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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of the research reportcd in this monograph has been twofold. First, it 
aims al contributing to an inquiry of lhe ways in which language and context are 
inlertwincd. Second, il aims at giving a characlerization of a spccific communica
tive event, second langoage teaching. 

The sludy starts out from a broad social-thcoretical pcrspective, inspired by 
Janguage game lheory and elhnomethodology, as well as Goffman's (1974) 'frame 
analysis' and the work of Ragnar Rommetveit (1974, 1987). Levinson's (1979) 
notion 'activily lype' is used in exploring how relcvance criteria and frames of 
interpretation vary with the eon text of thc activity in which language is used. 

The empirical material for the study consists of cight dyadic lcssons of Swedish 
as a second language in grades 4-6 of thc Swedish comprehensive, compulsory 
school. As material for comparison, the pupils, 10-12 year old boys from the 
Middle East, also participate in two non-didactic conversations around tasks defined 
by the research team, one together wilh his teacher of Swedish, one together with 
a class-mate of his. 

The first of the th.ree empirical studies is a qualitativc, discursive analysis of 
salient dialogue processes in language teaching activitics. Abrupt shifts and breaks 
in the dialogue, mjsunderstandings, and lack of tuning belwcen the conversational 
parties are interpreted as results of a tension belween language al two levels in the 
language lesson. The dialogue in the Janguage lessons of the corpus is 
characterized by an ambivalence between lwo pcrspectivcs on language, the 
ordinary, everyday perspective on Janguage as a means for constructing and 
conveying messages versus the 'level 2 perspective', whcre language is scen as an 
abstract system of decootextualized linguistic items. 

The two olher empirical studies are quantitatively oriented. In the firsl of these, 
importanl differences in dialogue processes, conccming dynamics, coherence and 
fluency are found between the lessons and the non-didactic conversations, as well 
as between different activities within the confines of a lesson. One of the most 
imponant results is that the teacher's interactional dominance seems to be system
atically related to the content of lesson activities. The results of the last study 
suggest that in lessons, and especially language lessons proper, the pupil is given 
fewer opportunities for talking and, also, that hc refrains from taking the oppor
tunities actually given to him. 

The main significance of the research is the demonstration of the dynamic 
character of linguistic communication and of the way in which linguistic meaning 
is the product of uuerances being embedded in activities on which activity-specific 
premisses for communication are brought to bear. Also, the second Janguage 
teaching situation is characterized as connected with particular communicative 
practices that are imbued with a certain degree of ambivalcnce and ambiguity. 

Key words: Dialogue, Conversation analysis, Classroom communication, Second 
language teaching, Premisses for communication, Activity types, Dominance, 
Question-answer. 
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I 

1 

INTRODUCTION 

Second language instruction -
some preliminary remarks 

Until a couple of decades ago, Sweden was - compared to many other nations 
in Western Europe - ethnically and linguistically relatively homogeneous. In 
schools, Swedish was taught as a mother tongue - the subject carried precise
ly the namc of "mother tongue" (Sw.: modersmål). Modem languages, prin
cipally English, Gennan and French, were taoght as foreign languages. The 
traditional models for language instruction, then, consist of, on the one hand, 
"culturally motivated" foreign language teaching, and, on the other hand, 
mother tongue instruction that takes as its point of departure the fäet that the 
pupils ha ve already acquired the language "the natural way". 

Today, the picture is radically different. Swedish is now taught also as a 
second language to thousands of immigrant children. This teaching situation 
shares properties both with that of Swedish as a mother tongue and that of 
foreign language teaching, but is certåinly far from identical to either of them. 
Like the foreign languages traditionally taught, Swedish is taught in a förmal 
school setting to pupils who do not have it as their mother tongue. However, 
that's about the only similarity there is between the traditional foreign lan
guage teaching and second language teaching. Firslly, the goals in second lan
guage teaching are tremendously more ambitious. Secondly - and this is pre
cisely what the distinction foreign vs second language is supposed to capture 
- a second language is taught, learnt and/or acquired in an environment where 
the target language is used as the dominant, official language. 

In the two points mentioned, second language instruction is rather to be 
compared with mother tongue instruction. Unlike mother tongue teaching, 
however, the second language teaching cannot rely on the pupils' previous ac
quisition of the language - though the "formal leaming" can be supposed to 
go with "natura! acquisition" toa radically greater extent than in the case of 
foreign language learning. 

These are, in very broad tenns, some important characteristics of the situa
tion under scrutiny in the present study. Before leaving this section of prelimi
nary remark:s, it should be pointed out that different countries may have adopted 
different policies for the second language instruction of immigrant children. In 
the Swedish compulsory school, second language instruction is obligatory for 
every pupil who, according to the standards set up by the school authorities, is 
in need of such insuuction. 
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2 A brief introduction to the general 
perspective of the study 

This study concerns communication connected with second language instruc
tion. It contains an inquiry inte a few problematic features of second language 
Jessons as an activity type, as a cornmunicative event - in comparison with 
non-didactic, oon languagcxentered conversations with lhe same participants. 
In this introductory chapter, only a broad overview will be given of the general 
perspective in which the study has been pursued, as well as a very brief intro
duction to the rnain themes that will be elaboxated on later. 

One basic assumption, on which the study rests, is that language is not 
context independent, i.e. that language and language use must be understood in 
relation to the activities of which they are integrated parts. Each type of 
situation involves activity specific premisses for communication; what people 
say, how this is said, how it is interpreted and meant to be interpreted, is 
related to lhe different purposes, the culturally determined, but to a certain 
extent also individually shaped expectancies and relevance criteria lhat com
municators have as they enter any communication situation. 

Linguistic activity is situated, i.e. language use takes place under concrete 
circumstances within the frames of particular activities to which language 
typically serves as a means, a support and, at the same lime, as a constitutive 
elemenL Situational factors, tbe purpose of the activily, the Lime and place 
where the activity takes place, the role configuration connected with it etc, will 
determine to a large extent what kind of language is used, what it is used for 
and how it is used. The contextual ancborage of language is, however, not 
unidirectional in such a way that language is entirely determined by extemal, 
situational factors. The relation between language and contexts of use is a 
reOexive one: language also plays apart in building up situations, contexts and 
activities. The language teaching situation certainly is no exception in this 
respect. The language use during a language lesson is determined by objective 
factors of the situation in whicb it lakes place and, renexively, particular uses 
of language constitute a language lesson. 

The basic distinctive feature of an activity is its purpose. Thus, what pri
marily characterizes lessoos as an activity type is the purpose of teaching, i.e. 
the explicit, superordinate aim of promoting leaming. (There are clearly nu
merous other situations that promote leaming; what distinguishes teaching 
from those situations is precisely whether the aim of promoting leaming is 
superordinate or not.) Language lessons area subclass of lessons, distinguished 
from other subclasses by the content of the teaching. In the language lesson, 
language is not only a means for carrying out the activity, it is also the ma
terial around which the activity gravitates. This is the very point at which lan
guage instmction becomes interestiog for the purpose of this study. 

The study starts out from a geoecal assumption that, in language teaching, 
language is typically treated as an abstract, decontextualized entity, codified and 
objcctified in grammars, dictiooaries and readers. This may perhaps or partially 
be the result of a tradition, tacitly taken for granted or explicitly based on lin
guistic theory, or an ioevitable consequence of language being placed in focus 
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in iis own right, thus not serving merely as a means for other goals - for the 
present the question is left open. In this respect, however, language teaching is 
placed al a point where two culrural domains converge: on t.he one hand that of 
education, which seems in general to engender abstraction, reification and an 
attitude of distant observation, on the other hand that of linguistics, in which 
language is traditionally conceptualized in terms of an abstract, reified 
structure. 

Thus, language in a language lesson, as the principal means for carrying out 
the activity, is inevitably bound to the specific context as is evecy use of lan
guage. At the same lime, for language as the content of the lesson, as the sub
ject mauer being taught, there is typically a striving for decontextualization 
and abstraction from concrete situations of use. Here we find the first prob
lematic feature of language teaching to be examined in this study, the de
contexrualization paradox: 

Decon1ex1ualized language - language viewed, 1augh1. presented in 
readers. examples and exercises as srructure and/orm- is connected with 
certain specific types of contexts; it shows up in contexts such as that of 
teaching. 

Secondly, the language lesson is treated in this study as a type of communica
tion situation, which, due to the contexl dependent nature of language, will 
promote certain uses of language and inhibit others. Obviously, the aim of 
language tcaching is to enable tbe pupil to handle a wide range of com
municative situations where the target language is needed, the teaching situa
tion itself being but one and probably not the most important. Still, it is un
avoidable that the teaching situation rests upon its own grounds, situational 
parameters that are proper to it and that it does not share entirely with any 
other type of activity. This leads to the naturalness paradox:l 

What is natura/ (use of) language in a teaching situation tends ro be more 
or less unnatural in those target situations for which the teaching pre
pares, and vice versa. 

If one accepts these two fundamental bypolheses about the nature of language 
instruction, the decontextualization paradox and the naturalness paradox, several 
empirical questions suggest themselves to be examined: 

With regard to the decontextualiz.ation paradox: what are the repercussions 
of the tension between, on the one hand, language as decontextualized, 
abstract structure, and, on the other hand, the concrete context of the lan
guage lesson and the natural attitude to language as a means for conveying 
messages within the frames of an ongoing activity? A main hypothesis of 
this study is that communicative dysfloencies doring lessons can be ex
plained wilh reference to t.he decontextualization bypothesis. 

l Jndependently of my first fonnulation of this paradox (Gustavsson. 1983b; see 
also Gustavsson. l 985b), it has been put forward in roughly the same way by 
Lörscher (1986). Cf also Edmondson (1981:28, 1985:162). 
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With regard to the naturalness paradox: what are the charact.eristics of the 
language used in language teaching, what are the specific uses of language 
and the specific discourse pattems connect.ed with language teaching? An
other general bypothesis is that changes in activities from language 
lessons to non-didactic activities and changes in activities within the frame 
of a lesson will be syst.ematically related to variation in int.eractional pat
t.ems and dialogue cbaract.eristics. 

