DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 214 181 . . o Cs 206 790

AUTHOR Freedman, Sarah Warshauer . _

TITLE Student Teacher Conversations about Writing: Shifting
) Topics in the Writing Conference.

PUB DATE Mar 82 ¢ :

NOTE 19p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the

Conference on College Composition and Communication
(33rd, San Francisco, CA, March 18-20, 1982).

) ' -
EDRS PRICE MFO01/PCOl: Plus Postage. E, -
DESCRIPTORS Adult Students; College Students; *Communication

Research; *Discourse Analysis; Interaction;
Interpersonal Relationship; -*Student Teacher
Relationship; *Writing Evaluation; *Writing
Instruction

IDENTIFIERS *Interpersonal Communication; *Teacher Student
Conferences .

ABSTRACT S .,

The individual writing conference is one of the key
settings in which adults are taught to write. Success in the,
conference can e connected both to its structure (who can talk when
and how nnch,\end vhat types of ,talk are sequenced in what ways) and
to the content:within that structure (what topics ‘are discussed, the
amount of collaboration between student and teacher in sustaining
topics, and so on). In one study of such conferences, tape recorded
conversations between one teacher and four sztudents were analyzed for
content and structure. The analysis of the first introductory S
conference revealed that the conferences were teacher controlled and
centered around a discussion of the student's past experiences with
writing and a review of the student's first writing sample. The
substantive topic that the teacher initizted most frequently differed
for the stronger students and wezker students and.differed according
to ethnic group. For the stronc~~ xtudents, most of the '
teacher-initiated talk centered _rouand idea development. For the
weaker students, talk centered around mechanics, revision, and issues
of strategy. Another interesting diffeiance in the topics of
conversation wag affective. The teacher spent a great deal of time
praising the stronger students and very little time, if any, praising
the weaker studerts. Stronger studeats knew hcw to injtiate praise,’
but the weaker stydents behaved and spoke in a manner that might have
alienated the teacher. (HOD) - /

b

-~

****************f******************************************************

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made @ *
&®

* from the original document. el
********************************************************k**************

4




- -

<

7

Sarah Warshauer Freedman
School of Education

ED214181

o U S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL RESOURC.S INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

Ed

University of California,Berkeley

Student Teacher Conversations abuut Writing:

the Writing Conference

. §¢

Shifting Topics in

v
-«

Paper prebentedat the
annu meeting of the
Conferenceon College
Composition and Communication,

San Ffrancisco, March, 1982
“PERMISSICN TO REPRODUCE THIS :

MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

Freedman .

ﬁls document has been reproduced as
received trom the person or organization
onginatng 1t

Minor changes have been made to improve
reproduction quality =

Introduction

® Ponts of view of opimiors stated in this docu
ment do not recessanly represent oticial NKE
position or policy a

y In composition research today,

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CEN7ER (ERIC) "
much attention has been pa1d
oo
to studying the writing process. However, very llttle attention
\ “.
has been paid to the teachlng process and how'it interacts with
how students come to write as khey do. The ethnOgraphic work o’
; ) R . )
Graves (1980) has demonstrated how important a.role the events in
- ¢
the classroom play in the student's early

S N e

acquisition,of written
langudge.

second language acquieition,

S

also has found that the type of

-

classroom environment plays a powerfgl role in the rate of young
childfen'g acquisition of English when they go to school gpeaking
I'hav; found that for adults lgarning

the influence of s¢hooling also appeérs to be éreat

only Chinese or Spanish.

to write,

(Freedman, 1480; Freedman, .1981). The basic message is that

teaching matters and mﬁst be considered.vhen we do research on

learning.

-t

~—

study fow adults learn to write. I have

For this pilot study,’

’

examinednoné key teaching event in some Jetail--the individual

writing cgpferénce. One way to learn about the interaction
v ' . ) -
.) :

[ )
Q ' 1 -2/

Lily Qillmore (1982 and in press), doing research on-

The research T will reﬂort on toaay involves one asttempt to




]

{
between teachimg'and learning is to study the language of the
classroom or, in this case, the languagé of the confefence;

indeed; the rather full tradition of research on classroom
. .

flanguage (e.g., Cazden, John, & Hymes, 1972; Me%gn, 1979;
,brickson & Mohatt, 1982) and on conversation in general (e.g.,
Shchs, Schegloff, & Jefferson. 1972; pébov & Fanschel, 1977)

provide thé'meth?dolokical‘foundation for this study of the

@
writing conference. . .

