

open:initiate:demand: 
open:information:fact 

T 

Vielleicht erst einmal 
wer wa- wer kam ZUERST 
nach Deutschland? 
Maybe first who came to 
Germany FIRST? 

31 

1    sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:answer M1 /Ich glaube  

I believe 32 

'2      der Vater./ 
the father. 33 

    sustain:react:respond: 
support:engage T 

Okay,  
Okay, 34 

1   
 

sustain:react:respond: 
confront:reply: 
contradict 

 
so . . . ähm, ich glaube  
so . . . uhm, I believe 35 

'2      das stimmt nicht. 
that’s not true. 36 

 

In contrast to that, Logan uses another strategy to give negative feedback: in confronting 

moves, he usually does not include projection or any clause complex, but instead he 

typically uses individual free clauses to repeat part of the student’s answer, which he then 

either negates or questions, such as in the following excerpt of a negation.  

Table 76 

Excerpt 4 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Logan’s 
class 
analysis spkr clause # 
logical conversational 

structure 
   

α    sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:answer M2 

Er wollte  
He wanted 1463 

'β   

 

 

 

dass alle seine Kinder 
eine gute Ausbildung 
finden. 
that all of his kids 
find a good vocational 
training. 

1464 

   
 

sustain:react:rejoinder: 
confront:response: 
unresolve 

T 
Nicht nur SEINE Kinder. 
Not just HIS kids. 1465 
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Logan’s feedback move unresolves the student’s contribution in clause 1465 and negates 

only part of the answer, but does not include projection. Nonetheless, an area in which 

Logan uses projection, specifically ideas, is to mitigate commands. It was already 

previously discussed in the results section on MOOD, in the context of imperatives, that 

Elizabeth uses mitigation with commands as well, but that she oftentimes accomplishes it 

through the inclusion of a modifier, such as ‘vielleicht’ (‘perhaps’). In Logan’s case, he 

includes projection to achieve a similar effect, coupled with the inclusive ‘wir’ (‘we’), as 

the following example demonstrates, in which he assigns group work. 

Table 77 

Excerpt 7 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Elizabeth’s 
class 
analysis spkr clause # 
logical conversational 

structure 
   

α…    open:initiate:give: 
information:fact T 

Dann [das] 
Then that 176 

=β      was ich jetzt möchte 
what I would like now 177 

...α      ist 
is 178 

      dass ähm – 
that uhm – 179 

1    open:initiate:demand: 
closed:goods&services  

Ich glaube 
I believe 180 

'2   
 

 
 

wir machen Gruppen von 
drei heute. 
we are forming groups of 
three today. 

181 

   

 

open:initiate:give: 
information:fact 

 

Eins zwei drei eins zwei 
drei eins zwei drei. 
((counts the students)) 
One two three one two 
tree one two three. 

182 

   

 

open:initiate:demand: 
closed:goods&services 

 

U:nd ihr könnt ähm Ideen 
von ähm <hums> von Mutlu 
aussuchen. 
A:nd you can uhm pick 
uhm ideas from uhm 
<hums> from Mutlu. 

183 
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Logan begins his command through a statement that stresses his thoughts and what he 

would like his students to do (clause 176–179), but he then begins a new clause complex, 

with a projection (clauses 180–181) to assign groups of three, before he tells them what 

to do in clause 183. The projecting clause (180) softens the command of forming small 

groups, which he could have expressed in a more demanding way by saying something 

like ‘Bildet bitte Dreiergruppen.’ (‘Get together in groups of three, please.’). The move 

that specifies the activity (clause 183), is another form of mitigation, because from a 

grammatical perspective, it is a statement, not a command, which would be congruently 

expressed through an imperative.  

Another use of projection, which was only found for Claudia, is that she 

oftentimes phrases her questions in a way that highlights the students’ ideas: when she 

asks for a reason to clarify a statement, she usually does not ask what the reason is, but 

what the students think the reason might be. That could be another way of mitigation, 

because the question of a right or wrong is eliminated in this way, since the “correct” 

answer depends not on the text, but on what the students think. This might encourage 

students to contribute and share their answer, despite being uncertain whether or not it is 

the real reason. Furthermore, these types of questions could lead to deeper processing on 

part of the students, since they aim at clarifying the reason for a given aspect. Despite the 

fact that this type of question continues a discussion and are essentially clarifying 

rejoinder moves, Claudia usually utters quite long elaborations and extensions, which is 

why a following move that asks for a reason sometimes seems too far removed from the 

original statement in the flow of the conversation to be a rejoinder. It is then coded as an 

opening move of demanding information.  
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The subsequent excerpt illustrates this when Claudia asks about the author’s 

intentions for beginning the article from a private perspective.  

Table 78 

Excerpt 8 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Elizabeth’s 
class 
analysis spkr clause # 
logical conversational 

structure 
   

1    open:initiate:demand: 
open:information:fact T 

So, warum glauben Sie:  
So, why do you believe 4631 

'2   

 

 

 

BEGINNT der Autor oder 
die Autorin MIT der 
PRIVATEN und nicht der 
öffentlichen 
Perspektive? 
the author BEGINS WITH 
the PRIVATE and not with 
the public perspective? 

4632 

 

In this case, Claudia might not know the exact reason of this particular author, but she 

probably bases her question on her understanding of journalistic writing in general. 

Nevertheless, she asks for the students’ opinion on the matter (clause 4631) rather than 

for the correct answer to why journalists use the approach of starting an article from a 

private perspective. She also uses this technique for questions for which the answer is 

implied in the article, which supports the argument of mitigation.  

In contrast to the logico-semantic relations, this section on projection focused 

more on the students’ language use rather than that of their respective instructor. One of 

reasons for this shift in focus is the higher frequency of projection among all student 

groups. Furthermore, the complex linking of clauses that happened with the use of 

projecting clauses provided a visualization of the elicitation of knowledge, as clause 

complexes combine the expression of content and target language knowledge in an 

accessible way. Despite the fact that knowledge itself is a highly complex concept, it can 
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be argued that the creation of multiple-level clause complexes can be seen as one way of 

displaying knowledge about the syntactic structure of the target language. Overall, it is 

noticeable that all three instructors tend to produce rather short clause complexes, instead 

of overly complex ones, in spite of their own impeccable target language skills. One 

reason for this could be that instructors place more emphasis on increasing 

comprehensibility of their utterances than on modeling utterances that are as complex as 

possible. The instructors’ prioritizing of comprehension would also be in line with their 

frequent rephrases and elaborations as well as their stacking of questions, which was 

already discussed in the section on SPEECH FUNCTIONS.  

 In the case of Elizabeth and Logan, it is striking that their students even produce 

more complex utterances than their instructors in this data set: Elizabeth links up to 6 

clauses on 4 different levels and Logan produces a complex out of 5 clauses and 4 levels, 

whereas their students are able to link up to 8 clauses on 5 levels. As far as the elicitation 

of such clause complexes, there is not a distinct pattern to be found. In many instances, 

syntactically complex replies from students are elicited through a short, rather broad 

question that asks for any additional aspect. However, the syntactic complexity of 

students’ answering moves seems to be more determined by the task than by the type of 

move on part of the teacher, since the teachers’ demands for facts lead to differing 

responding moves from the students. Furthermore, in contrast to the study on syntactic 

complexity by Menninga et al. (2017), which was carried out in a different context (i.e., 

early elementary science classes), there was not a clear bidirectional relationship between 

the instructors’ and the students’ complexity in this study, as students sometimes 

produced more syntactically complex utterances than their respective instructor.  
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Yet, as already demonstrated in the discussion of SPEECH FUNCTIONS, 

registering moves, which usually consist of only a minor clause, can help in giving an 

initial positive feedback and encourage students to further develop their clause complex 

to build more syntactically elaborate contributions. This can be seen, for instance, in the 

excerpt in Table 79, when Logan’s “Mhm.” (clause 94) leads the student to continue and 

construct a more complex linking of clauses (95–97). 