The airn of tbe present study is twofold. On the one hand, it should contribute 
to the inquiry of the ways in whicb language and cont.extual features are int.er
twined and int.erdependenL On the other hand, it should provide a thorough 
description of the language lesson as a communicative event 

3 Outline of the thesis 

In chapter Il, the theoretical background for the present ent.erprise will be out
lined and its relation to neighbouring research areas, such as research on lan
guage use in schools and classrooms in general and second language teaching 
in particular, will be described. 

The corpus of the study consists of eight lessons of Swedisb as a second 
language, more precisely eight teacher-pupil dyads, eight non-didactic 
conversations with the same two participants, i.e. the teacher and the pupil, a 
10-12 year old immigrant boy, and eight conversations that the pupil partici
pates in togelher with a class-mate of bis own cboice. In chapter 111, the em
pirical data are present.ed in detail. 

Chapter IV is devot.ed toa qualitative analysis of salient dialogue processes 
tha1 occur specifically in language teaching activities where the primary focus 
is on language itself. The problem of separating two levets of language in the 
language lesson - tbe language actually used versus the language talked about 
- is investigated. Taking as the point of departure the way language is talked 
about during the eight lessons of the corpus, a description is also given of the 
Janguage lesson as a specific cultural domain, as a minor 'province of meaning' 
(Schutz, 1962). 

Chapt.er V contains the presentation of a method for conversation analysis 
- tbe Initiative-Response Analysis (Linell & Gustavsson, 1987) - and its 
application to the eight lessons, under comparison with the non-didactic com
municative situations belonging to the empirical material of the study. The 
quantitatively oriented analysis aims at describing the dynamics and coherence 
of the dialogue in different activity types and special interest is devoted to 
dominance in interaction. 

In chapter VI, the pupil's opportunities to talk under various prernisses for 
communication are investigated anda special study is made of question-answer 
pattems in lessons and non-didactic conversations between the pupit and the 
teacher. 

The resolts are summed up and discussed in chapt.er VIl. 
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Il THEORY AND 
BACKGROUND 

1 Theoretical f oundations 

1.1 Language as a social phenomenon 

In this study I shall be preoccupied with the way in which tacitly held prem
isses for communication are overtly manifested in interaction and dialogue, 
both lhrough what is said and lhrough the way it is said. In so doing, I shall 
insist upon the necessity for the study of linguistic communication of taking 
into account the context in which language is embedded. The focus of the study 
is on linguistic means of communication (as opposed to e.g. cognitive pro
cesses or various types of non-verbal communication). Still, a theoretical 
comer-stone on which the study rests is that language is an integral part of 
human communicative devices, albeit an especially important one. 

It then becomes apparent that - for the present purpose - theories of lin
guistics in a narrow sense are not a sufficient basis. As pointed out by many 
(for recent discussion and criticism by scholars with their background in vari
ous disciplincs see e.g. Boardieu, 1982; Harris, 1980, 1981; Rommetveit, 
1980, 1983, 1987a, b), linguistic theories traditionally underemphasize - to 
say the Jeast - the social character of langoage, and instead they focus on 
structural relations wilhin language cooceprualized as an autonomous, abstract 
system. Furthermore, this orientation tends to be connected with a view of 
language that is oriented towards written language (Harris, 1980; Rommetveit, 
1988); traditional linguistics hasa "written language bias" (Linell, 1982). As 
Levinson (1983) points out, this criticism can also be raised against 
linguistically inspired work in discourse analysis, where the concept of lan
guage as a static product rather than a dynamic process (cf Brown & Yule, 
l 983a) has been carried along also when attempts have been made to overcome 
the traditional restriction in linguistics to idealized data in the form of isolat.ed, 
fabricated sentences. 

Hence, theoretical foundations for a study of language as it appears in con
crete communicative behaviour in specific contexts, especially spoken interac
tion, must be sought elsewhere. Such sources of inspiration for the present 
study are language game theory, social constructivist theory, ethnomethodol
ogy and other attempts to place the study of language in a social perspective 
(Rommetveit, 1974, 1980, 1983, 1987a, b, 1988; Goffman, 1974, 1981). 
Obviously, the common denominator of these various theoretical frameworks 
is the fundamental assumption that language, as a means of communication, is 
socially constructed and organized as to its form and meaning and therefore 
must be understood with reference to actors, their goals and the settings in 
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which they find themselves. The seu.ing also includcs the participants' more or 
less subjective assumptions and conceptions about what is going on; Goffman 
(1974:10f) defines bis central notion 'frame' as "principles of organization 
which govern eveots and our subjective involvement in them" (ilalics mine). 

All lhis can be summarized as the cootexl dependence of language. Now the 
notion of context is used in a variety of different ways in literature, and plays 
an imponant role in several disciplines. However central il may be to lhe 
analysis of language and communication, it has proved difficult to give a for
ma! definition (for a discussion from the point of view of psychology, see 
Clark & Carlson, 1981; for considerations more ak.in to the spi:rit of lhe pres
ent study, see Rogoff, 1984). Partly, tbis is why what has been said up to now 
about the contextual embeddedness of language may appear as extremely ab
s1ract. Still, eveo on this level of abstraction, emphasis oo context in the study 
of language may demarcate the theoretical framework from much work in the 
language sciences. 

However, even within the different lines of thought where the need for tak
ing context into accoum is taken for granted, there is room for divergences and 
controversies. This goes for differing theoretical conceptions of the exact nature 
of context, e.g. how broad a context that will have to be accounted for, as well 
as for methodology, i.e. concerning the most fruitful ways of going about 
concrete studies. Two dimensions where such divergencies are al band have IO 
be mentioned in order to detennine the position of the present enterprise. First, 
we have a divergence between schalars who maintain that context must be 
conceived of in a wide sense, e.g. the context of an institution or a subculture, 
and lhat more global elhnographic knowledge of the specific selling is a 
pr&equisite for understanding what actually goes on in a particular interactioo. 
A proponent for such a view is Cicourel (1981) who criticizes the school of 
"conversation analysis" ("CA") for neglecting superordinate social structures, 
lhereby losing sight of their influence on in teraction. "CA" as initiated by 
Sachs and developed, among otheis, by Schegloff (see Heritage, 1985), on the 
other band, concentrates on interaction itself and programaticaUy leaves aside 
considerations of larger social stroctures. This is reflected also in "CA"'s in
sistence on "ordinary conversation" as the primary field of inquiry, which has 
to be uncovered in detail before investigations of institutional contexts become 
meaningful; "ordinary conversation" is taken to be the baseline and 
institutional discourse mainly seen as deviances, as the products of subjecting 
interaction IO particular sorts of constraints on e.g. turn-taking, topic selection 
elC (Heritage, 1985; Schegloff, 1987). 

Second, there is a methodological divergence between detailed qualitative 
analysis on the one hand, which until now has been "CA"'s unique preoccupa
tion, and, on the other hand, the aim of describing general patterns by means of 
coding and categorizing (possibly summarizing results in quantitative terms), 
making available comparisons between, and within, specific corpora. The im
portance of these controversies should not be underestimated - when radical 
positions are taken in either dimension there is incompatibilily of perspectives, 
even though, as I started by pointing out, there is a fundamental agreement in 
sufficiently abstract tenns upon the impossibility of studying language in 
vacuo. In the present study, I shaU try to overcome such possible incompati-
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bilities by taking (the somewhat e.clectic) standpoint that the ecology of com
munication, the ethnographic lmowledge, must not be ignored, even if focus 
verj clearly is oo the interaction itself. So, though the characteristics of school 
and education as a societal institution, as a 'system of activities' in Leontiev's 
(1981) tenns, will not be discussed at all in this part.icular study, this should 
not be scen as a programmatic neglect but rather as a choice of focus. Second
ly, both qualitative and quantitative analyses will be used. Thus, though simi
larly concentrated on fine details of conversation, the work cannot, in either of 
these aspects, be scen lo adhere to the tradition of conversational anaJysis of an 
orthodox ethnomethodological kind. Nevertheless, inspiration from 
ethnomethodology is of utmost importance for the way research questions ha ve 
been posed and the way the study has been carried out, namely if ethnomethod
ology is talcen in a sufficiently broad sense and particularly as its main themes 
have been outlined by Heritage (1984). 

Another source of inspiration is language game theory, which has sprung 
from the lat.er Wiugenstein's thinking. As Severinson EkJundh (1983) puts it, 
the notion of language game is a natural unit in the anaJysis of discourse by its 
emphasis on the goal-directed and reciprocal nature of communicators' actions 
in socially defined and delimited activities. This view on language is an im
portant feature in the make-up of this study in general, and in particular 
through the way it underlies the method for conversation analysis presented and 
used in chapter V. 

In the ethnomethodological tradition we find a conception of social 
phenomena, one of wruch is clearly language, that share many fundamental 
assumptions with language game theory. The point to which there is conver
gence in substance between language game theory and ethnomethology appears 
in the following quotation from Heritage (1984: 139f): 

understanding language is not Lo be regarded as a matter of 'cracking a 
code' which contains a set of pre-established descriptive tenns combined, 
by the rules of grammar, to yield sentence meanings which express 
propositions about the world. Understanding language is not, in the first 
instance, a matter of understanding sentences but of understanding actions 
- uuerances - which are constructively interpreted in relation to their 
contexts. This involves viewing an uuerance against a background of who 
said it, where and when, what was being accomplished by saying it and in 
the light of what possible considerations and in virtue of what motives it 
was said. An utterance is thus the starting point for a complicated process 
of interpretative inference rathec than something that can be treated as self
subsistently intelligible. 

Although I start out from the standpoint that contextual factors actually come 
into play at several levels in the process of communication, there is no need to 

enumerate all these factors from the outset, nor to disentangle their complex 
interrelationships as a preliminary to the study of how language and context are 
intertwined (cf Ahrenberg, 1987:72ff; see also Erickson & Shultz, 1981, who 
raise the question "when is a context?"). lf, instead, we consider that the con
textual anchorage of linguistic utterances has to be continuously displayed in 
interaction and therefore is available to the analyst when data consists of actual 
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dialogues in their natural settings (cf Levinson, 1983:321), we may remain 
within what Reichenbach (1938) labelled 'the context of discovery' (see Säljö, 
1982:59). Taking as the field of inquiry a socially constituted, intuitively well
known activity type such as second language teaching (a sutx:lass of "a 
paradigm example", see citation from Levinson below), we are able to investi
gate empirically the emergent relation between, on the one hand, activity spe
cific circumstances and. on the other hand, fonns and pau.ems of language use. 
This should make it possible to give a precise account of the specific activity 
type(s) investigat.ed by uncovering some of the ways in which the linguistic 
utterances that constitute the activity interact with features of the surrounding 
context for their design, interpretation and function and lhus, how the language 
tcaching situation is acted out and sustained "in and through the talk" 
(Heritage, 1984:283). In line with Levinson's (1979:393) conclusion: "a full 
understanding of the ways language usage is inextricably entangled with social 
activities will require the description of a heterogeneous mass of arbitrarily 
varied, culturally determined language games", such a study may also con
tribute to adding substance to the very nation of context. 