I chose to ctudy the conférence because it is one of the key-

*

. A . %
settings in which adults are taught to write, and it has'not been

*

‘studied extensively. I felt that by. studying the ‘interaction

befqeeh{student and teacher in the conference I could develop

-
L4

hypotheses abdut what makes conferencé¥ successful specifically
b . .

" ‘and hypotheses about hov\téacherp‘influence studert writers

o

generally. For the pilot,study, I defined sugccess in the
conference in_two ways-- (1) by'preselecting a known, successful
\ ! .

teacher and (2) vy marking students'’ improvement'on their. papers.
. T \\ ) .
In a futuréistudy, I plan a&?o to have the student and teacher

participants independentiy identify points during the conference
.?' - . .

when learning was occurring (EerFson & Schultz, W§77).n

- I felt that success gn the conferénce would ‘be connected

N . s .
both to its structure (wh&gan talk when and how much; what types

fto the content within

of talk ate pequenced in what ways) and
that sTructure (what‘ﬁopics are talkgd about, the amount 95
.co0liaboration betwegn student and teacher talk ‘in sustaining
tépics, the ,dmount of foculb on‘different topics,'and who

. .

initiates talk and how often talk gets initiated on certqin'




- topics). . o ‘

-

I had three aims for my study: (1) to develop a discourse

-—

= analysis system which would be helpful to composition researchers A
and otheég interested in analyzing the language'of instruction,

(2) to obtain, by using the analysis system, findings that would
be intgrcs%ing'to writing teachers, and (3)‘to|provide moFe
general'hzyotheses-about the successfal teaching -and learning of .

5

wfiting in other settings (e;g., the classroom, peeT response -

groups, written coﬁmen+s on student papers). I will devate the
rest of this talk to a .description of the discourse analysis
.systeﬁ and to an illustration of the findings it pan. yield.»

\
\By way.of background, to begin my pilot study, I gollected a

- - '

- set of tape regordings of néturally oqchfringtcollege-level

‘iwriting conferencps: *1.,began with one teacher and eight

-

studenté. The teach®r was chosen Secause of her excellent

teach}ng record; the students wére choéen to represent the cross.

ey -

section of ethnic groups and verbal ap*ifude levels in her class.

’
.

-

{ I collected four conferences, spaced across a semester's timé,
for each'student. , . i —_

, ' Analysis System

The linguistic analysis consists of two levels: structure

and content. I will only discuss the ,semantic or content

aralysi's today. Other parts of the analysis system are described

in my paper tn the Procéedings of the Texas Writing Research

Group's 1981 Conference on Writing. 1If you would 1like copies of

that paper either ask Les Faigley how to oitafn copies of the
proceedings or let me know after this presentation and I can send

‘ you a copy of my paper. The semantic analysis consists of two

b r

i .
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layers:/ idea units” or focuses of consciousness (Chafe, 1980) and

topics of. convedsation (ngnan & Schieffelin, 19763 Covelli &

-

Muréay,' %980; Shuy, 1981). . ., _ ’
 » C@afe;defines the idea unit as a‘segment of discourse that
coincides with a person's focus of atoent'on or focus of ‘ .

e

«consciousress. Chafe notes, "A property of spontaneous speech
- ‘ , N - - * L4 N ° ‘
that is readily apparent to anyone who examinels it closely is )

that it is produced, not in a flow1ng streanm, but in a series of

-

brief spurts"J(p. 13). These spurts are the idea units. The main

cr1terla for deciding up{n an idea unit bounEary is®the .

1ntona¥10nal contour (pltch eithey rises or fa}ls)." Other

boundary markers include pauses -and syntactic markers (an idea
. -

unit tends to consist of ‘a single clause).

-

. . . L S .
By transcribing the conferences in idea units _.(numbering
. . : )

each unit and placing it on a'separate line), I can’measure the
. - : r
B |

amount of conscious energy o6r focus devoted to each part of the

conference conversatlon, compare the weight of the teacher and .

~ I

-

student focus on partici'ar topxcs. and develop hypothe’es about

the consequences <; the con;erence,talk forf%he Student's~. .
! N '
. éubsequent writing. This analysis alPows one to measure the

amount of verbal focus-em-a—topic during a conference and then‘ﬁo
) . ‘ . 4 e

¢« -
determine whether or not the amount of focus is related to

successful. teaching ahd'learning on that topic or, in the cdse of
- a general topic such alk teacher ptraise, how essential it is to

effective teaching and learning. .