Table 79 

Excerpt 5 of the CLAUSE COMPLEX and SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis in Logan’s 
class 
analysis spkr clause # 
logical conversational 

structure 
   

1...   

 

sustain:react:respond: 
support:reply:answer 

M Äh sie fühlen sich ähm 
zuhause in Deutschland, 
⟶ 
Uh they feel uhm at home 
in Germany, 

93 

    sustain:react:respond: 
support:register 

T Mhm. 
Uh-huh. 94 

...+2 α  
 

sustain:continue: 
append:extend 

M ⟶ aber: Vol- Volkan 
sagte  
but Volkan said 

95 

 "β α 
 

  dass äh: manchmal ein 
andere fragen äh ihn äh: 
that uh: sometimes 
others ask uh him uh: 

96 

  "β  
  woher er kommt? 

where he comes from? 97 

 

It is likely that Logan’s registering move (clause 94) encouraged the student to continue 

and add another three clauses (95–97) to his initial one (clause 93). 

 

 

 



 236 

 4.3.3 CLAUSE COMPLEX summary. 

 To sum up, with RQ3 in mind, (‘How are discourse semantic moves realized 

syntactically by instructors and students?’), this analysis of CLAUSE COMPLEX revealed 

that there are multiple instances in which the discourse-semantic moves of elaborating, 

extending, and enhancing are realized in their corresponding syntactic, logico-semantic 

relation. This is especially true for Claudia’s enhancing moves, which are oftentimes 

realized through a hypotactic enhancement and refer to a cause or condition in the 

majority of cases. However, there is not always a one-to-one correspondence between 

discourse semantics and logico semantics. One reason why there cannot be an exact 

overlap lies in the fact that some moves, in particular elaborations, are frequently 

expressed through free clauses, rather than clause complexes and, thus, are excluded from 

the analysis. Nevertheless, both analyses—SPEECH FUNCTIONS and CLAUSE 

COMPLEX—show that all three instructors produce more elaborating moves as well as 

elaborating clause complexes than their students. This might be caused by the instructors’ 

objective to explain, paraphrase and clarify the discussed information in order to facilitate 

comprehension of for every student. Furthermore, instructors particularly draw on 

paratactic elaborations for their extended explanations.  

 When comparing SPEECH FUNCTIONS and CLAUSE COMPLEXES, it can be 

observed that, in contrast to elaborating moves, which are frequently realized as free 

clauses, there is a clear preference for expressing enhancing moves in clause complexes, 

which applies to both instructors and students.  

As far as extending moves are concerned, there is not a clear trend that stands out 

as far as their syntactic realization is concerned; both free clauses and clause complexes 
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are used. Extending clause complexes, however, tend to be realized through a paratactic 

clause complex. This can be seen, for example, when instructors explain assignments, 

because they usually use extending clause complexes to do so.  

In terms of projection, it is striking that students make use of this syntactic 

strategy more often than their respective instructor does. Students seem to use locution to 

support their utterance in answering moves, whereas the projection of an idea suggests a 

level of uncertainty. At the same time, students extend their syntactic structures 

oftentimes through the projection of an idea. Consequently, such instances lead to a 

contradiction with regard to the verbalization of knowledge: while a learner admits to 

uncertainty on the content level, they increase the level of syntactic complexity and 

demonstrate their control over the target language. Furthermore, some instructors, like 

Elizabeth and Logan, use projection for mitigation purposes of moves, such as counter 

statements or commands. Another way that instructors, in this data Claudia, might use 

projection is in question or clarification moves (i.e., demanding of facts or supportive 

rejoinder moves) to target specifically the students’ opinion or thoughts on something 

instead of facts.  

Certain tasks, rather than one specific type of move, can lead to quite elaborate 

and syntactic complex oral contributions from students, which demonstrates students’ 

capability of formulating highly complex utterances, while discussing content.  
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4.4 TRANSITIVITY 

 The following TRANSITIVITY analysis was carried out to approach RQ4 (‘Is 

there a pattern in terms of word choice within teachers’ knowledge-creating moves’) and, 

consequently to add another angle to the previous analyses of SPEECH FUNCTIONS, 

MOOD, and CLAUSE COMPLEX that gives insight into teachers’ language use on a more 

intricate level and focuses on word choice. More specifically, since “The system of 

TRANSITIVITY provides the lexicogrammatical resources for construing” the world of 

experience “into a manageable set of PROCESS TYPES” (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014, 

p. 213), it can give insight into what kind of knowledge teachers target and elicit with in 

their classroom discourse. As described in the previous chapter, this analysis adopted an 

adjusted format of Goetze’s (2018) study. However, since this analysis is meant to 

highlight how instructors elicit knowledge, it was not applied to the entire data set, but 

instead, specific moves were selected and examined in more depth through 

TRANSITIVITY. Since the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis revealed that not only moves 

that demand open and closed questions as well as their respective elaborations and 

extensions, but also rejoinder moves that ask for further clarifications or give instructions 

seem to be used for the elicitation of language and content knowledge, the following 

TRANSITIVITY analysis was carried out for these types of moves specifically.  

Since an analysis of these moves in isolation does not seem to be very fruitful, the 

data sets were split into three main categories of classroom discussion, which are 

grammar, content, and structure. The latter refers, more specifically, to the logical 

organization of the magazine article, which plays an important role, as it visualizes the 

interconnectedness of content, grammar, and writing style. To give some more 
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background information, the article portrays three different types of migrant families and 

their life in Germany. Each personal story serves as an example for a larger group of 

immigrants and is supplemented by more general statements and facts from different 

experts. That is, there is a contrast of a private and a public perspective for each of the 

three model families. These private and public statements from family members and 

experts—in the form of direct quotes and reported speech—are not only juxtaposed, but 

they also serve as the basis for the teaching of indirect speech and the present 

subjunctive, which is the grammatical focus in this unit. Obviously, this teaching 

approach does not allow for an entirely independent analysis of content, structure, and 

grammar, as it reflects that meaning is made through the combination of all three aspects. 

Yet, the main focus of instruction shifted between content, structural organization and 

grammar during the teaching of this article. Accordingly, despite some overlap, the 

following results of the TRANSITIVITY analysis are presented for the three categories of 

content, structure, and grammar.  

 

 4.4.1 Content. 

To begin with the instructors’ language use during the introduction of the article 

and the people it portrays, it is not surprising that all three of them ask questions that 

contain predominantly relational processes. Both types (attributive and identifying) are 

used to elicit information about the different family members. For example, questions 

with identifying relational processes are meant to define people or objects, like in the 

following closed question from Elizabeth, in which she asks about Gülcan, the daughter 

of the discussed migrant family.  
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Table 80 

Excerpt 1 of the TRANSITIVITY analysis in Elizabeth’s class 
process 
type 

process 
participants 

process 
circumstances 

spkr clause # 

relational 
(attributive) 

Carrier: ich 
Attribute: eine 
kurze Frage 

 T Ähm ich habe eine 
kurze Frage  
Uhm I have a quick 
question 

172 

relational 
(identifying) 

Token: sie 
Value: Studentin 

  ist sie Studentin? 
is she a (university) 
student? 

173 

relational 
(attributive) 

Carrier: sie 
Attribute: zwölf 
Jahre alt 

  Sie ist zwölf Jahre 
alt.  
She’s twelve years 
old. 

174 

 

Elizabeth utters here three relational processes: two attributive (clauses 172 and 174) and 

one identifying (clause 173). Her closed question (clause 173) refers to a statement a 

student made earlier, in which he claimed that she is a university student. The extending 

move (clause 174), which adds an attributive relational process, alludes to the fact that 

the daughter is too young to be enrolled in university and that the word “Studentin” 

(‘university student’) was not appropriate in this context. Following this excerpt, the 

student is able to correct himself. Through questioning and extending moves containing 

relational processes that refer to the identity or attributes of family members, such as the 

ones in this example, all three instructors negotiate the content of the article and elicit 

information from their students that pertains to individual family members. This 

preference for relational process types in the instructors’ knowledge-creating moves 

continue throughout all data sets, when the focus lies predominantly on the elicitation and 

clarification of content. 