1.2 Activity types, premisses for communication 
and relevance criteria 

In the previous section, the theoretical perspective in which the present study 
will be pursued was established in broad terms. I shall now proceed to specify
ing some key concepts: activity types, premisses for communication and rel
evance criteria. 

Language use is situated, i.e. lakes place under specific circumstances. These 
circumstances, most of which are social in character, can be seen to influence 
how language is used. Levinson (1979) introduces the nation of 'activity type' 
which refers to: 

goal-defined. socially con~titut.ed, bounded, events with constraints on 
participants, setting, and so on, but above all on the kinds of allowable 
contributions. Paradigm examples would be teaching, a job interview, a 
jura! interrogation, a football game, a task in a workshop, a dinner party 
and so on. (p 368). 

The central element in any activity type is, according to Levinson, its goal, 
"that is the function or functions thal members of the society see the activity 
as having" (p 369). Levinson's view emanates directly from Wittgenstein's 
(1953) nation of 1anguage game' but is stri.kingly reminiscent of elements in 
Soviet activity theory (Leontiev, 1981), though the focus in the latter is on 
cognition rather than on communication or language. (It should be remembered 
though that one of the hallmarks of e.g. Vygotskyian psychology is the view 
of social action, communication and cognition as integrated.) 

Allwood (1980, 1981), in his model of spaken ioteraction, based on the 
concept of activity language (Sw.: "verksamhetsspråk"), also stresses the pri
macy of purpose in determining activities. In a third paper, Allwood (1985) 
discusses how "foci of relevance" are established by a number of parameters 
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that lake on activily specific values. The gisl of his demonstration seems to be 
well in line with whal Levinson takes the role of activity types to be: "On the 
one hand they constrain whal will count as an allowable contribution lo each 
activity, and on the other hand they help to detennine how what one says will 
be 'taken' - thal is, what kinds of inferences will be made from what is said." 
(p 393). With reference to the study of cognition, Rogoff (1984) may serve as 
an example of the same fundamental preoccupation when she advocates for "an 
emphasis on the pwposes for which poople engage in activities and the prag
matic considerations involved in poople's solutions to problems." (p 8). 

Summing up, one may say that the present study is "linguistic" in the sense 
that it will focus on language and the way il is used as a means for acting oul 
specific activities. The language teaching situation and the conversations used 
for comparison will be taken as activity types in Levinson's sense, following 
Allwood's suggestion thal particularly relevance should be se.en against the 
background of activity types. I shall regard the conlextual constraints and rele
vance criteria which operate in particular activity types as "premjsses for com
munication" (Rommetveil, 1974; see also Säljö, 1982). 

Later in the study (chapter IV), I sball argue that one cbaracteristic feature of 
the language teaching situation is that Janguage is decontextualized, i.e. lin
guistic items and fragments are absttacted from coherenl communicative con
lexts and used as objects for particular kinds of manipulation. This, of course, 
does not mean that language lessons are exempt from contextual embeddedness. 
On the contrary - and this is precisely what the point is - il is part of the 
premisses for communication in Ianguage lessons that language be treated as 
decontexlualized. To rephrase the 'decontextualization paradox' introduced in 
chapter I: decontextualization of linguistic items is part of the premisses for 
communication thal characterize the context of a language lesson. However, 
before proceeding to a general description of the language teaching situation 
and the ways in which il is a particularly inleresting ficld of study in the 
theoretical perspective oullined in this section, I shall give a cursory review of 
a couple of research areas that are directly, or at least tangentially, relevant to 

different aspects of this study. 

2 Main topics and tendencies in 
research on classroom interaction 
and second language instruction 

The focus of the present investigation being on language use in a seuing 
specifically created for promoting leamingfacquisition of a second language, 
several research areas could potentially be seen as interesting as a background 
to the study. Enormous arnounts of work on various aspects of classroom 
interaction, as well as on second language leamingfacquisition, have been 
carried oul during the last two or three decades and cannot possibly be reviewed 
in any detail for the present pwpose. Nevertheless, I shall venture lO give a 
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cursory description of what seem to be central points and tendencies within a 
couple of research areas, concentrating on those aspects that are central either 
because of their affinity to my own work, or because of the need for demarca
tion, i.e. showing what this study is not. Thus, the overview is carried out 
without any pretension whatsoever of exhaustiveness, but merely in order to 
locate my own enterprise in some important respects. 

In an article aiming at describing common pallems found in institutional 
discourse and lo link these findings to broader social theorizing, Agar 
(1985:148) writes that "the work on discourse in educational settings betweeo 
students and teachers is too elaborate to even begin to review here". That is, 
even though very much of the work accomplished in the field of classroom 
interaction does not even fall within the scope of "work on discourse", which 
was Agar's concem (and mine), we have to do with a very large research area. 
Initially, however, classroom interaction research was associated with the cat
egorization of tirne-sarnpled behaviour, e.g. in the tradition established by 
Flanders (1970). Obviously, this kind of study has liltle lo do with the present 
study - for theoretical and methodological reasons and also because of differ
ences in the field of interest; the concem of describing discourse processes pre
supposes quite another approach. 

Bellack & al (1966) concentrated on the language of the classroom and de
scribed pedagogical cycles made up of soliciting, responding and reacting 
moves, a pattem that reappears in several studies under similar or slightly dif
ferent labels. Later, classroom interaction was used as data when scholars start
ed to develop models of discourse structure. Sinclair & Coulthard (1975), ac
tually one of the first steps in linguistics "towards an analysis of discourse" -
the title of their volume - found il convenient to work out their modet from 
classroom situations where the teacher was "likely to be exerting the maxi
mum amount of control over the structure of the discourse" (p 6). The research, 
thus, was motivated primarily by the aim of developing a general modet for 
discourse; specific discourse pattems in the classroom were taken as a point of 
departure and used in order to "make things as simple as possible initially" (p 
6) rather than something yet to be uncovered. Their approach to discourse 
anaJysis, the Birmingham approach, has been quite inOuential and the 
framework has been elaborated to suit language classes (Lörscher, 1983). The 
system of analysis is taxonomic and the resulting description represents dis
course as a hierarchical structure with each levet composed of entities from the 
level below. The level which is given most attention is lhe Exchange, which 
in c lassroom discourse typicalJy consists of (teacher's) initiation, (pupil's) 
response and (teacher's) feedback. These are moves in Sinclair & Coullhard's 
terms, and the Exchange can be seen to correspond to Bellack & al's typical 
pedagogical cycle, mentioned above. 

This tripartite structure has also been studied in depth by Mehan (1979) and 
found to be an organizing principle in classroom interaction. In fäet, Mehan 
considers such structures as constitoting lhe event of a lesson. The term 
'constilute' is important in this connection as it is the constitution of social 
reality in interaction, i.e. social organization rather than discourse structure per 
se, that is Mehan's concem; bis own label of bis approach is "constitutive 
ethnography". Mehan studieshow pupils leam to adhere to the rules goveming 
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classroom interaction, lhis process being what the title of lhe study -
"Learning Lessons" - refers to. 

The studies mentioned so far are concemed with patterns of interaction and 
discourse generally found in classrooms. From such a general perspective, lan
guage teaching has attracled very limited auention. On the other hand, if we 
change our perspective and start looking at work which has been done in order 
to explore leaming/acquisition of a foreign/second language, we find a con
siderably larger arnount of classroom studies carried out in language class
rooms. However, classroom research is only one of many themes in second 
Janguage research and by no means the most important Indeed, much of the 
research carried out on second language acquisition can be characterized as 
dealing with acquisition as an intrapersonal phenomenon. In most cases, data 
has been gathered in infonnal settings for acquisition, i.e. away from language 
teaching contexts; Lhe huge EALA-project for instance (Perdue, 1982) searched 
for subjects as Iittle influenced as possible by fonnal language teaching. 
Furlhermore, as we shall see later, when Lhe classroom has been taken into 
account as the setting in which acquisition might take place, classroom 
interaction has been studicd in a limited rangeofperspectives. 

A couple of decades ago, research efforts were directed at the problem of im
proving (foreign) language teaching Lhrough evaluation of different teaching 
methods. Nowadays, lhere is general consensus on the shoncomings of this 
line of research: not only did the studies rarely come to conclusive results 
(Levin, 1972; Allwright, 1983), it has also been pointed out (Long, 1983) that 
the studies were uncontroUed in the sense that it remains unJcnown what 
actually went on in the classrooms where instruction was supposed to follow 
method A or B according to the research design; thorough descriptions of 
classroom practices were lacking. During the first half of the 1970's, the in
terest changed from this "comparing melhods paradigm" to acquisition 
processes and language development within the leamer. Selinker's (1972) 
notion of 'interlanguage' marks a stage in this change, as weU as Oller & 
Richard's (1973) catchword "focus on the leamer". The title of one of the most 
imponant contributions to this line of research - "Developing grammars" 
(Klein & Dittmar, 1979) - gives a succinct hint at what was described: 
successively changing grammatical systems mastered by the learner as (s)he 
developed his/her second language towards the target norm. 

By the same time, the question whether, or to what degree, second language 
acquisition resembled first language acquisition gained in interest. This was 
first investigated in what has been labelled "the morpheme studies", the most 
well-known ones being those conducted by Dulay & Burt (1974). The mor
pheme studies gave way to studies of acquisition orders in particular 
grammatical areas such as word order (e.g. Hyltenstam, 1977, 1978) and 
negation (e.g. Cancino & al, 1978). Findings indicated that, when a second 
language was acquired in an informal context without tutoring, i.e. outside 
classrooms, there was actually a stable order of acquisition within certain 
structural domains. This made it natural to question the role of teaching; if 
there is a "natura! order" in which linguistic structures are acquired when lan
guage is "picked up" without intervention, what about typical pedagogical 
devices such as corrections, pedagogical progression, different kinds of 
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syllabuses and so forth? A paper by Lightbown (1985) gives a distinct fonnu
lation of tbe problem: "Can language acquisition be altered by instruction?". 
One of tbose who would answer a clear no to such a question is K.rashen 
(1982), who, leaning heavily on the morpheme studies, claims in his Monitor 
model that format instruction does not influence acquisition and that what is 
coosciously leamt can be used onJy for monitoring utterances produced by the 
acquired competenee. 