_— So far, only some parts of the’pilot data have been

aoow
'




trangcrived into idea units. In a study‘supported by NCTE, I am

now collecting conference data from twelv%'teqchers at two

universities. fThis data will be transcribed into idea units, and%
' . ! ) LY - . -
two coders will have to agree indepenvently on ‘the'idea unit

' boundari'es. With my new data I will be abl&€ to dompare the foci

across teachers and schools," as well as across students and
across time with the same student.
- -

)

Topics of conversation . /}/

- -~

- : The next step in the seman*ic analysis involves dividid% the

.

conference inio topics of conversation. The analysis is akin to

the propositional analysis 6f written texts (e.g., Kintsch, . 1974;

Fredericksen, 1975; Meyer, 1975). Just as those analyz 'ng

written expositaqry texts have found that propgsitions are

arranged hierarchically, I:have found a similar arrangement of

the topics ¢f conversatjon in the conference. Experiments on the

comprehension of written texts have revealed that .the:

hierarchically higper'ievels-are easier to remember than the

—

lower levels. I hypothesize that in thé conference those topics

. .that ure developed most by bSth student and teacﬁér (thoge .
. . contaiw}ng theg most idea units), gnd tmbse-thgt the student
initiates frequenxfy.hnstuEééssfully (i;e., the teacher
responds)ujgfe remembqréd ﬁesg b{ the st;dent after the
conference and have the most patential of being used by the
+ Studeat when writing o. whenm revising future papers\\jf the

substance of the topic is relevant to such activities)..

As when coding idea tnits, independent coders identify the

topic shifts and the shif%s in levels of development of given

topics. In the pilot study, we have found if possible to

/ | | 5 6




identify the'ﬁppic shift boundaries reliably. After;identifying

these'bounda;i%s, two coders jointly decide on labels for the

hd -~

- substance of thé‘fopics.’This prdcedure involves+the coders in

[N

) makiné decisions not on}y about lahels but also about when the .,

-—

It

- ‘ " & » L
sameltopic is’;ecfiled at a later point in the discourse. We are

. gtill developing, this lLbe{ipg procedure. At present, it does not

.t . . ,’
. ] E
appear posskible ot desirahle to develop & mutually exclusive
a P . . - ]
. category system for the topics of conversation in. the conference.
. a /, . , . L

Thg'topics, w; have found, vary from one conference to the next,

' - -

’ v

_and frequently a spegﬁer talks on several topics at once.

Next I will rgport’the'rssults of this semantic analysis for \d

L

. ‘ ‘ . ; . .
the first spnference of the semester for four students in the
. i d .

[ &

class of the one excellent teacher described earlier. The four .

students fepresent the range of.verbal and ethnic groups in the C

class--one. high verbal Caqcasian; one high‘vq?bal Chinese-

. {
American, one low verhal Caucasian, and one low verbal ﬁapanese-

American. All students were born in the quted States and are

7

—

native speakers of Englishe

.

[

. X ' . Results
General topics . ' ' ©o
. ..quse introduc%ory conﬁgrenpés center around a discussion f\\
of: (f)" the stude;t's‘past experiences with and current h

feélings\agout writing; (2) a review of the student's rerformance.
én an in-class test,.the College English Placement Test; and (3)
; .8 review of the student's first wpifing sample. The téache;
q&ntrols thege high leYel eveqts’in the'coqferenbe; the student - '
may introduce g highernlgvel topic only at, the end of khe

-

A
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L

session,'pftei_the teacher has indicated that she is finished
’

with her. agenda (Fneedman, 1980):.Alse, students introduce their

lo#er'leVel topics very cdrefully éngtg&iitery,.:snaily in the
: . .

form of an )&direet speech act (Searle,” 1975), ‘often in the

middle of a convirsational turn and hidden within e.resionséito a

’ . - ) .
teacher’s question.. These frequently take the form of "yes-to X,

but now I want to ask abopt Y (Freedman, 1980; Freedman; 1981).

One example in the weak Asian American's first £onference

follows: Ir discussing how this studeﬁt app}oached a recent
revision task the teacher asks, ™Did youfmake‘any kind of-
outline?” The student responds, "Uhm hum but it ‘just didn't work.