 Another process type that can be found in the discourse of all three instructors 

during the elicitation of content is material processes. These types of questions target past 
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actions of family members with regard to their move to Germany, but also what they 

currently do for a living or in their free time. The subsequent excerpt shows two of 

Elizabeth’s open questions from the first discussion of the article and the introduction of 

the first migrant family. Her questions specifically target the daughter’s interests.  

Table 81 

Excerpt 2 of the TRANSITIVITY analysis in Elizabeth’s class 
process 
type 

process 
participants 

process 
circumstances 

spkr clause # 

material Actor: sie 
Goal: was 

Accompaniment: 
dann 
Matter: als 
Hobby 

E Ähm, und was macht 
sie dann ähm als 
Hobby? 
Uhm, and what does 
she do then uhm as a 
hobby? 

192 

relational 
(identifying) 

Token: ihre 
Talente ...  
Value: was 

  Was sind ihre 
Talente oder Inter- 
Interessen? 
What are her talents 
or interests? 

193 

 

This excerpts illustrates well how material and relational processes in questions can work 

together to define and introduce content by eliciting information not only about who or 

what people are, but also about what they do. After this, a student correctly replies that 

one of the daughter’s hobbies is to play the recorder.  

 All three instructors also express questions with mental process types a little later 

in the discussion, but it is noticeable that these questions are not targeting the text itself, 

but the students and their knowledge. This can be seen in the next excerpt, in which 

Claudia asks a student in a clarifying move if he was able to comprehend another 

student’s statement.   
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Table 82 

Excerpt 1 of the TRANSITIVITY analysis in Claudia’s class 
process 
type 

process 
participants 

process 
circumstances 

spkr clause # 

relational 
(attributive) 

Carrier: dieser 
Optiker 
Attribute: was 

Matter: mit C Was ist mit diesem 
Optiker,  
What is with this 
optician, 

191 

verbal Sayer: M3 Location: 
gerade 

 was was M3 gerade 
gesagt hat? 
what what M3 just 
said? 

192 

mental Senser: Sie; M2 
Phenomenon: 
das 

  Haben Sie das 
verstanden ähm M2? 
Did you understand 
that uhm M2? 

193 

 

The process participants in this example demonstrate that the focus has shifted from the 

people in the article to the students. These mental processes that are enunciated by the 

teacher seem to have the objective to ensure comprehension, which explains why they do 

not occur in the beginning of the discussion, but only after a few aspects have already 

been talked about.  

 

 4.4.2 Structure. 

 Since the discussion of structure of the article bespeaks a particularly close 

relation to the text’s content, these parts show quite some overlap and cannot be precisely 

separated. That means content is further being clarified through relational and material 

processes. Nonetheless, it is striking that the frequency of verbal processes increases 

when the focus shifts to aspects of the text structure and organization. This is especially 

true for Elizabeth and Logan, who approach the text structure through a focus on the 

different voices.  
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Table 83 

Excerpt 1 of the TRANSITIVITY analysis in Logan’s class 
process 
type 

process 
participants 

process 
circumstances 

spkr clause # 

verbal Sayer: wer Extend: alles L Wer wer spricht 
alles? 
Who who (all) is 
talking? 

326 

verbal Sayer: wer 
Verbiage: eine 
Meinung 

Location: in 
diesem Artikel 

 Oder wer äußert eine 
Meinung? In diesem 
Artikel. 
Or who expresses an 
opinion? In this 
article. 

327 

verbal Sayer: welche 
Leute 
Verbiage: ihre 
Meinung 

  Welche Leute äußern 
ihre Meinung? 
What people express 
their opinion? 

328 

 

It can be seen that Logan draws attention to the people who express an opinion in the 

article, in other words, to the process participants, since this is what his questions want to 

elicit. Elizabeth also uses more verbal processes in the discussion of textual organization. 

However, her focus is on the processes themselves and how the text communicates 

information, because she uses passive voice quite a few times in her questions that 

concern the structure of the article, as the following excerpt shows.  

 All three verbal processes (clauses 1863, 1866, and 1870) are characterized by an 

absence of a Sayer as process participant, because Elizabeth phrased her utterances in 

passive voice. In cases in which there is a Sayer, it is usually one of the people in the 

article, but the author as creator of this structure is not mentioned. 
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Table 84 

Excerpt 3 of the TRANSITIVITY analysis in Elizabeth’s class 
process 
type 

process 
participants 

process 
circumstances 

spkr clause # 

verbal Verbiage: das 
öffentliche 
Phänomen 

Manner: wie E Wie wird das 
öffentliche Phänomen 
beschrieben? 
How is this public 
phenomenon described? 

1863 

material Actor: die 
jüdische 
Gemeine 

Manner: wie 
schnell 
Extend: um 
wie viele 
Location: in 
letzter Zeit  

 Also wie SCHNELL oder 
um wie viele ist äh die 
jüdische Gemeinde 
GEWACHSEN in letzter 
Zeit? 
So how FAST or by how 
many has uh the Jewish 
community grown 
recently? 

1865 

verbal Verbiage: das Location: auf 
der nächsten 
Seite 

 Also das wird auf der 
nächsten Seite . . 
besprochen.  
Well that is discussed 
on the next page. 

1866 

relational 
(attributive) 

Carrier: wir 
Attribute: eine 
öffentliche 
Perspektive... 

Location: hier  Also hier haben wir 
ähm: . . die Pers- eine 
eher öffentliche 
Perspektive also zum 
Beispiel von Paul 
Spiegel Vorsitzender 
des Zentralrats der 
Juden in Deutschland, 
äh:m – 
So here we have uhm: . 
. a rather public 
perspective so for 
example by Paul Spiegel 
chairman of the Central 
Council of Jews in 
Germany, uh:m– 

1869 

verbal Verbiage: 
Phänomen 

Location: hier  Also welches Phänomen 
wird hier besprochen? 
So which phenomenon is 
discussed here? 

1870 

 

The author’s absence is further continued through the use of existential processes, like in 

the following excerpt.  
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Table 85 

Excerpt 4 of the TRANSITIVITY analysis in Elizabeth’s class 
process 
type 

process 
participants 

process 
circumstances 

spkr clause # 

existential Existent: 
sonstige 
Themen 

 E Äh gibt es sonstige 
Themen? 
Uh are there other 
themes? 

2344 

existential Existent: 
sonstige 
Themen 

Matter: in Bezug 
auf Bildung 
Contingency: 
zum Beispiel 

 Äh:m also gibt es 
sonstige Themen in 
Bezug auf Bildung zum 
Beispiel? 
Uh:m so are there 
other themes in terms 
of education for 
example? 

2345 

existential Existent: das 
Thema 
Textbücher 

Contingency: 
zum Beispiel 

 Also es gab zum 
Beispiel das Thema 
Textbücher. ((writes 
on board)) 
So there was for 
example the theme of 
textbooks. 

2347 

relational 
(attributive) 

Carrier: das Matter: zum 
ersten Teil 

 Also das ist ja zum 
ersten Teil  
So that is relating to 
the first part 

2348 

existential Existent: 
eine 
Bildungs-
offensive 

Cause: für 
Migranten 

 Äh:m es gab eine 
Bildungso- offensive 
für Migranten, äh:m – 
Uh:m there was an 
educational campaign 
for migrants, uh:m – 

2351 

verbal Sayer: der Matter: von einer 
Bildungsoffensive 

 Also der spricht von 
einem Bildungs . . 
offensive . . äh:m – 
((writes on board)) 
So that one talks 
about an educational . 
. campaign . .  

2352 

existential Existent: 
was 

Accompaniment: 
sonst 

 Gibt es Sonst was? 
Is there something 
else? 

2355 

existential Existent: 
verwandte 
Themen 

Contingency: 
vielleicht 

 Gibt es vielleicht 
verwandte Themen? 
Are there maybe 
related themes? 