Obviously, in such a perspective, a decreasing interest in classroom studies 
is very likely to occur. In Federal Germany it has come to something of a 
controversy between, on tbe one hand, proponents of "acquisition research" 
("Zweitsprachenerwerbsforschung") who claim that ttaditional research on lan
guage teaching is inadequate and cannot contribute to optimize learner success 
(Hahn, 1982) and, on the other hand, proponents of language teaching research 
("Sprachlehrforschung") who reject this criticism. Thus e.g. Bausch & Königs 
(1983) maintain that there are crucial differences in leaming context between 
(foreign) Janguage leaming and (second) language acquisition and they claim 
that Felix (1981; Felix & Hahn, 1985), one of the most prominent representa
tive of acquisition research, is making undue overgeneralii.ations when apply
ing results from untutored second language acquisition to language learning in 
the traditional, förmal context of education (see also Königs & Hop.låns, 
1986). 

Wagner (1983) could be taken to represent an effort to overcome the con
finements that may result from exclusive focus either on the individual's 
acquisition or on classroom practices, as he explicitly sets up the goal of 
"empirische Spracherwerbstheorie mit der Didaktik des schuligen Fremd
sprachenunterrichts in Gleicbtakt zu bringen" (p 9). With this aim in view, he 
criticaJly assesses prevalent theories of language acquisition and current teach
ing methodologies as well as new methods that have been proposed as new 
possibilities for language teaching. Stressing the instiwtionally determined 
!imitations on possible cbanges of classroom practices, his empirical study 
contains a study of the effect of didactic games on interactional pattems in the 
classroom. The degree of complexity which characterizes the relationship be
tween language acquisition theory and classroom practices and which compli
cates the task of making them "keep in step" is emphasized on the very last 
page of Wagner's study (p 211): 

Notwendige Konsequenz der hohen Komplexität von Sprachaneig
nungsprozessen und der mangelnden Komplexität von kodifizierten 
Unterrichtsmethoden sind die in der Unterrichtspraxis herrschenden 
eklelctischen Konglomerate aus unterschiedlichen Methoden, die zwar 
theoretisch nicht konsequent sein mögen, aber offentsichtlich den Vorteil 
haben, dass sie funktionieren. 

When, in tbe beginning of tbe 1980's, research attention was again paid to the 
language classroom, it was toa high degree because of the importance that the 
notion of 'input' had taken (see the volume edited by Gass & Madden, 1985). 
Not only did Krashen's model stress the role of "comprehensible input" in the 
process of second language acquisition, research on mothers' interaction with 
their children (e.g. the volume edited by Snow & Ferguson, 1977) had pointed 
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to the existence of speech adjustments, sometimes interpreted as a specific reg
ister ("motherese"), thal were taken to be a mechanism functioning to facilitate 
the child's language acquisition. Parallel adjustments were found in native 
speakers' int.eraction with foreigners ("foreigner talk"; Ferguson, 1975) and it 
became natura! to explore if adjustments were al hand also in teachers' talk 
(Håkansson, 1982, 1987) and, more generally, what the input was like in the 
tanguage classroom (e.g. Gaies, 1977). 

Classroom-oriented research in second language acquisition is the topic -
and the title - of the volume edited by Seliger & Long (1983), "state-of-the 
art-articles" are Allwright (1983) and Gaies (1983). Second language acquisi
tion research is overviewed in a broader perspective by Hyltenstam & Piene
mann (1985), an overview which indicates the - after all - modest place that 
is occupied by classroom studies within the field of second language research. 
In a review of second language acquisition research comprising more than 160 
titles, Vi berg (1985:86) concludes, conceming classroom studies: 

3 

In order to understand what happens in langnage teaching and to be able lo 
evaluate differenl types of teaching, it is obvious that we have to supply 
ourselves with a more clear picture of what actually goes on in the class
room. This insight is more important than specific results from the 
investigations carried out (My translation). 

Rationale for the research 

In the light of the theoretical perspective described in section I and against the 
background of main preoccupations in previous research as outlined in section 
2, I shall try, in this section, to outline the significance of the present research 
effort. In doing this, I would like to point to the originality of lhe study in 
three respects: 

It applies a wider theory of communicative action to the study of language 
in language teaching, a domain which traditionally has been considered as 
belonging to the realm of linguistics proper (section 3.1, below). Stated 
the other way around, it brings the language teaching situation with its 
particularly imeresting complexities into research on communication (3.2). 

It contains a description of second language teaching in its own right, as a 
variety of institutional discourse, i.e. not necessarily subordinated to 
assumptions about what is propitious to learning/acquisition within the 
individual (3.3). 

It proposes an analysis of situated spoken interaction that is not restricted 
to general struclllral descriptions bot that concentrates on dynamic dialogue 
pattems and their connection with variations in the content of lessons and 
other activities (3.4). 
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3 .1 Broadening the theoretical perspective 

Language teaching traditionally has been seen as the perhaps most important 
branch of "applied linguistics", and the debate on language teachlng methodol
ogy and didactics can be seen to reflect rather narrowly the evolution of, and 
fluctuations in, linguistic theory. As Wagner (1983:38) puts it: "Die Fremd
sprachendidaktik hat sich ilblicherweise darauf beschränkt auf die Nahstelle zur 
Sprachwissenschaft hinzuarbeiten. Das allein ist unzureichend." Still quite a 
long Lime after the advent of more functionally oriented linguistic theories as 
sources of inspiration for langoage didactics - e.g. HalJiday's (1973, 1978) 
influence on the important Threshold Levet Project (van Ek, 1975), not to 
mention the response with which Hymes's (1972) notion of 'commonicative 
competence' was met in language teaching circles - the system view on lan
guage characteristic of linguistics seems to linger on. Jakobovits & Gordon 
(1979) strongly question the abstraction of language from social exchanges in 
language teaching and plead for "the art of not-teaching language" (p 10). To 
date however, few studies have been carried out starting out from such a broad 
social-theoretical perspective as that outlined in section 1. One such study is 
Kramsch (1985), who stresses the "multiplicity of possible interaction formats 
/of the language classroom/ and its variety of activity types" (p 170). To un
cover these formats and relate them to the variation in activity types must be 
scen as an urgent task for research, research which becomes feasible when the 
thcoretical perspective is widened to treat language as a social phenomenon. 

3 .2 Contextualization and decontextualization in 
educational settings 

Rosen (1972) has already noted that knowledge, in school settings, can be 
demonstrated only in a restricted anay of ways and has to be linguistically 
expressed in specific fashions in order to be recognfaed as valid. Anward (1983) 
views the activity of teaching as text production - or rather reproduction of a 
canonical text with a ccrtain form that stands for the relevant body of knowl
edge. Bautier-Castaing (1982) discusses how language is dis-authentified 
("dtsauthentifit") in the exercise function typical of school settings. In teach
ing there is a striving for "representational speech" that, according to Minick 
(in press) building upon Vygotskian notions, differs from ordinary 
"communicative speech" and represents quite another function of language. In 
the representational use of language, Minick argues, emphasis is laid on 
explicitness and the literal form of sentences morc lhan on the communicative 
mcanings that !hese sentences are nonnally used to convey. 

The discussion so far deals with language in education in general. lllere, the 
tcndency to detach language as a self-contained system and its separation from 
the authentic, communicative functions !hat il fulfils elsewhere, is still, as it 
were, parasitic upon its use to create and convey meanings related to other 
subject matter than language itself. Obviously, when il comes to language 
teaching, language is focosed in its own right in a much more clear-cut man-
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ner; language is by definition the core cootent of the lessons (which, of course, 
does not exclude variation in lesson activities, see chapter III). 

The presence of language both as the means for communication and as the 
subject matter in the language classroom creates a complexity of the com
munication situation that has been noted by several authors and discussed in 
various terms. Edmondson (1981, 1985) borrows the concept of 'possible 
worlds' from semantics when demonstrating bow utterances must be interpreted 
as belonging to different operant discourse worlds in order for a sequence of 
utterances in the language lesson to be understood as coherent Trtvise (1979) 
introduces the notion of 'double enoociation' to refer to the fact that pupils (and 
teachers) have to design their solutions to linguistic tasks in language lessons 
with reference to a fictive context embedded in the concrete situation of the 
lesson: "une situation d'tnonciation translatte qui vient se greffer sur une 
situation d'enonciation veritable" (p 45). She further States that: 

plus generalement en situation didactique, le langage est detournt de sa 
fonction ct de ses operations fondamentales de mises en relation entre des 
objets linguistiques qui renvoient a des objets extralinguistiques. Il n'y a 
pas alors d'activite de signification veritable au niveau de ce qui est pro
duit et parfois au niveau de ce qui est enteodu. (p 49). 

In Edmondson's tenn~. diffcrent discourse worlds are operant for utterances, or 
aspects of utterances, belonging to one or lhe other of the linguistic functions 
inherent in language teachiog. For each utterance the duality of "la double 
enonciation" must be disentangled, and it must be decided which discourse 
world is actually operant. In the notional apparatus developed by Goffman 
(1974), it isa matter of different frames, or keyings. 

One could summarize all this as a problem of contextualization of utter
anccs. This is precisely where language teaching becomes of particular interest 
fora study of the context-embeddedness of laoguage. For, when the problem is 
seen in the light of a theory which ernphasizes that language use is subject to 
"unavoidable reliance ( ... ) on procedures of contextual determination" (Heritage, 
1984:157), each attempt to focus on language as a self-contained system, re
moved from its normal reliance on a context which is unproblematically treated 
as integral and shared in everyday life, could be expected to inherit a potential 
of problems. Hence, how and when these problems arise, their precise nature 
and how they are solved by the actors, becomes a way of exploring the rela
tionship between language and context. Language teaching, thus, can be seen 
as a particularly fruitful area for studyiog the role of context in communica
tion. 