I wrote a few thingse that aren't comp}ete sentences. That 8 the

froblem. See 1f I thought they were complete sentences~ I would

;'of'probably put them in the essay. The student 'shifts the, talk

-

avay from outlining to her problem during her process of odaﬁ}ang

0 -

ideas 1f she cannot come up with = satisfactory syntactic form .

\
S . 7 \

~for thenm. s ' ) €

Y2

Substantive topics . _ .

v

b}
A look at the substance of the topics initiated most by the

different studepts'gnd by the teacher with the different students

4

also proves interestiing. , Freedman i1979) found that/in d given

conlerence students and teachere repeat certain topics over and

-

’ H
over again, a phenomenon similar to what the patiept does in a

i .

psychiatric interview (Pittenger, Hockett, & Daneky, 1960; Labov

& Fanschel, 1977).
.

Teachor-initatiedp The su. cantive topic that the teacher

initiates most-differs-for the stronger students and weaker

~

. _ v S (\ 3 ' -

L}

fl‘
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[ /

) e
t students_gn&fhiffars according to ethnmic group. With both
étzgméér‘students, most of the talk .the teacher initiates is
e N - ) . ,
“//// about idesa dgvelopmeﬁt. Forathe strong Chinese-American, she

‘qlpo discusses erganizatiof and sentence structure as frequently.

With the veak Japanese-American, she initiates most tal% about

‘mechanics. With the weqy/%aucasian, she focuses on revision, an
: — LI

. — -

dssue of strategy. She seems to léan toward talk'about‘qpre

,mécﬁanical issues with the Asfan Americans, especially with e
weaker of the’ two. ‘ e
' T 'Y
¢ Following this theme of mechanics) with the Asian Americaas,

~

- . w#he also-raise§ ther question of whether or not English was their

- .
native language. She does not initiate this question with the
» . .

~ Caucasians. With the weaker Asian American student a\gyeqt deal

of time is devgted to a discussion of ESL as this student fqveals

L 4

her insecurity about her command of English: "there was a couple
l' ) Said yss, it is my first language. Then I thought am I having
trouble speaking theﬁﬁorrect way and it does mafe me wonder....l
. » , - .
said am I really having trouble with English? Am I that bad or

terrible in it?" ‘ ' N

' Student-inftiated. The strong Caucasian, 1like his teacher,
+ . . M < ' s
a«ainitiates tﬂgk about his idea developdeﬁt. The strﬁng.Chinese—

—

’ \\; Aﬂ;rican. unlike her. teache®, initiates talk about her- mechanics.

’ ' : '
dhe weaker Caucasian, like Her stronger counterpart but unlike

’ f her teacher, initiates talk abocut ‘her ideg development; like her
] & >
l . teacher, she foguses on her revision gtrategies. The weak
| Japanesé-Amé}ican. lik%e her téacﬂef. initiates talk about her

o - mechanics; unlike her teac@er,,sﬁe initiates talk avout her past

I

. 0f teachers who askpd\{e if English was my first language and f

ba




‘ .

- * -
.

teachers and their ievel‘of discrimination agd!nsi‘her; At the -

[N

start of class, the minority students both worry ﬁbout‘mechan?cs

while the Caucgsians worry about idea development. !

The teacher worries about mechanics only with the weak
- . \ A
minority student. With the weak gaucasian she focuses on

[}
Y

strategy, and wnlike. with the stronger students, does not

~ 1

initiate talk on the student topic of idea éévelopment.
. s .
Affective topics . . .- .

Y e i}
Another interesting diffqrence- in the topics of conversat@oh

is affective. For both stronger students the teacher spends a

great deal of her time praising them; neither weaker 'student

v

receives enough praise to count. Interestingly the amount of -~ ~

lpraiée a student recgeives séems to depeﬂ&, in part, on +the-

R

student's behavior. Some students, it appears,®know how'to'

-
A .

elieit praise from Bhe teacher. :Both'stronger stuaents spe%d a

substantial percentage of time admittihg their ingsecurity with
. . . \

\ - . ’

"+ their writing, exactly 4hg¢ type of topic that elicits the

teacher's prais%. Ne{ﬁger weaker student- spends muéh time”
. .o '
directly expres<i.ng insecurity in her writing. Additionally, the

veakerfstudents are not teacher-wise; they talk in wayg thdt

could easily aliehate a teacher or at least not ingratiate

»
[y

thémselve9~to the teacher. For example, the two weak studen.s

L\
vwere intergstingly blunt in the kinds of things they found
Qppropriate to say to a teacher upon firet meetTh& in a