2357 
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Elizabeth’s initial closed question about themes in this article (clause 2344) is first 

specified  to focus on those related to education (clause 2345). Since nobody answered, 

Elizabeth follows up on that question by reminding students of the themes that were 

already discussed (clause 2347 –2352), before repeating the question twice (clauses 2355 

and 2357), which eventually prompts a student to answer. Through her prevailing use of 

existential processes, Elizabeth foregrounds and targets the themes, and therefore, the 

content of the text itself, as opposed to the authors action of organizing the article.  

 In addition to an increase in verbal processes, Logan also adds more mental 

processes, apart from an accumulation of relational ones, which he used to clarify content 

for the comprehension of the text structure. Both verbal and mental process types are 

used to stress the text and the people it portrays as active participants. Similar to 

Elizabeth, the author and her stylistic choices are not explicitly mentioned in Logan’s 

discussion of text structure. However, unlike Elizabeth, the knowledge he elicits puts 

more emphasis on the people in the article and highlights them as active participants, 

which can be seen in the following table (Table 86), which combines two instances. The 

first is a question he asks toward to end of a discussion about the politician Özcan Mutlu 

and elicits important ideas of this politician that are mentioned in the article (clauses 159–

161). The second instance is shortly after that, when Logan explains the questions that his 

students are supposed to answer in a group activity (clauses 195–198).  
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Table 86 

Excerpt 2 of the TRANSITIVITY analysis in Logan’s class 
process 
type 

process 
participants 

process 
circumstances 

spkr clause # 

existential Existent: einige 
Sachen 

 L Gibt es einige Sachen  
Are there several 
things 

159 

mental Senser: er Role: für wichtig  die ER für wichtig 
hält,  
that he considers 
important 

160 

mental Senser: er Role: für 
besonders wichtig 

 die er für besonders 
wichtig hält? 
that he considers 
particularly 
important? 

161 

mental Senser: ihr 
Phenomenon: 
was 

  u:nd was meint ihr,  
and what do you think 

195 

mental Senser: sie 
Phenomenon: 
die Sache 

Manner: auch so  sehen sie die Sache 
auch so? 
do they see it the 
same way? 

196 

relational 
(attributive) 

Carrier: diese 
Idee 
Attribute: 
wichtig 

Accompaniment: 
auch 
Angle: für sie 

 Ist diese Idee auch 
für sie wichtig? 
Is this idea 
important to them 
too? 

197 

mental Senser: sie 
Phenomenon: 
Bildung 

Manner: genau 
so wichtig, wie 
Mutlu 

 Finden sie Bildung 
genau so wichtig wie 
Mutlu? 

198 

 

Here, Logan poses a set of closed questions that are predominantly geared toward mental 

processes. As can be seen, the Senser is usually a person from the article (clauses 160, 

161, 196, and 198) and only once it is the group of students when he explains the group 

work. Overall, Logan increasingly uses verbal and mental processes to elicit knowledge 
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on the structure of the article, and by doing so, he highlights the people portrayed in it as 

active participants. 

A more active approach can also be observed for Claudia’s moves, as there is an 

increase in material processes, which reflects her differing teaching method. In contrast to 

the other two instructors, she either writes or types the correct solutions, hence, her 

material processes are, among others, concerned with the act of writing or finding 

information, and the participants she focuses on in her questions are for the most part 

either students, the text, or herself, like it is illustrated in Table 87, which combines two 

of Claudia’s open question moves (including elaborations).  

Table 87 

Excerpt 2 of the TRANSITIVITY analysis in Claudia’s class 
process 
type 

process 
participants 

process 
circumstances 

spkr clause # 

material Actor: dieser 
Teil 
Goal: wo 

 C Wo beginnt dieser Teil  
Where does this part 
begin? 

466 

material Actor: wir 
Goal:ganz 
allgemeine 
Sachen 

  wo wir ganz allgemeine 
Sachen /entdecken/? 
where we discover very 
general things? 

467 

material Actor: man 
Goal:Ölmez 

Extent: gar 
nicht mehr 

 Wi- da- man liest gar 
nicht mehr Ölmez. 
One does no longer 
read Ölmez. 
 
 

468 

material Actor: ich 
Goal: andere 
Aussagen 

Location: hier 
in diesem 
Absatz 

 Welche anderen 
Aussagen kann ich 
finden, hier in diesem 
ersten Absatz, 
What other statements 
can I find, here in 
this paragraph, 

522 

material Actor: ich Location: hier  die ich HIER 
reinschreiben kann? 
that I can write here? 

523 
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The first move (clauses 466–468) begins with the text as participant (clause 466), but 

then switches its focus to the class as a whole (“wir,” clause 467) and then to an 

impersonal pronoun (“man,” clause 468). In her second move in the excerpt, Claudia is 

the participant in her questions, but the way she phrases them gives the impression that 

she, who writes the results, should be seen as a representative for any student in this 

class. In contrast to Elizabeth and Logan, it can, thus, be seen that she foregrounds the 

readers or the text as actors over the author, when discussing the text structure.  

 

To sum up, when it comes to the focus of knowledge-creating moves with regard to the 

text structure, Elizabeth and Logan show an increased frequency of verbal processes in 

order to foreground the communication of the different voices from the private and public 

perspectives in the article. Furthermore, when Elizabeth discusses the text structure, the 

knowledge she elicits is, apart from the verbal processes, usually of a passive nature to 

highlight the existing themes. In contrast, Claudia oftentimes targets actions in her 

questions through material processes with either the text or the class as process 

participants who actively work with the text.  

 

 4.4.3 Grammar. 

 Since the grammatical focus in the teaching of this article was reported speech, it 

is not surprising to find an increased frequency of verbal processes in parts of the class 

that discussed grammar. Another frequent type concerns material processes, which are 

uttered pretty frequently by all three instructors.  
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 Elizabeth uses material processes to refer to the act of reformulating statements 

from direct into indirect speech or vice versa. The process participants refer either 

directly to the students or to an impersonal entity, expressed through passive voice or the 

impersonal pronoun ‘man’ (‘one’ as in How would one do this?). The latter is illustrated 

in the subsequent excerpt, in which Elizabeth wants to determine if her students know 

how to transform a specific quote into reported speech.  

Table 88 

Excerpt 5 of the TRANSITIVITY analysis in Elizabeth’s class 
process 
type 

process 
participants 

process 
circumstances 

spkr clause # 

material Actor: man 
Goal: das 

Manner: wie, 
in indirekte 
Rede 
 

E Ähm wie würde man das 
in indirekte Rede 
umschreiben? 
Uhm how would one 
rewrite this in 
reported speech? 

1410 

verbal Sayer: 
Marielouise B. 

  Also Maria- 
Marielouise Beck sagt  
So Marielouise Beck 
says 

1411 

    dass? 
that? 

1412 

material Actor: man  
Goal: das Verb 

Manner: wie 
Contingency: 
zum Beispiel 

 Also wie würde man zum 
Beispiel das VERB 
umschreiben? 
So how would one for 
example rewrite the 
VERB? 

1413 

 

As this example illustrates, Elizabeth’s material processes (clauses 1410 and 1413) 

express an action that she wants the learners to perform, while the actor is the impersonal 

“man.” This word choice implies that there is a firm grammatical rule behind such a 

rephrasing and it is not a personal decision on part of the students.  

 Logan’ use of material processes is similar in that it refers to the action the 

students are supposed to perform. However, he is less consistent with the process 
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participants, because he sometimes addresses the whole class as ‘wir’ (‘we’) and at other 

times, he uses the impersonal ‘man’ (‘one’) just like Elizabeth usually does. The 

following Table (Table 89) encompasses both instances, beginning in chronological order 

with the address of the whole class. 