3 .3 Language teaching as institutional discourse 

As noted above in section 2.2, second language acquisition research is charac
terized by its focus on acquisition as an intrapersonal phenomenon. Further
more, when the setting in whicb language acquisition lakes place is studied, 
e.g. as an inquiry of the character of the input to the leamer, the study is often 
restricted to questions about efficiency in terms of leamer success, i.e. again 
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though more indirectly reduced to acquisition in an intrapersonal perspective. 
Long (1983: 10) makes bimself a spokesman for such an outlook in his review 
of methodologies in classroom-oriented research in second language acquisi
tion: 

Observational instruments are, in fäet. no more (or less) than theoretical 
claims about second language learning and teaching. Their autbors 
hypothesize that the behaviors recorded by their categories are variables 
aff ecting the success of classroom language leaming. 

and 

The value of analytical systems must ultimately depend on the signifi
cance for t.eaching and leaming of the categories they contain. 

According to the present author, such a standpoint is lOO narrowly confining. 
Valuable research results may come from studies designed tolally independently 
of such considerations. Paradoxically enough, they mighl even conlribute to 
the highly respectable and urgent task of enhancing the success of classroom 
leaming - precisely by not addressing this goal, and thereby opening up for 
complernentary views on the event of language t.eaching. 

In this study, language teaching is studied primarily as a variety of institu
tional discourse, alongside other studies on discourse in other institutions sucb 
as medical settings, counrooms, social welfare agencies and so on. Such a per
spective is an important complemeot to research on language leam
ing/acquisition as an intraindividual process. If the focus on the learner be
comes exclusive and the fact that teaching takes place under institutional con
straints is lost from sight. the integration of findings in the domain of individ
uals' leaming and in the domain of teaching is jeopardized. Suggestions aboUl 
how teacbing should be carried out according to findings on leaming and acqui
sition may simply not be applicable because of the institutional frames gov
eming teaching. Careful studies of what goes on in classrooms and what can 
go on there, i.e. the range of variability, are needed. 

On the other hand we find studies of schools as societal institutions, e.g. 
Bourdieu & Passeron (1970), Lundgren (1972) and several others where the 
stress is on the educational system as a reproducer of social structures and the 
established order of things. This work is often carried out in a macro-perspec
tive which seems, at least superficially, hard to reconcile with the idea that one 
could use dala from the domain of learning as il takes place in individuals and 
apply il in order to change the way things are done within the educational sys
tem as detennined by its functions in society. 

In this study, I will anempt to work at an intermediate levet. Direct concem 
wilb the outcome of lhe teaching in terms of learning will be left aside (though 
I certainly do not want to dismiss this aspect; I shall also return lo the question 
of applicability in the final discussion). The overall socielal determination 
operant in educational settings is taken for granted and not problematized here. 
Instead, I shall give a description of the interaction between teacher and pupil 
as it lakes place witbin the frarnes of the lesson and, in the non-didactic con
versations, within senings that are still possible to create wilhin school but by 
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introducing task.s that are not of the ordinary didactic kind. Through the focus 
on micro-proccsses it is possible to study the kind of variation that is, so to 
speak. allowcd to take place in the educational system, given the constraints 
put upon it by societal macro-structnres. 

3 .4 Activity dependent variation in dialogue 
processes 

The last point in this attempt at detennining the position of the present work 
concems the way I shall go about trying to relate dialogue pattems to clifferent 
activity types. This point actually comprises two different considerations. The 
first one is the interest in accounting for variation within what can be globally 
seen as one activity type, namely the language lesson, and more precisely 
variation in the content of the lesson. The second consideration is of method
ological character and affects the way I prefer to carry out discourse analysis, 
given my specific purposes. The two considerations converge as a need for 
measures of dialogue characteristics through which comparisons are made 
available between pieces of discourse that have been categorized on independent 
grounds as being different kinds of activities. Accordingly, the lesson data will 
be classified into types of lesson activities on the basis of the purpose and 
content of teaching events (and other activities within lessons). A method for 
conversation analysis will be used that permits results of the analysis to be 
summarized as global scores in various dimensions for stretches of dialogue -
as a complement to the qualitative analyses also carried out on the lesson data. 

Variation in language use and dialogue pattems connected with different 
tasks and activities in the classroom has attracted only scant att.ention in re
search. This may be due to the research interests that have motivated the 
studies. Often enough they simply arnount to attempts at describing typical, or 
prototypical, discourse structures in general tenns, and then variation (unless of 
a considerable magnitude) is obviously of little interest A couple of studies, 
however, indicat.e that task characteristics and the content of t.eaching activities 
may entail important differences in linguistic interaction. In an experimental 
study involving problem-solving, role-play and 'authentic' interaction with 
students of English as a second language as subjects, Tong-Fredericks (1984) 
found that "The relative degree to which a student draws on his communicative 
and linguistic resources seems to be related to the communication needs of the 
particular kind of activity engaged in." (p 133). In a naturalistic study in 
French primary schools, Jones & Pouder (1980) studied pupils' opportunities 
of gaining the floor and found consistent differences between two kinds of les
son activities, grammar teaching and vocabulary t.eaching. In chapter III, a de
vice for classifying lesson activities in tenns of their content will be presented 
and the question will be raised as to whether there is a connection between dis
course pauems and the content of lesson activities. 

When it comes to methods of carrying out conversational analysis, the dis
cussion may begin with Levinson's (1983:286) distinction between 'discourse 
analysis' ("DA") and 'conversational analysis' ("CA"). The former label stands 
for work whicb is directed at describing discourse structure and can be seen, as 
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Levinson points out, as an extension of theories and methods of traditional 
linguistics. Typical representatives of this approach are Sinclair & Coulthard 
(1975). The reason wby it is found unsatisfactory for the present pwposes is, 
firstly, that the analyses it proposes are made in sratic, s1ructural terms whereas 
the interest here lies in the dynamics of interaction as an on-going process, 
and, secondly, that I sbare the criticisms that have been raised on theoretical 
grounds towards "DA" from a "CA" point of view and expressed also by 
Levinson (ibid, p 287ff). 

ln "CA", on the other band, the main body of work concerns either rather 
basic organizing principles in conversation, such as those pertaining to tum

talc:ing, repair and sequence organiultion, or it has dealt with specific types of 
moves found in conversation, e.g. blamings, fonnulations and second assess
ments. Up to date, no "CA" -inspired methodology has been present.ed with 
which it is possible to handle large corpora, to "diagnose" entire conversations 
in specific respects and to employ quantirative methods to make comparisons 
between conversation types. I do not share the view (Schegloff, 1987) that 
such attempts are necessarily premature and even threatening to adequate micro
analysis of conversation. Therefore, in chapter V, I shall give a detailed 
description of the Initiative-Response Analysis (Linell & Gustavsson, 1987), 
which, partly inspired by etbnomelhodological conversation analysis and draw
ing upon insigbts gained from there, offers a methodological framework for 
such studies. 
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111 THE EMPIRICAL 
MATERIAL 

1 Data and data collection 

The empirical material for the study consists of a corpus of 

eight lessons (teacher-pupil dyads) of Swedish as a second language, S2L 
eight non-didactic conversations with the same actors involved, i.e. the 
teacher and the pupil 
eight conversations between the pupil and a class-mate of his. 

Second language lessons as the material for a study such as this one present 
several advantages: 

In second language lessons of the kind studied, all linguislic activity is in 
the target language, in this case Swedish. Since Swedish is the only lan
guage common to pupil and teacher, "the fictitious character of 
communication in a foreign language" (Krumm, 1981:263) need not 
necessarily be present This, in rum, means that comparisons can be made 
between differenl parts of a lesson; e.g. sequences where the purpose of 
teaching is, as it nonnally is, predominant. versus seqoences where lhis 
purpose is lemporarily suspended; sequences where language structure and 
fonn are focused versus sequences where language is a mere means for 
lalking about other matters than language itself. 

Second language instruction in Sweden sometimes lalces place in very 
small groups. As a matter of fäet, the eight lessons of the corpus are 
dyads: one teacher teaching one pupil. l This is important for two reasons. 
Firstly, data collection in a class where the teacher is in front of many 
pupils may be considered as more complicated than is usually realized. 
Long (1983) points out that, ideally, the distinction should be drawn be
tween exchanges between the teacher and the class as a whole, between the 
teacher and parts of the class only, and between the teacher and a single 
pupil (and between pupils themselves, one might add, see Granström, 
1987). Secondly, il would be difficult to create a natural situation for non
didactic conversations that could give meaningful data for comparison. 

l Dyadic teaching is obviously not the most frequent organizational frarne for 
S2L-teaching in Sweden. However, according to a survey of the S2L-teachers in 
Gothenburg presented to the Swedish Minister of Education in a letter later 
published by the Association of S2L-teachers in Gothenburg (LISA, nr 2, 
1987), 207 teachers out of 438 who were covered by the survey, i.e. not far 
from 50%, were at least on one occasion per week engaged in individual, i.e. 
dyadic, teaching. 
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Second language teaching aims al giving the pupil communicative com
petence for immediate use in his/her immediate environment, whereas in 
the case of foreign language teaching, the aim may (sometimes or partly) 
be that of giving theoretical Jcnowle.dge only. about the targeL language, for 
future application if, and when, lhis is needed. Because of this difference, 
the 'decontexmalization paradox' and the 'naturalness paradox' (see chapter 
I) are more relevant to second language teaching than LO foreign language 
teaching (or, at least, more visible in the case of second language 
teaching). 

After some pilot work, it was decide.d lhat the study shouJd concentrate on 
grades 4-6 in the Swedish comprehensive, compulsory school (Sw.: grund
skolans mellanstadium). The pupils. aged 10-12, would lhen be sufficiently 
accustomed to school expectancies to be able to "perform" in a lesson in a 
typical manner, still young enough to adhere LO a naive view on the matters 
taught, i.e. language. Furthermore, it would be reasonably easy to find a task 
Lhat would give the conversation neede.d for the comparison material and to in
struct the children about what to do. It is also a common sense view that the 
age of 10-12 is one of relative hannony and lhat problems in school occur less 
frequently than later, in grades 7-9 (Sw.: högstadiet). Finally, it is easier LO 
administer contacts with teachers and pupils of grades 4-6, where each class has 
its own teacher, than in higher grades, where there are different teachers for dif
ferent subjects. 