. -+

* conference si.tuation. For examp.e, the weak ‘Japanese-American
d ) . - . . -

kept bringing up how much she-dislikes and disgrusts %eaphers:

S: Well, I, it is true.




i

9

- if yodvfailed or not. N

-and I was working at Kaiser as a personnel clerk,
and much fastej

_thén the teacher who.expected more

And.I talked with other students A ,

and they notice it jgo. ) - +
Hume/ Y ' - | " -,
Like I wis talking to this girl recently | . )

.Wwho alép had the'sa?e teacher

Like I toock this éecretary Administration class,
’

¢
P Y [ -
¥

.~
-

and I nbtic%d that I learned things much hetter 4

and my -supervisor is much more patient with me
hl . -

-

and who didn't really ‘give a darn

¢ E N
Hum. . . o, I

Have you found that to bé true at State too in all your
classes?

hd v

Yes ) ' £

<

.As ® vhole, I found there is a lot of dlsosrﬁinatlon
that 8 going on at this school -

)
.1 telieyve 1t was aboutﬁjwo or three days ago

and she took thls Ps hology class last semester.
) \

She ;gt a B out of e teacher, .
but there was this other girl o

two g-semesters ago,

] . RS i
uh, received a D%r an F. £§

. *

and she found out that if the teacher likeseyou
[N -

‘she'll give you a bad grade




Ve . * , s
That'e why I've been feeling

I guess depressed
/v

and lost . .

- ‘ -
tecause I sometimes

N - B .

M .
there are not many/beople who
wno would give you ce¢nfidence
and ‘would help yon &J \
even though & teacher might say

\

oh I'm alwa¥s ihere to help you.

But when y?g go to them -

'

Nave this attitude of I don't want to h2lp you. |

That happened vto ‘fy husiness teacher
: <. . ~ . .
she always came- tc .the~e¢lessroom
’ . ’ J \J 'f\ /
and just um, two student 'she liked.

Shé'alwayé said hi to them 3irectly
. ) ‘\
/Uhm. /

¢ I

and ther the other gtudents -

-

she would just 'ignore. . T . .

The weak Caucasien studeni\contiuually'admittéd tu jeachei,'

how lazy she was as a student.” For example, in responfze to the\u

¥

teacher question, "Do you liké to read?" she «ays, "I have:

*

" friends and mny friends'are reall, big readers and they dpneiantiy

recogmending books anda I just--it s laziness--I justf, I m}an-

reading takes concentration whereas television viewin youl{ust

sit there and they do all the work." ' ‘ »
\ ' '

Such domments, besides bsing blunt and perhaps alienating

the teaecher for that reason, alsq indicate that these students do

1"




"not take full resﬁbnsibiligy for whatever‘writing problems ‘they
heve and thus suggest why they may not express insecurity a2 a
writers. Nctice that‘the weak Asian American blgies prejudiced

teachers for students’ failures in school and that the Caucasian

’
Y

reveals what she‘perceives to be a permanent personality trait,
her lazineés. that will hinder her success. Somehow we need éo
helyp weaker students unlearn these behaviors that are
countgrproductif: to learning.

C A%ter obtserving éhe weaker students' pehavior differences

and the teacher's unegual distribution of praise to the different

. " students, I looked for other instances of differences among these

con§§rences. A éahple of talk that occurred toward the ?Pd of
every conference proved particularly. revealing in illustréting
the consequences of ipe studfnt-téacher interaction. This talk
;, : cgnters'around the t;acher's iAvitation to the student to return

fcr additional individual meetings. On the whole, this teacher

is exceptionally generod%'viih ber time and lets her students,

. Tt~

know about her generosity. Howev;;T\thgse four students go*
\\ ® >

different types of invitations. On your handout you %ill see

these .invitations transcribed into idea units. Notice that the
pumber of teacher idea units devoted to the invitation varies
4 -
from 25 for the strongest Caucasian- student receives to none for
the weakest Asian Amg;;can. Remember, this is the same student
P .
who admits that she feels discriminated against Py her teachers,

and we see that, in fact, she is. But we also see why.

It is important to remember that neith:r the teacher nor the

3
student-~is &alone responsible fcr what happens in the con{erence;

N

12
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the interaction between the twon that leads to

N
it is

rather

different results for different students. The teacher in this

7 L]

study

by these findings.