Table 89 

Excerpt 3 of the TRANSITIVITY analysis in Logan’s class 
process 
type 

process 
participants 

process 
circumstances 

spkr clause # 

material Actor: wir 
Goal: das 

Location: dann  
Manner: wie, 
mit einem 
DASS-Satz 

L Äh:m . . wie: können 
wir das dann mit einem 
DASS-Satz benutzen  
Uh:m . . how can we 
use this then with a 
THAT sentence 

501 

material Actor: wir 
Goal: indirekte 
Rede 

Manner: wie  und wie können wir 
Indirekte Rede 
benutzen 
and how can we use 
indirect speech 

502 

material Actor: man 
Goal: das 

Manner: wie, 
mit der direkten 
Rede 

 So wie würde man das 
mit äh:m der DIREKTEN 
Rede schreiben,  
So how would one write 
this with uh:m DIRECT 
speech 

1419 

material Actor: sie 
 

Extend: 
dauernd 

 also HABE sie sich 
dauernd entschuldigt? 
so she apologized 
((present 
subjunctive)) 
constantly? 

1420 

 

While Logan tends to address his students as a whole (including himself) in the 

beginning, he switches more often to the form of impersonal ‘man’ in later lessons during 

grammar instruction. The reason might be, as already mentioned with Elizabeth’s 
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example, to stress the rule behind indirect speech, which does not allow for a lot of 

freedom in terms of creativity when it comes to rephrasing such statements.  

In contrast, Claudia’s participant in material processes is she herself as a 

representative for her students. This might be encouraged by the fact that she oftentimes 

writes out correct answers on the projector and completes assignments together with her 

students. In this example, she wants to make sure through her open questions that her 

students know how the present subjunctive is constructed, which is the form that is 

needed for reported speech.  

Table 90 

Excerpt 3 of the TRANSITIVITY analysis in Claudia’s class 
process 
type 

process 
participants 

process 
circumstances 

spkr clause # 

material Actor: ich 
Goal: den 
Konjunktiv eins 

Manner: wie C Wi-ie mache ich den 
Konjunktiv eins? 
How do I form the 
present subjunctive? 

1476 

material Actor: ich 
Goal: 
Konjunktiv eins 

Manner: wie  M2 wie mache ich 
Konjunktiv eins? 
M2 how do I form the 
present subjunctive? 

1478 

 

As exemplified in Table 90, Claudia first asks the entire class for an explanation of how 

to put a verb into the present subjunctive (clause 1476) She then repeats this question and 

calls on a specific student. Both times she is the participating actor of the material 

process. Instead of Logan’s inclusive ‘wir,’ Claudia tends to use the singular personal 

pronoun and refer to herself as a representative of the class instead of addressing herself 

as part of the group.  

 In addition to material processes, Logan and Claudia both also show a preference 

for the relational—specifically the identifying—process type when eliciting grammatical 
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knowledge. The first example that illustrates this is from Logan, who asks his students to 

determine whether a statement is direct or indirect speech.  

Table 91 

Excerpt 4 of the TRANSITIVITY analysis in Logan’s class 
process 
type 

process 
participants 

process 
circumstances 

spkr clause # 

relational 
(identifying) 

Token: das 
Value: direkte 
oder indirekte 
Rede 

 L So ist das direkte 
oder indirekte Rede? 
So is this direct or 
indirect speech? 

454 

 

Logan’s closed question is, as already mentioned only trying to elicit whether his students 

can differentiate between direct and indirect speech. Claudia’s relational questions also 

try to identify different grammatical aspects, such as different cases, but similar to Logan, 

she also uses them increasingly to have her students identify direct or indirect speech. In 

contrast, the attributive process type is frequently used by all three instructors to have 

students find examples of either form—direct quotes or reported speech—in the article, 

like the following example demonstrates.   

Table 92 

Excerpt 4 of TRANSITIVITY Analysis in Claudia’s class 
process 
type 

process 
participants 

process 
circumstances 

spkr clause # 

relational 
(attributive) 

Carrier: ich 
Attribute: 
indirekte Rede 

Location: hier 
Extent: noch 
mehr  

C hab ich hier noch 
mehr indirekte Rede? 
do I have more 
indirect speech 
here? 

5210 

existential Existent: ein 
direktes Zitat 

Location: hier 
Accompaniment: 
auch 

 Hier ist auch ein 
direktes Zitat. 
Here is also a 
direct quote. 

5211 

behavioral Behaver:  Sie   Schauen Sie mal,  
Look 

5213 

relational 
(attributive) 

Carrier: ich 
Attribute: noch 
mehr 

Location: hier  hier hab ich noch 
mehr. 
here I have even 
more. 

5214 
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Again, Claudia uses herself as the Carrier in these relational processes, similar to her 

material types. From a semantic perspective, these attributive processes fulfill a function 

that is similar to existential processes, since they simply refer to the existence of 

(in)direct speech in the text, as can be seen in the juxtaposition of clauses 5210 and 5211.  

 

 4.4.4 TRANSITIVITY summary. 

 To sum up, the analysis of TRANSITIVITY was carried out for the instructors’ 

knowledge-creating moves. In contrast to Dalton–Puffer (2005), who used Christie’s 

(2002) differentiation of regulative and instructional register to investigate different uses 

of process types, I chose to only take a closer look at the knowledge-creating moves of 

open and closed questions, including their respective elaborations and extensions, and 

rejoinder moves of clarifying or instructing. These moves are part of Christie’s (2002) 

instructional register, with the exception of rejoinder moves of instructing, which have 

something to do with classroom management, but at the same time are directly related to 

content. Thus, instead of a division on the basis of register, I categorized the moves 

according to content, structure, and grammar.  

However, the analysis showed that there are not only differences in the 

knowledge that is elicited in different foci in the teaching of a magazine article, such as 

content, organizational structure, and grammar; also within these categories, instructors 

have different preferences for the use of process types, which ultimately also affects the 

knowledge they elicit.  

More specifically, the discussion of content is characterized by a frequent use of 

relational processes to identify people and attributes about them, but also material 
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processes in order to refer to past and present actions of people. Mental processes occur 

later in the discussion to ensure comprehension of previously mentioned aspects.  

 In this case, the discussion of the structure of the article consisted of a lot of 

verbal processes to reflect the different voices in this text. This was either done by 

referring to the people in the article as active participants, like Logan did, in combination 

with also mental processes of these people, or through a more passive approach, like 

Elizabeth’s examples show. In contrast, Claudia’s discussion of the structure was a more 

active approach, since she used a lot of material processes to refer to the active work with 

the text that she and her students perform in class.  

 As far as grammar is concerned, the topic of reported speech naturally brings 

about a more frequent use of verbal processes, but in addition to that, material processes 

were used frequently during exercises in class. All three instructors differ, however, in 

their use of process participants for this type of process. Elizabeth tends to use the 

impersonal third person plural ‘man,’ Logan prefers the inclusive first person plural ‘wir,’ 

and Claudia favors the first person singular pronoun ‘ich.’ These results demonstrate that 

there are quite a few individual differences to the teaching style and the elicited 

knowledge, despite the identical curriculum. 
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CHAPTER 5 
Conclusion 

 
5.1 Findings and Implications 

 This dissertation makes a valuable contribution to the research on L2/FL 

classroom interaction and the co-construction of knowledge by taking a semantic 

approach to the analysis of classroom discourse. It offers insights on how language is 

used to create and elicit knowledge in a FL class that follows a content- and language-

integrated curriculum. Furthermore, the study extends Eggins and Slade’s (1997) system 

network for casual conversation by making it applicable to the classroom context. In 

addition to that, it demonstrates that SFL concepts, which were developed on the basis of 

modern English, can be applied to other languages, specifically German, as well. 