For the selection of pupils to investigate, we opte.d for the group of assyri
ans, since it could be assumed that they auende.d the type of S2L-teaching we 
were loolcing for. This is often not the case when it comes LO the immigrant 
groups more important in number. These children often go LO "bilingual class
es", where the teaching is partly in their mother tongue and the S2L-teaching 
organi.zed in anothec way than described above. 

The statistics available at the County School Board (Sw.: Uinsskolnämnden) 
were used in order to locate pupils belonging LO the group of assyrians. The 
local Boards of Education in communities where there were such pupils were 
then contacted. More precise characteristics of the pupils could be gained from 
them: their age, sex, estimated language proficiency, and the name of the 
school district in which they went LO school. Via the headteacher, the specific 
school and, in the last instance, the class-teacher and the S2L-teacher, lhe 
pupils could be reached. Although we did not tum LO teachers who we already 
knew were willing to participate (as we bad done in the pilot studies), all S2L
teachers who were asked and eight out of nine class-teachers accepted to be 
recorded together with their pupils. 

The data collection took place between October 1984 and May 1985 in 
seven different communities of varying size (about 8.000 inhabitants for the 
smallest; >100.000 for the biggest), situated in four different counties in the 
soulhem part of Sweden. The type of school represented in the corpus is very 
varied: from the ultra-modem school situated in a suburban centre (with a rela
tively high percentage of immigrants in the population) to small, old schools 
in the centre of a little town (with relatively few immigrants). 
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The pupils recorded were all boys, aged 10-12 (3 in grade 4, 1 in grade 5, 4 
in grade 6). Thcy all came from the Middle East (Turkey, Iraq, Lebanon) but 
their linguist.ic (and ethnic) background was not as homogeneous as could be 
expected from the stalist.ics from which they were selected: four of them were 
reported to spealc Assyrian, three Arabic and one Curdisb at borne. Titey were 
all rated in the middle of the language proficiency scaJel, used in Swedish 
scbools to estirnate the pupils' need for second language instruction; five of 
them were rated at D, three of them at C. The time they bad lived in Sweden, 
however, varied considerably - from 2,5 years to 10 years, with an average of 
about 6 years (Md 5,5 years). The number of S2L-lessons/week that they 
attended varied from 2 to 6 (Md 4). 

The S2L-teachers participating in the study were all female and had many 
years of teaching experience (ranging from 6 to > 15 years, average about 10 
years). They all had experience of S2L-teaching (ranging from 1 year to 8 
years, average about 4 years). Two of them had taken special courses for S2L
teachers at the university, 5 weeks (Sw.: 5 poäng) and 20 weeks (Sw.: 20 
poäng) respectively. Six of the teachers did more than 20 lessons/week of S2L
teaching (out of29 lessons/week demanded from a teacher in grades 4-6); two 
of them worked as remedial teacbers/resource teachers including 4 and 8 
lessons/week respectively of S2L-teacbing. 

Each recording (Rl-R8) consists of five conversations collected in five 
different situations: 

1. A talk-and-chalk lesson in the pupil's class, a lesson of geography, history 
or the like (Sw.: orienteringsämnen). 

2. A group discussion with the pupil (the pupils will be referred toas Pl-8) 
working together with three other children from bis class on a t.aSk given 
by the teachec and, if possible, related to the lesson recorded. 

3. An S2L-lesson with the pupil in question alone with his S2L-teacher (the 
teachers will be referred toas Tl-8). 

4. A conversation between the pupil anda Swedisb class-mate of his own 
choice (referred toas Cl-8) around a t.aSk given by the researchers (see 
further section 2.2 below). 

5. Another conversation on parallel tasks between the pupil and his S2L
teacher (in this situation referred toas Al-8). 

The recordings were always made in this order. Only the dyadic situations are 
used in this study. 

All data collection was carried out by the present author and a colleague 
from the University College of Jönköping, fil lie Ulf Samuelsson. In order to 

lThe language proficiency of immigrant pupils is assessed sometimes impres
sionistically, but nowadays more systematically by means of tests, the so
called SVAN-tests (Projektgruppen GUME, 1983). The scale which is used 
ranges from A lo F, where A stands for no proficiency at all and F for profi
ciency comparable lo native Swedish children; B, C, D and E thus stand for 
intermediate levels of increasing proficiency. 
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get acquainted with the class and let the children (and the teacher) get used to 
our presence, we started by just being present in the classroom. We sal in to 
listen or, when the pupils worked with individual t.asks or in groups, we 
walked around, talked to the pupils and, if we were able, tried to help them 
when lhey asked for assistance. During a break after a couple of Jessons, we 
hung four mini-micropbones (Sony ECM 30) from the ceiling, one in each 
comer of the classroom, connected to mixez (Sony MX P42) and tape recorder 
(Sony TCD-5 Pro) placed in a desk at the back of the classroom. Of course, 
microphooes and connections were aU visible, and the pupils certainly noticed 
and comrnented upon them wben entering the classroom after the break. This is 
why the first recording was not made immediately but only a couple of hours 
aft.er we had set up the microphones, i.e. when they seemed only incidentally 
to pay attention to them. 

The S2L-lessons were recorded in the classroom where the S2L-teacher 
usually did her teaching. One microphone of the same kind as in the other 
classroom was attached so that it hung from the ceiling, above the heads of 
teacher and pupil. It was connected to the tape recorder (Sony TCD-5 Pro), dis
creetly placed on a book-shelf, a window-sill, or the like, but not hidden. One 
of the researchers saw to it that the tape recorder was switched on. then left the 
classroom in order not to interfere during the lesson. When the lesson was fm
ished, the tape recorder was eithec switched off by the teacher or left running 
unlil one of the researchers came back. 

The conversations were recorded in lhe same room as the S2L-lessons, under 
the same physical conditions and with lhe same equipment 

2 The content of the recordings 

2 .1 The lessons 

The first impression one gets when listening to lhe eight lessons is one of 
heterogeneity. Though in Lessons 1, 4 and 8 (lhe lessons of the corpus are 
henceforth referred to as Ll, L2 etc), teaching materials from the same wide
spread and frequently used series of text- and exercise boolcs (Andersson, 1975)1 
are used - different parts however - and there are a couple of instances of 
exaclly the same exercise in two different Jessons (as the answering of yes/no 
questions to check "what the pupil remembers" after the reading of a story (L5 
and L8); the seelcing of antonyms to given adjectives or verbs (lA and L8)) or 
of roughly lhe same activity (as the reading and commenting upon content and 
vocabulary in the pupil's book of geography (L 7 and L8); lhe giving of verb 
paradigms/changing the tense of given verbs (IA, L6 and L8)). a vast variety of 
activities, methods and materials seems to be represented in this rather small 
corpus of le.ssons. Before proceeding toa classification into types of activities 

1 Since its first publication in 1975, the series has been reprinted seven limes in 
twelve years. 
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(2.1.2, below) an infonnal, impressionist description of the eighl lessons may 
be appropriate. 

2.1.l A preliminary, informal, impressionist 
description 

Lesson n:o 1 (LI) 
The Jesson consists of lhree parts. The first exercise is one thal is often re

commended in handbooks of "communicative language teaching" (e.g. Brown 
& Yule, 1983b:126ff; Lindberg & al, 1984:81): one of the participanlS, t.eacher 
or pupil, instructs the other how to draw a geometrical figure that the lalter 
cannot see. In LI thc pupil lwice lakes the rote of the instructor, once the role 
of the follower. In the second part of the lesson the pupil is to retell a "funny 
story of the kind found in ncwspapers". The last part of the lesson is devoted lO 
lhe comparison of adjectives and brings into focus the difference between regu
lar and irregular adjectives. 

Lesson n:o 2 (L2) 
The topic of the cntire lcsson is the difference in spelling of /svC Il/ when it 

is, respectively, the supine or past participle of the verb iY.äl.l.ll (swell), i.e. 
SYä.lli. or the root of the verb SYäl1a (starve) and its corresponding noun, i.e. 
llä.11. These homophones are an instance of a general problem in Swedish 
spelling: the choice between single or double consonant letter denoting the 
consonant sound folJowing a short vowel in stressed syllables. According to 
Lindell & al (1971:13) and Grogam, (1984: 101), misspellings conceming 
single or double consonant amounl to about 50% of the misspellings Swedish 
school-children make. In L2 the approach to lhe problem is that of a well
known method for teaching orthography, Ekener {1968).1 

The lesson goes through different phases. The teacher starts out by trying to 
make it clear that there are two words having different meanings and spellings 
though pronounced in exactly the same way. Tbereafter, a number of conjugat
ed forms, derivations and compound words are trealcd according Lo the method, 
first of the word .syälla, then of .s:t.älla. Finally, lhe pupil is invit.ed to produce 
sentences where /svC Il/ in its two senses is properly used. However, almost 
immediately after he has begun, the lesson is interrupted by another pupil 
entering, claiming that time is up. 

Lesson n:o 3 (L3) 
This lesson is very different from the other seveo. Principally, this is due to 

the fäet that P3 is the only pupil who is unwilling, even hostile, to attend the 
lcsson Lo be recorded. This, in tum, is due to unfortunale circumstances that 
occurred this very day, the second that we visited the school in question. "Our" 
class had gonc to visit a factory in the neighbourhood, but, since the class
teacher had forgoucn lo infonn us about this and she did not want us to have 

1 Since its first publication, it has been reedited four limes. in 1971, 1973, 1976 
and 1982. 
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made the rather long trip in vain, she bad decided that P should stay in school 
for his S2L-lesson and go to the factory on another occasion. This is how the 
recording starts. (Since this sequence is not part of the lesson, the tums at talk 
are not numbered in the same way as in the lessons. P = the pupil, T = the 
teacher, R = the researcher; for transcription conventions, see section 5 below 
in this chapter.) 