S

tried hard to treat her’stu@gnté equally and was surprised

I hope that by bringing these results to ‘a

con;cious level, we\can begin to understand the types of student

behaviors that lead even the best of us two treat students

Perhaps we can learn not to react in ways that
A\

prevent the weskx student

differently.

who needs the mcstyhelp,\ffom getting

the same kind and samé‘amount of nelp
’ /

nt,

that the mcst able get.

Just as import

students unlearn defensjve behaviors that will cause them to

continue to alienate teachers, receive unequal treatment, and in

»

the than they otherwise might.

end learn 1less We’must do

whatever we can to ‘prevent the self-fulfilling propheqles that

cause the weak to get weaker and the strong to get stro&ger from
\ .

l

continuing. And we must remember that the changel procesg

i o
involvas both teacher educatian and student educatlon.

we must develop‘ways to help some of our’
? . R

7

¢ : /
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"StudenB}Enacher Conversatlons about Writing: Shiftlng Topics in ihe,

1.

‘.

#riting Conference

..

, 3 e
INVITATIONS TO SEEK HELP o

o
Strong Caucasiam (S) and Teacher (T) ] > ,
T: (1) if you think of anything,
(2) do feel free to come down.
(3) «.And talk with me
(4) «+In-the office. .
(5) If I go, tnrOugh a lesson foo quickly, S e
(6) i.or there're points that I didn't raise, !
(7) that you really wanted to ask about,
(8) and you, didn't. feel you had time in class to cover them,
(9) always come down. : ) '
. (10) ..0r set up an appointment to meet with.me. :
(11) ..Uhm as a process class ik's important,
(12) ..that you keep upwith the work. . - -~

. /Yeah/
(13) Because you don't- vant to be: thinking about theéls

statements whHen you're thlnking about topic sentences,
(14) ortopic sentenceswhen you’ ‘rethinking about

paragraph development, N ¢
(15) or introductions and conclu31ons.

[You know,] y

(16) when you can kinda ,tackle each part of the writing..itself,

4

as its own..little : . ~
’ ..what] ’ ’ , L
"(47) ..as" its own issue, .
(18) and its .own: lesson. .
(19) ..And you can kinda @et clear at least on the principle.
(20) It takes a while to incorporatg’it‘into your writing,
b (21) It taes practice.
(22) ..There's only ¢ much I can teach you through...talking.
"(23) Most of it comes fiom you..writing.
/Yeah/
.
(24) So if you have any qu@stions, .
(25) ...feel free to ask.

Now’that's really all I needed to go ‘thrcugh with you.
» . b . 3

Strong Asiap American (S) and Teacher (T)

T: (1) Well you know where my office is.

St Yeah. .

T: (2) And if you..if after a class..on a thesisstatement
. -or something, -

17 N
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Okay.
fOkay;

A1l right, ] ) .

(17) and if you think of questions later, *.
(18) "you'll feel free to come in.

4
5
6

).do come down.

do come-down here. ~
I try not to let, :
«+el really like people to ke..to keep up with the class,

since it is a...what do you call process orisa?ed class.

“~

You don't want to be thinking about thesis staltements,
when you're down the road looking at how to jqin seutence
and develop sentences, .
or..you don't want to be thinking about topic sentences,
vhen we're looking.at how to develop..paragraphs.
So that if for some reason a particular lesson seems

very confusing, o
or you have other ideas that you wanted to discuss,

..and make use\gf this time.

Weak Caucasian (S) and Teacher (T) ’
{1) Uhm...all right like I said .
(2) if you have any...questions...comments..things

T:

T:
S:
T:

S:

interrup%ion by other speaker 5
preliminaries to idea unit, not counted as part of idea unit
rising intonatioa

falling intonation

non measurable pause

measurable pause

(X

(3) ..do dqpe down to the office ) :
(4) ..and keep up with- the course. \
Okay. , t '

(5) Feel free to come down,

that you want to talk to me about, *

(6) now that you know where it is. ~.
(7) To visit..whatever.

A

“Okay~ />

Is there anything else you want to askme?
Any final observations?

Is there any extra credit work we could do?

4. Weak Asian Amepican (S) and Teacher (T)
.E have to go to a class now. !

All right. =
Okay.. o ’

Is that it?

Yeah | )

sethat's all )

s+l just essentially......c..

»
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. STRONG ‘ : ,
" Cauc. | idea dev. " idea devw.
; g E‘ praise ° insec. | .
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As.Am| *~ idea dev. ) mechanics i
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; praise ' .
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] ' | . revision
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