In particular, different concepts from SFL were used to operationalize four 

research questions that seek to fill gaps in the current research on FL classroom 

interaction. RQ1 (How is knowledge elicited in teacher–student interactions in the FL 

classroom?) was approached through the system of SPEECH FUNCTIONS and the adapted 

system network by Eggins & Slade (1997). This moves analysis revealed that instructors 

use initiating moves of open and closed questions to elicit knowledge. However, the 

analysis also showed that there seems to be a pattern across all three instructors to 

supplement these initiating questioning moves with continuing ones and to ask a set of 

two or more questions instead of only one question. All three instructors demonstrate a 

preference for asking open questions. This preference could be influenced by the 

complex topic of discussion, as research has shown that this question type elicits more 

elaborate answers from students (Menninga et al., 2017). 
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Furthermore, a type of move that appears to be beneficial for the elicitation of 

knowledge, in particular for two of the instructors, is registering moves, which are a form 

of positive feedback that is brief enough to encourage students to take another turn and to 

elaborate on their contribution. The third instructor, who uses fewer registering moves 

achieves a similar effect with acknowledgements. Hence, this finding provides a basis for 

future research about ways to encourage students’ contributions. The analysis also 

suggests that contextualization cues, a concept that goes back to Gumperz (1982a), might 

trigger registering moves. For example, a student expressing a statement with a rising 

intonation, might signal the need for the instructor’s confirmation, before the student 

continues. Moreover, these moves break up the IRE/F sequence in that they give an 

evaluation/feedback, but also encourage students to take another turn and to continue 

their contribution. The added value of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis lies in the fact 

that it allows for a more detailed analysis of teacher–student knowledge constructing 

strategies and, for instance, a differentiation of registering and acknowledging moves.  

Furthermore, clarifying moves proved to be beneficial in two ways: they 

facilitated elicitation of further knowledge that was not expressed after the initial 

question; and they helped identify knowledge gaps. Another type of move that appears to 

be important for both the elicitation and co-construction of knowledge is a confronting 

rejoinder, specifically rebounds, which question a statement and send the interaction back 

to the previous speaker, which can encourage critical thinking.  

Finally, in this data set, vague, open questions that do not target a very specific 

aspect tended to elicit more knowledge from students; that is, they elicited more content, 

but they also encouraged learners to produce syntactically more complex utterances. This 
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finding corroborates and extends the results of the study by Menninga et al. (2017), who 

found that in an early elementary science classroom, open questions elicited more 

syntactically complex responses than closed questions. Despite the fact that the context of 

this study is different from Menninga et al.’s, the finding is similar: also in an advanced 

German FL classroom at a US university, open questions elicited more syntactically 

complex answers. In addition to that, the advantage of open questions was found to be 

beneficial on the content level as well. 

 These findings have implications for the training and professional development of 

L2/FL instructors. The effectiveness of not only open and closed questions, but also of 

registering or clarifying moves in this data set could be used as basis for other instructors 

to analyze and reflect on their own practices. Consequently, depending on a given 

objective, instructors might favor specific moves, and it might be beneficial to make them 

aware of the effects of different moves, but also of techniques, such as the stacking of 

questions for knowledge elicitation. 

RQ2 (How are discourse semantic moves in teacher–student interactions realized 

grammatically by both teachers and students?) was operationalized through the system of 

MOOD in order to get insights into the grammatical realization of interpersonal meanings 

that are negotiated in the FL classroom. This analysis showed that a multitude of moves 

in classroom discourse are usually expressed through minor clauses, which are 

technically not part of a MOOD analysis, but constitute a large part of the overall 

discourse. There appears to be a trend, however, concerning teachers’ open and closed 

questions. They are usually congruently realized through wh- and polar interrogatives 

respectively. A congruent realization is not always true for commands, whose congruent 
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form would be imperatives. All three instructors use some sort of mitigation strategy 

when it comes to commands, which includes expressing them through polar 

interrogatives or using the modifier ‘vielleicht’ (‘maybe’) or the inclusive pronoun ‘wir’ 

(‘we’) to identify oneself as part of the group that the command is directed at.  

In contrast, a type of move that shows less variety is instructors’ monitoring 

moves, which are almost exclusively realized as tagged elliptical declaratives. The fact 

that this type of move is absent in the students’ discourse—just like imperatives—

illustrates the different speaker roles and power relations that are associated with them.  

Reactions to students’ contributions often include a move that restates the answer, 

which are usually elaborating moves. Elliptical declaratives are more common than full 

declaratives to realize this type of move, as instructors only repeat part of the answer. As 

far as the learners are concerned, there appears to be a trend in realizing answers as 

elliptical declaratives in situations in which students list multiple items or aspects. This is 

another consideration for teacher training. Since, in a language class, in particular in an 

advanced class, the objective is oftentimes formulation of complex sentences, the task of 

simply listing items could be changed to something different. For instance, instead of 

simply listing items, students could be asked to include a reason for their choice of 

naming a specific item. That way, their utterances would most likely consist of more than 

one clause and would provide a basis for discussion. In other words, if it is determined 

that, for whatever reason (e.g., to practice word order), elliptical declaratives are not the 

preferred type of clause for students’ answering move, an instructor might have to rethink 

the task of listing items already during lesson planning and adjust the task/question 

accordingly.  
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RQ3 (How are discourse semantic moves realized syntactically by teachers and 

students?) was operationalized through the system of CLAUSE COMPLEX to discover 

possible trends in how clauses are connected by both groups—instructors and students—

to form a complex. A general difference between students and instructors appears to be in 

the use of projection. All student groups use more projection than their respective 

instructor. As far as students are concerned, the two levels of projection also appear to 

have opposite effects: the inclusion of locution seems to strengthen and support an 

utterance, whereas the inclusion of an idea expresses uncertainty. Since instructors use 

much less projection but instead much more elaboration, it creates the impression that 

students tend to get support for their utterance from the text, whereas instructors prefer to 

restate or clarify utterances without direct textual support in order to increase 

comprehension. It can also be observed that the students’ inclusion of locution, in spite of 

oftentimes expressing uncertainty, also produce syntactically more complex utterances. 

However, the syntactic complexity that students produce might be more dependent on the 

task than on a specific type of discourse-semantic move from the instructor. Nevertheless, 

this study has also demonstrated that there are instances in which short utterances of both 

interlocutors might influence each other, similar to what Menninga et al. (2017) have 

found. Hence, tasks and their effect on syntactic complexity in students’ discourse is an 

area that needs further research.  

RQ4 (Is there a pattern in terms of word choice within teachers’ knowledge-

creating moves?) was operationalized through the system of TRANSTIVITY, which 

differentiates between different process types and their constituents. The analysis 

indicated that there are individual differences between all three instructors. The different 
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preferences for certain process types reflected the different teaching approaches of all 

three instructors, which exist despite the fact that all three teach according to the same 

curriculum and, in this study, taught the same text, grammar, and used the same 

worksheets. This shows that there is still flexibility when it comes to the actual teaching, 

even in cases in which a specific lesson plan is agreed upon. As far as grammatical 

knowledge and its elicitation is concerned, Logan tends to refer to himself as part of the 

whole class through ‘wir’ (‘we’), while Claudia tends to address herself as one 

representative of the class and Elizabeth prefers the impersonal pronoun ‘man’ (‘one’). It 

can be noted that all varieties have been able to elicit knowledge from students, but the 

objective of this analysis was not to determine effectiveness; it was to show existing 

patterns for different moves. Consequently, it was shown that teachers have different 

preferences for eliciting knowledge, which was determined with the different process 

types.  

In addition to that, it is noticeable throughout the different analyses that all 

instructors use a mitigation strategy, especially for directives. The different forms of 

address are part of these strategies. For instance, through the use of “wir” (‘we’), 

Elizabeth includes herself as part of the group her directive is addressed at. These results 

support Dalton–Puffer’s (2005) findings that moves that demand goods & services are 

usually uttered in a mitigated form. A benefit of the TRANSITIVITY analysis is that it can 

facilitate recognition of the different forms of address, which is one mitigation strategy, 

through the assignment of process participants.  

Overall, this study aimed to combine SFL with concepts from analytical 

approaches of DA and CA. As explained in the beginning, SFL sees language as 
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inseparable from its context, sequentially unfolding in genres. The same is usually true in 

DA and CA, but the difference lies in the analytical tools. SFL concepts, such as SPEECH 

FUNCTIONS, MOOD, CLAUSE COMPLEX, and TRANSITIVITY, can enrich the analysis 

of classroom discourse. At the same time, concepts from both DA and CA, such as 

contextualization cues, the recitation script, turn taking, or participation structure, can 

supplement an SFL analysis of classroom interaction.  