(1) L3:a P: ( •.. ) vad ska jag göra hilr 
b T: jaa .. 
c P: /AVBRYTER/ jag skulle egentligen till en fabrilc, varför fAr jag 

inte gl dit för 
d T: ja det vet jag inte men det ilr vll det au du har besök idag 
e R: skulle fA gA pl .. 
f P: /SAMTIDIGT, HÅNFULLT/besök 

R: den dilr fabriken en annan glng sa ... 
g T: sa Karin ja 
h R: sa Karin {f:mm/ till mej 

T: men vi var sA oroliga att du skulle vara sjuk idag 
(3s) 

j R: men det lir han inte, pigg som en /P: mm/ mört 
k T: men du förstlr att.när jag inte har min man hemma, dl händer 

det sl rnycke konstiga saker i virat hus 
P: ha 

(1) L3:a P: ( ... ) what am I gorma do here 
b T: well .. 
c P: /INTERRUPTS/ I was lo go lO a factory really, why can't I go 

there 
d T: well I don't know but I suppose it's 'cause you have a visitor 

today 
e R: could go to that.. 
f P: /SIMULTANEOUSLY,SCORNFUU.Y/visitor 

R: fac1ory another lime, Ka ... 
g T: Karin said yes 
h R: Karin said {f:mm/ to me 

T: but we were so worried you'd be ill today 
(3s) 

j R: but he isn't, fil as a /P:mm/ fiddle 
k T: but let me tell you .. when my husband isn't at home, then so 

many strange things happen al our house 
P: yeah 

The atmosphere is rather tense. Note P's interruptions, his failing to answer, 
his scom and defiance, and on the other hand T's and R's eagemess to support 
each other and to bring up other topics of conversation than P's challenge. 

Eventually, the lesson starts. In the first part of it, T tries to take up and 
finish the writing of a story that bad been interrupted the lesson before. Very 
soon, however, P (who apparenlly moves around in the classroom) happens to 
find a sheet of paper on the teacber's desk and suggests that, instead, they do 
the tasks presented there: 

(2) L3: 54 P: vad llr det här för nit dl 
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55 T: mm det var lite ... papper som jag hittade ute i /HARKLAR SIG/ 
förrådet igAr, jag var dilr och tittade 

56 P: vad till hör det hllr papper 



51 

58 
59 

60 
61 
62 
63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

(2) L3:54 
55 

56 
51 

58 
59 

60 
61 

62 
63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

T: (3s) jaa, det handlar om teknilc 
(4s) 
P: herregud k.an vi inte göra en sAn dllr en gAng 
T: jol, jag vill eh bara titta... lite pl det själv först. ni... pratar 

om ... tek:nilc nu ju ... i skolan, jag tror ni har börjat med det 
ocksl 

P: /A YBRYTER/ Il lir det där papper 
T: (3s) ja vet du vad en sln dllr ... grej heter när den blir flrdig 
P: ju ff:ja/ drake 
T: mm 
(7$) 
P: ha, jag skulle vilja jll.ttegllrna göra uppgiften 
(3s) 
P: finns ingen mer hllr va 
(4s) 
P: titta vad festliga grejer dl 
(4s) 
T: mm, ser du vad dom har gjort där 

P: now what's this 
T: mm it was some ... papers I found out in /CLEARS THROAT/ 

the store-room yesterday, I was there looking 
P: what to does it belong this paper 
T: (3s) well it's about technology 
(4s) 
P: my God couldn't we make such a thing once 
T: sure, I just want to er look ... at it a little myself first. you 

are ... talking about ... technology aren't you now ... in class, I 
believe you've got started with it too 

P: /INTERRUPTS/ Il is that paper 
T: (3s) well do you know what such a ... thing is called when it's 

finish ed 
P: yes ff:yes/ !åte 
T: mm 
(7s) 
P: well I would really love to do the task 
(3s) 
P: there is no more here is it 
(4s) 
P: and look what great stuff 
(4s) 
T: mm, can you see what they've done there 

After this sequence the conversation floats for a short moment, until some
thing decisive happens: the teacher has to leave the room to take a phone-call. 
When alone in the classroom, P starts working on the tasks presented on the 
sheet and when the teacher comes back, a couple of minutes later, he is in full 
activity. The teacher then cbooses not to try to impose any of the activities she 
had planned for the Iesson. (Our task is not to evaluate Ts decisions but, given 
P's complete switch from hostility to enthusiasm, one cannot help to think 
that her choice was as motivated as wise!) 

The rest of the lime is devoted to planning on how to construct a kite and to 
the construction of a miniature, whicb raises a technical problem that is dis
cussed at Iength. The discussioo is ioterfoliated by the teacher telling about 
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problems she had had in the moming with her freezer - the reason why she 
had be.en called on the phone (cfk in (1) above). 

I have dwelled upon the description of this lesson, called au.ention to its 
atmosphere and cited a couple of sequences, since all this seems crucial for the 
understanding of what actually goes on in L3. To sum up, the following char
acteristics of L3 should be kept in mind: 

P is explicitly non-cooperative from the outset and the lesson the t.eacber 
has in mind is interrupted almost immediat.ely, first by the pupil's doings, 
then, conclusively, by the phone-call. 

The major activity during the lesson (the construction of a kite) is not 
planned by the t.eacher as a language lesson, but rather, as it were, imposed 
by the pupil. 

These stat.ements are based principally on the interpretation of the key sequence 
cited as (2) above. Firstly, one notices that T's answers are given with some 
delay, as if she were reluctant to answer. Secondly, T responds in a vague and 
evasive way to P's questions. Thirdly, and perhaps most important, she ex
plicitly declares that she does not want to work with this material until she has 
bad time to prepare herself. And fourthly, she even steps out of the conversa
tion for quit.e a while (tums 63-66), before she, hesitantly (tum 67) starts to 
follow in the direction proposed by P. 

Lesson n:o 4 (IA) 
In contrast to L3, L4 can be described as the most classical language lesson 

of the corpus. It starts with some typical preliminaries (date, name of the day 
etc), goes on with the control of P's homework and proceeds to the introduc
tion of a new text from the t.ext-book. The text is first played on the tape 
recorder, then read aloud by P. There are questions conceming the content of 
the text and grammalical features met in the text are brought into focus (word 
order; present, past and "future" forms of verbs) by underlinings and special 
exercises. In the middle of the lesson there is also a short exercise on 
pronunciation. 

Lesson n:o 5 (L5) 
The lesson is centered around a text, an old Nordic folk tale. It follows in 

every detail what is given in the reader (Manne & Hvenekilde, 1980). P reads 
the tale aloud, which permits T to take up and correct pronuncialion errors, he 
then answers yes/no-queslions about its cont.ent, works bis way through the 
grammar exercises related to the t.ext (indefinite/definite article; antonyms; 
direcl/indirect speech), whereafter its vocabulary is taken up in the form of a 
crossword. When this is finished, the pupil starts reading the next text. 

Lesson n:o 6 (L6) 
The point of departure for this lesson is also a text, an extract from a 

children's book by a well-known Swedish author (Hellberg, 1970). P reads a 
passage aloud, his understanding is checked on some crucial points, some mis
takes of pronunciation correct.ed, some difficulties comment.ed upon, wbereaft.er 

34 



P reads the following passage, T checks his understanding and reads a passage 
herself whiJe intermittently commenting upon what seem to be difficulties. In 
the second part of lhe Iesson, lhere is a questioning/discussion of what happens 
in the story. 

The name of the story is "The Tugboat" which serves as a point of departure 
for a vocabulary exercise on words for different means of conveyance. In the 
same way, different words for buildings are listed, as well as some vocabulary 
needed for the description of a home and words for faciaJ expressions. Various 
grammatical problems (verb tenses; choice of prepositions; congruence of 
adjectives) are dealt with in exercises. AL the end of the lesson, there isa con
versation about P's plans for the sumrner holidays - a topic raised on P's 
repeated suggestion. 

Lesson n:o 7 (L 7) 
The lesson starts with the repetition of a particular problem in Swedish 

spelling/pronunciation: which vowels "conjure" a preceding <sk> to become 
/5/ and <k> to become /<;/. P is to produce examples of words spelled with 
<sk> or <b in front of such vowels, whereupon he does an exercise of 
discrirnination between /5/ and /<;/. The major part of the Iesson consists of 
work in P's geography book, in order to forestall the problems of understand
ing that P might encounter during the ordinary geography lessons, because of 
his vocabulary lacuna:. 

Lesson n:o 8 (L8) 
When listening to this lesson one is struck by its quite intricate structure; it 

is the one out of the eight that shows the largest nurnber of topic changes and 
the most rapid ones. In the first part of the lesson, the subject mauer is 
geography (cf L7). Soon, however, there isa rapid switch to another text of a 
radically different kind. IL isa text taken from a teaching material (of the same 
series of books as the one used in IA and in the last part of LI : Andersson, 
1975) and what follows proves to reproduce exactly the structure of that book. 
Thus, the complex structure of the lesson and the rapid switches from one kind 
of exercise to anolher, that in no way seem to trouble T and P but that might 
intrigue the observer, are no more, no less than the reflection of the method 
proposed by the text-book. 

When the reading of lhe text is finished, P gives the principal forms of 
some verbs from the text, then fills in the correct form of verbs Jeft out in 
sentences drawn from the text P is then invited to find antonyms to some ad
jectives, to conjugate in all forms a reflexive verb found in the text, to answer 
yes/no-questions related lo the story and to search for words in the text that suit 
given definitions or that can be fitted into slots in given sentences. 

Then there is another abrupt transition. One dialogue is read rapidly, but not 
commented upon. A second dialogue, taking place in a chemist's shop, is read 
and gives rise to a questioning about what one can buy at the chemist's and 
about the procedure to follow when buying medicine. At the end of the lesson, 
when T is about to note today's activities in her calendar, it tums out !hat P is 
not sure of the ordinaJ numbers, which gives rise to a last exercise. 
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2 .1.2 Types of activities in the lessons 

2.1.2.J lntroduction 

In order to be able to investigate cbaracleristics of language use and discourse 
in the lessons and possible variations within the lesson corpus, a classification 
is needed into types of activities that occur in the recordings. Since it is a basic 
theoretical assumption in this study that languagc should be understood in 
relation to the situation in whicb it is used and that the primordial situational 
determinant is the purpose of the ongoing activity, there are specific prerequi
sites that must be fulfilled by the classification system to be used: the cat
egories must be based on the purpose and the content of the sequences to be 
classified. 