 

5.2 Limitations 

 While this study shed light on important areas of language use for knowledge 

construction in the content-based FL classroom, there are several limitations that should 

be taken into account. The first one concerns the modality of oral classroom interaction 

as a medium for constructing knowledge. Classroom discourse is only one modality, in 

which knowledge can be built. Rose (2014), for instance, mentioned that the complexity 

of classroom teaching and learning is grounded in the fact that knowledge is exchanged 

“through multiple modalities” (p. 2). Furthermore, there might be differences in the 

ability to express knowledge depending on the respective modality, as, for instance, 

Maton (2013) states. He found that the knowledge students express in classroom 

discourse is less abstract and more context dependent than what is written in textbooks or 

what students produce in writing. Consequently, students might be able to display more 

knowledge in writing than what they express orally in the classroom. It should, thus, be 

kept in mind that this study only captured one modality. Furthermore, the same applies to 

the co-construction of knowledge in classroom discourse, not just to its display. In-class 

discussions of one magazine article, which was the focus of this study, were only one part 
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of the multimodal approach of how this text was being taught. Hence, students’ 

individual examination and analysis of the article, including the completion of 

worksheets, might have fundamentally contributed to their understanding of the topic of 

immigration and multiculturality in Germany, but was not part of this study. Due to its 

specific focus of teacher–student interactions with an emphasis on teacher talk, this study 

also excluded interactions between students as well as nonverbal communication, such as 

gestures (apart from a few exceptions), which are another meaning-making resource. It 

should, therefore, be kept in mind that this study focused only on one aspect of 

knowledge creation, which is how teachers contribute to the co-construction of 

knowledge in interactions with their students in the FL classroom. Apart from that, 

determining what exactly constitutes knowledge is a common challenge in research on 

L2/FL learning, as Mackey and Gass (2015) mention.  

 As far as the analysis of CLAUSE COMPLEX is concerned, it was shown that 

syntactic complexity can be interpreted as syntactic knowledge of the German language. 

However, this constitutes only one aspect of language knowledge and does not mean that 

syntactic complexity is the ultimate goal and only approach to an advanced use of the 

target language. Studies, such as Ryshina–Pankova (2010) have shown that such features 

as grammatical metaphor, an essential part of academic language use, can condense 

meaning in a syntactically less complex representation. Consequently syntactic 

complexity cannot be equated with the level of target language proficiency. Furthermore, 

the specific topic of migration in Germany and reported speech, which was taught during 

the observations and recordings for this study, might have yielded results specific to those 
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topics. For example, the teaching of indirect speech might have resulted in either more or 

less complex utterances compared to the teaching of other topics.  

 Another limitation concerns the difficulty of analyzing natural speech. In contrast 

to written language, oral discourse contains a lot of false starts or incomplete clauses, 

which can be problematic for coding. For example, Martin, Matthiessen, and Painter 

(2010) mention that it can be problematic at times to determine the beginning and end of 

a clause complex, because, opposed to the orthographic signals in written texts, 

transcripts rely on the researcher’s interpretation during the analysis. 

 The methodological approach of video recording regular lessons adds a further 

challenge and limitation. In this study, I only used one camera with its built-in 

microphones and sat in the back of the classrooms to interfere as little as possible in the 

regular lessons. However, the absence of additional recording devices yielded lower 

quality of the recorded material, and the presence of a researcher and a camera might still 

have influenced students’ performance in the classroom (both negatively or positively).  

 In terms of the SPEECH FUNCTIONS analysis, it must be admitted that ambiguity 

or polysemy cannot be entirely eliminated. There might be cases in which the teacher’s 

intentions of producing a specific move are received differently by a student. At the same 

time, the analysis also depends on the researcher’s interpretation. The calculation of inter-

/intra-rater reliability as well as the interviews were meant to decrease misinterpretations. 

However, absolute unambiguity cannot be guaranteed. Furthermore, as already 

mentioned in the methodology chapter, the low agreement of both raters after the initial 

coding suggests that Eggins & Slade’s (1997) definitions of the discourse-semantic 

moves need to be more explicit and distinct from one another.   
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5.3 Directions for Future Research 

 This dissertation has reviewed various studies in the context of FL classroom 

discourse in the fields of DA and CA. This review demonstrated that there is much less 

research that approaches teacher–student interactions from an in-depth semantic 

perspective with a focus on knowledge construction in the FL classroom. The elaborate 

system network developed by Eggins and Slade (1997) was designed to capture the 

meaning-making aspects of casual conversation. The intricacies and particularities of 

classroom discourse are not entirely reflected in their model. The four additional moves I 

added to it increase its applicability to the classroom context. Consequently, more 

research is needed in this regard to further uncover how instructors and students 

communicate to create meaning and to co-construct knowledge in the FL classroom. For 

example, little is known about the students’ language use and how their interactions 

contribute to the co-construction of knowledge. Furthermore, the context of this study 

was very specific, since it only included conversations that pertained to the discussion of 

a magazine article. Thus, studies that focus on a specific task or a different context would 

contribute to our understanding of effective classroom discourse and its ability to co-

construct knowledge in a content-based FL classroom. There is a need, in particular, for 

studies that focus on a FL/L2 other than English and conduct an investigation from an 

SFL perspective in order to further our understanding of content-based classroom 

communication in a FL/L2. Especially in a time, in which technology offers new 

possibilities for language learning both inside traditional classrooms or through online 

courses, it is important to uncover the particularities (and possible advantages) of face-to-

face instruction and communication for the co-construction of (language) knowledge.   



 266 

APPENDICES 
APPENDIX A 

System network of speech functions  
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APPENDIX B 

Explanation of the individual moves  
1) Opening: begin sequences of talk or open up new exchanges. They are not 

elliptically dependent on prior moves, they are usually cohesive in other non-
structural ways, such as through lexical or referential cohesion; they initiate 
negotiation of a particular configuration of Mood constituents 

2) Sustaining: are related elliptically to prior opening or other sustaining moves, or 
could be made elliptically depend upon them; they remain „with“ the Mood 
structure set up in an initiation; they keep negotiating the same proposition 

3) Attending: merely set the scene for an interaction; include salutations, greetings, 
calls, all of which function to prepare the ground for interaction by securing the 
attention of the intended interactant 

4) Initiating: actually get that interaction under way 
5) Open questions: seek to elicit completion of a proposition from the addressee; are 

congruently realized by wh-interrogatives 
6) Closed questions: present a complete proposition for the support or confrontation 

of the addressee; are realized by polar interrogatives 
7) Continue: sustaining talk by continuing speech functions from the speaker who 

has just been talking 
8) Reacting: sustaining talk by other speakers taking a turn 
9) Monitoring: involves deploying moves in which the speaker focuses on the state 

of the interactive situation, for example by checking that the audience is 
following, or by inviting another speaker to take the turn (in which case the 
invited response is set up as a supporting response); seeking support for one’s 
own position; it is elliptical, depending on all the prior clauses in that turn 

10) Prolonging: a continuing speaker adds to their contribution by providing further 
information; it builds on or fills out the move it is logically connected with 

11) Elaborate: a move clarifies, restates or exemplifies an immediately prior move; 
could be made explicit by „for example,“ „like,“ „I mean“ between the two 
related moves 
11a) Prolong:elaborate: clarify, exemplify or restate 
11b) Append:elaborate: clarify, exemplify or restate previous move after 
intervention by another speaker 
11c) Develop:elaborate: expands on a previous speaker’s contribution by 
restating, clarifying or exemplifying what has been said 

12) Extend: a move adds to the information in an immediately prior move, or provides 
contrasting information; could be explicitly linked by the use of „and,“ „but,“ 
„instead,“ „or,“ „except“ 
12a) Prolong:extend: offer additional or contrasting information 
12b) Append:extend: offer additional or contrasting information to previous move 
after intervention by another speaker 
12c) Develop:extend: expands on a prior speaker’s move by adding further 
supporting or contrasting details 
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13) Enhance: a move qualifies or modifies the information in an immediately prior 
move by providing temporal, spacial, causal or conditional detail; could be made 
explicit by the use of „then,“ „so,“ „because“ 
13a) Prolong:enhance: qualify previous move by giving details of time, place, 
cause, condition etc. 
13b) Append:enhance: qualify previous move after intervention by another 
speaker 
13c) Develop:enhance: providing a temporal, causal or conditional qualification 

14) Append: mid-way between „continuing:prolonging“ and „reacting:developing;“ 
when a speaker makes one move, loses the turn, but then as soon as they regain 
the turn they produce a move which represents a logical expansion of the 
immediately prior move; it is a continuation by the speaker after an unplanned 
intervention by another speaker 

15) Respond: reactions which move the exchange towards completion; negotiate a 
proposition or proposal on the terms set up by the previous speaker; ellipsis: many 
responding moves are potentially or actually elliptically dependent on prior moves 
by other speakers; do not introduce new Subject^Finite nubs 

16) Rejoinder: reactions which in some way prolong the exchange by either querying 
it (demanding further details) or rejecting it (offering alternative explanations) 

17) Support: the preferred responses of CA or Halliday’s predicted responses 
18) Confront: dispreferred or discretionary alternatives 
19) Develop: reaction to a prior move by a different speaker; indicate a very high 

level of acceptance of the previous speaker’s proposition, as they build on it, by 
expanding it through elaboration, extension, or enhancement 

20) Engage: exchange-compliant reactions to attending moves; they are minimally 
negotiatory, as they simply agree to the negotiation going ahead; engaging 
reactions include responses to the attention-getting attending moves, realized 
typically by minor clauses, often duplicating the lexical items and/or intonation of 
the opening salutation (e.g. hello — hello)  

21) Register: provide supportive encouragement for the other speaker to take another 
turn; they do not introduce any new material for negotiation, and carry the strong 
expectation that the immediately prior speaker will be the next speaker; includes 
feedback and backchannelling moves, as well as more evaluative reactions, such 
as „Oh“ or „Really“ said with an intonation expressing surprise; often realized by 
formulaic minor clauses of agreement, frequently reinforcing accompanying non-
verbal signals (e.g. head nods) 

22) Support:reply: indicate a willingness to accept the propositions or proposals of the 
other speakers; they are non-assertive, even deferential; they create an alignment 
between initiator and supporter, but suggest that the relationship is one of 
dependence and subordination; often achieved non-verbally 
22a) accept: supporting reply to an offer (often non-verbal) 
22b) comply: supporting reply to a command; to carry out demand for goods & 
services (often non-verbal) 
22c) agree: to indicate support of information given; positive polarity 
22d) answer: to provide information demanded 
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22e) acknowledge: supporting reply to a statement of fact; to indicate knowledge 
of information given 
22f) affirm: to provide positive response to question; positive polarity 

23) Confront:disengage: refusing to participate in the exchange, e.g. by responding 
with silence 

24) Confront:reply: indicate a dependency between the initiator and respondent, but 
do not imply the deference or alignment of supporting replies; they encode 
relatively weak forms of non-compliance with the positionings offered the 
respondent;  
24a) decline: confronting reply to an offer (often non-verbal)  
24b) non-comply: to indicate inability to comply with prior command; refusal  
24c) disagree: confronting reply to a closed question; disagreeing with the 
polarity in the initiating question: with negative polarity to a positive polarity 
question; with positive polarity to a negative polarity question 
24d) withhold: confronting reply to an open question; to indicate inability to 
provide demanded information 
24e) disavow: to deny acknowledgement of information with expressions of 
disclaiming knowledge  
24f) contradict: confronting reply to a statement of fact or opinion; to negate prior 
information; switched polarity 

25) Track: delaying anticipated exchange completion by checking, confirming, 
clarifying, or probing the content of prior moves, without disagreeing 
25a) check: to check on content which has been missed or may have been 
misheard; may involve specifically requesting clarification or querying a move 
which has more or less been missed altogether  
25b) confirm: to seek verification of what the speaker indicates they have heard 
25c) clarify: to seek additional information in order to understand a prior move; 
including requests for elaboration; clarification moves typically delay the 
presentation of the speaker’s reaction, on the basis that inadequate information is 
available 
25d) probe: to offer further details or purpose implications for confirmation by the 
initial speaker; introduce new propositional material, but it stands in a logico-
semantic relation with the moves being tracked; including offering for 
confirmation an elaboration, extension or enhancement of a prior move 

26) Challenge: confront prior talk by attacking it, e.g. by rejecting negotiation or by 
querying the veracity of what has been said 
26a) detach: seek to terminate the interaction, to avoid any further discussion 
through silence or an expression of termination 
26b) rebound: send the interaction back to the first speaker by questioning 
relevance, legitimacy or veracity of another speaker’s move 
26c) counter: express confrontation by offering an alternative, counter-position, or 
counter-interpretation of a situation raised by a previous speaker 

27) Supportive response: 
27a) resolve: providing clarification 
27b) repair: offering a repair move 
27c) acquiesce: accepting something reluctantly but without protest* 
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28) Confronting response: 
28a) unresolve: providing counter-information/-interpretation/-position to a 
response/situation by a previous speaker that seemingly resolved a previous 
argument/proposition*  
28b) refute: to contradict import of a challenge; elliptical declarative, negation 
28c) re-challenge: to offer alternative position; elliptical interrogative 

* This is my own interpretation, since no explicit explanation was given in Eggins & 
Slade (1997) 
 
+ 29 Prompt: to call on somebody to speak (sustain:react:rejoinder:prompt) 
+ 25e) + 26d) Instruct: to react to a previous move with a request for action either to 
support the previous move (sustain:react:rejoinder:support:track:instruct) or to challenge 
the previous move (sustain:react:rejoinder:confront:challenge:instruct) 
+ 30 Evaluate: to react to a statement by providing an evaluation that goes beyond an 
acknowledgement 
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APPENDIX C 

Transcription codes 
Transcription codes based on Tannen, Kendall, and Gordon (2007) 
 

((words)) Double parentheses enclose transcriber’s comments, 
in italics. 

/words/ Slashes enclose uncertain transcription. 

carriage return Each new line represents an intonation unit. 

® An arrow indicates that the intonation continues to 
the next line. 

– A dash indicates a truncated intonation unit.  

- A hyphen indicates a truncated word or adjustment 
within an intonation unit, e.g., repeated word, false 
start. 

? A question mark indicates a relatively strong rising 
intonation. 

. A period indicates a falling, final intonation. 

,  A comma indicates a continuing intonation. 

. .  Dots indicate silence (more dots indicate a longer 
silence). 

: A colon indicates an elongated sound. 

CAPS Capitals indicate emphatic stress. 

<laughs> Angle brackets enclose descriptions of vocal noises, 
e.g., laughs, coughs. 

<manner>words> Angle brackets enclose descriptions of the manner 
in which an utterance is spoken, e.g., high-pitched, 
laughing, incredulous. 

words[words] 

[words] 

 

Square brackets enclose simultaneous talk. 
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Transcription codes based on Mackey and Gass (2016) 
 

T This letter on the left from the transcribed text 
indicates the teacher. 

F This letter on the left from the transcribed text 
indicates an unidentified female learner. 

M This letter on the left from the transcribed text 
indicates an unidentified male learner. 

F1 This letter followed by a number indicates an 
identified female learner, using numbers (F1, F2, 
etc.).  

M1 This letter followed by a number indicates an 
identified male learner, using numbers (M1, M2, 
etc.).  

(.00) Numbers in parentheses indicate a pause in tenths of 
a second.  

 
Additional transcription codes 
 

words Italic script indicates English words or English 
pronunciation. 

R This letter on the left from the transcribed text 
identifies the researcher as speaker. 

Fs This combination of letters identifies multiple 
unidentified female learners. 

Ms This combination of letters identifies multiple 
unidentified male learners. 

FsMs This combination of letters identifies multiple 
unidentified female and male learners. 
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