There exist classificatory devices for lessons, none of which, however, seem 
to suit the demands of this study. The method for discourse analysis presented 
in Sinclair & Coulthard (1975) is based on teaching dialogue and its superordi
nate structural leve!, the transaction, apparently corresponds to what I refer to 
as 'main parts' of a lesson (cf below). Lörscher (1983) adapts this kind of 
analysis to language lessons precisely. Though insights gained through these 
studies have been incorporated in the coding manual, e.g. the teacher's use of 
structuring moves to mark the beginning of a new transaction/main part, it is 
obvious that such a classification is too exclusively directed at the structure of 
the discourse, instead of its purpose and cont.ent, to be suitable for this study. 

A commonly used classificatory device for language lessons is that of tbe 
four basic skills: listening, talking, reading, writing. So e.g., with listening 
and tallcing merged into one category and the addition of the two categories 
"grammar" (Sw.: språk.lära) and "civilization and culture" (Sw.: samhäHs- och 
kulturorientering), this is how the subject matter S2L is presented in the offi
cial curriculum (Lgr 80). 

The basic-skills-classification, however, is of no use for the purpose of this 
study. The categories are devoid of substance as long as one does not Lake into 
account what is talked about/listened to/read/written and for what pW'pose. 
'Ustening', e.g., might as well apply to an exercise aiming at training the ca
pacity of discriminating /p/ from /bl (or /5/from /<;/,as in L7) as to listening 
toa carreers' counsellor in order to makeup one's mind before the choice of 
course programme at upper levels; 'writing' applies as well to copying ready
made sentences or isolated words from an exercise book - or even marking 
crosses in empty squares - as to the writing of a noveI. l 

In an observational study of S2L, Josefson (1977) uses a detailed scheme 
which covers several dimensions, the listen/talk/read/write division being but 
one, though the most exploit.ed. Most interesting in connection with problems 
raised in this section is that her scheme comprises 'contenl' as one dimension. 
The observer has the cboice between 

lThis lack of substance, by the way, is reflected in the official curriculum: 
"lllerefore they /lhe pupils/ have to crain listening to texts, phrases, words and 
sounds." (Lgr 80:143; my translation) 
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simple, trivial and/or infonnative about society 
detennined exclusively by linguistic considerations 
(p 13; my translation) 

Though, in thc view of the present author, the distinction is not very clearly 
fonnulated - one can easily imagine content that is not detennined exclusive
ly by linguistic considerations and still not simple, trivial or informative about 
society - it seems to be the distinction between focus-on-langoage vs no
focus-on-language that is aimed at Though the application of the categories 
proves to be reliable when the agreement between two coders is measured (ibid, 
p 18), the categories, unfortunately, do not seem to be systematically brought 
to use in the observational study. 

2 .1 .2 .2 A classificatory device 

What is needed in this study but cannot be found in the ways of categorizing 
reviewed above, is a category system which is based on the purpose of the 
pedagogic activities and which, at lhe same time, reflects the lheoretically im
portant division between focus on the language per se vs language used mainly 
as a means for communicating about other matters than language. Such a sys
tem was designed and used on the recorded lessons. It can be summarized in a 
tree-diagram as follows: 

Fl&ure 1 A classificatory device for activities in the second language 
lessons of the corpus 

Lessons Ll - L8 

Non-teaching 
activities 

Teaching activities 

No focus on Focus on language 
language 

Vocabulary Spelling 
exercises exercises 

The ftrst distinction made is that between sequences where the pedagogical 
purpose is predominant - i.e. sequences of teaching in a narrow sense - vs 
sequences where the pedagogical purpose is temporarily suspended. Though the 
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global purpose of a lesson, of course, is that of teaching, it is clear that the 
teaching may be intennittenlly backgrounded or even poslponed as the partici
pants have lo, or want to, lake up othcr matters to talk about. To identify such 
passages and sort them out from teaching activities in a narrow sense, the 
category non-teaching activities (henceforth abbreviated NON) was designed. In 
the coding manual it was defined as follows: 

Certain sequences fall outside the categorics of language teaching activ
ities defined abovel. This is due to the fäet that, during a lesson, all of 
the conversation does not necessarily consist of teaching. It sometimes 
happens that the conversation follows other routes, that the participants 
start talking about something else, matters that more or less temporarily 
put thc pedagogjcal purpose aside. 

Your /i.e. the co-jodge's/ second task is to mark passages of the 
conversation that you do not consider as lesson activities in a narrow 
sense, but rather as non-teaching activiti.es, sequences of conversation that 
do not fonn part of the lesson planned or that arc not primarily character
ized by a pedagogical purpose. 

When the NON-passages have thus been identified, we are left with the core of 
the lesson - those parts of the recordings that are characterized by a predomi
nant pedagogical purpose. Then, the second important distinction comes into 
play, that between seqoences where language per se is the primary focus of the 
teaching activities vs sequences where language is a mere means for teaching 
other matters than language itself. Sequences of thc latter .kind betong to the 
category other teaching activities (OTIIER): 

In contradistinction to the above categories, focus in OTHER is not on 
language or specific aspects of language. OllffiR can consist of e.g. 
social background studies or remedial teaching in another school subject 
with focus on matters of that subject (if the work is directed primarily at 
explaining specific words or expressions, the sequence will, of course, fall 
under category WORD; if the matters of another subject are not central, 
bot the text has been chosen rather for the sake of language, the sequence 
will fall under category 1EX1). OTHER can also be a conversation exer
cise. Howevcr, in that case, it must be part of the teaching, i.e. a conver
sation whose content is subordinated to the aim of training conversation 
(cf category NON below). 

The remaining parts of the lesson, i.e. thosc parts that do not fall under NON 
or OTHER, constitute the language lesson in the sense that language itself is 

l 1n the coding manual, written as an inslnlction to the two independent co
judges who were used (cf below), tl1e categories wcre presentcd in rcversed 
order, i.e. from the bottom of the tree and upwards, which makes category 
names as "other teaching activities" and expressions like "lhe above 
categories" and "your second task" logical in their contexl, though strange
looking when I cite them here in lhe reversed order. The complete coding 
manual may be requested from the author. 
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the focus of the teaching activities. In the coding, this category was dividcd 
into several subcategories, in order to add substance to the classification: 

TEXT= reading/listening comprehension. The activity aims at explaining 
the meaning, making understand/checking the understanding or training 
the reproduction of a whole text (spoken or written) or parts of a whole 
text (i.e. not specific words/expressions, category WORD above). 

WORD = Vocabulary exercise. The activity aims at explaining the mean
ing, controlling the understanding or training the use of specific 
words/expressions. 

GRAM = grammar exercise. The activity aims at explaining/training any 
specific grammatical phenomenon. 

SPELL = spelling exercise. The activity aims at explaining/training any 
specific spelling problem. 

PRON = pronunciation exercise. The activity aims at training any speci
fic pronunciation problem. 

Some aspects of the category system should be commentcd upon. It is import
ant to notice, firstly, that the basis for categorization is the purpose of the 
activity ("aims al'', Sw.: "gär ut på") and, secondly, that the classification also 
is bascd on content ("another subject matter", "grammar" or "vocabulary" etc). 
The combination of these two features of the category system makes it neutral 
in two important respects. It is neutral as to the materials or the techniques of 
teaching, which is crucial for the generality of the categories. It is also neutral 
as to the effects of the teaching; the question e.g. whether one teams spelling 
while reading, or leams to read while training spelling, is irrelevant to the 
classification. What maners is the central point of the basic thcoretical 
assomptions of the sludy, viz 'Lhe decontextualization paradox': whether 
specific aspects of language are brought into primary focus or not. 

The classification applies to the main parts of a lesson, main part being de
fincd as a "delimitcd part of a lesson that hasa specific pedagogical purpose". 
This means that the classification is made on a relatively high level of the 
structure of a lesson; a main part, classified into one of the seven categories, 
can incorporato minor deviations from its main activity. Still, it cannot be ex
cludcd that the activities during a main part of a lesson are a mixture of several 
categories - in other words: the categories are not supposcd to be mutuaUy 
exclusive (though the system - be it only through the wideness of the cat
egories NON and OTHER - is designed to be exhaustive). The coders were 
therefore instructed to doubly classify passages whlch they judgcd to belong to 
one category but having at the same lime "as a subgoal" another category, 
provided that there were recurrent instances of the activities of that lauer cat
egory. 

39 



2 .1 .2 .3 Reliability of the coding 

The whole corpus of eight lessons has been coded by the present author and by 
two other independent coders. Since it was irnportant that the categories and the 
way they were to be used in the study proved to be recognizable by people in 
the field of S21.Aeaching, two experienced S2L-teachers were called upon to do 
the co-judging. One of tbem is now worlång as a researcher on S2L-teaching, 
the other as a headteacher of S2L-teaching in a big city in Swedeo and also as a 
teacher-trainer. 

Before entering into the cletails of the way the tbree different classifications 
match each other, we can note the most important result through the coding I 
am able to establish a classification of 99,8% of the lesson corpus, 
corresponding to 3.871 out of the total of 3.878 tums at talk, that is based on 
the common coding of at least two independent coders. This "common
denominator" classification is the one lO be used later on in the study (chapters 
V and VI), not my own initial classification. 

Though double codings were not extensively used by any of the coders, they 
presenta slight problem when it comes to deciding whether a sequence is coded 
identically or differently by the three coders. Therefore, results will be given 
according to two different ways of counting double codings. 

a) In cases where double coding is used by any of the coders, only the first 
category is taken into account While the coding WORD, WORD, 
WORD+GRAM by the three coders respectively for a certain passage is 
counted as 'same', WORD, WORD, GRAM+WORD is then counted as 
'divergent' since one of the coders had marked GRAM as more prominent 
than WORD. (A coding WORD+GRAM. WORD+GRAM and GRAM+ 
WORD counts as 'same', since the sequence has been coded as ambivalent 
between the same two categories, albeit with a discrepancy as to the rela
tive prominence of the two categories.) 

Table 1 Number of tums coded identically, and perccntages of the 
whole corpus, wben, in the case of double codings, only the 
first cate80!I is taken into aocount 

A= B B=C A=C A= B=C Anl'. two coders 

2775 3051 2614 2358 3724 
71,6% 78,7% 67,4% 60,8% 96,0% 

b) A coding is counted as 'same' as soon as a sequence has been assigned to 
the same category, regardless of order in the case of double codings: 
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WORD, WORD, GRAM+ WORD as in the example above is then counted 
as 'same', i.e. as WORD, since WORD is represented in all three codings. 



Table 2 Number of tums coded identically, and percentage of the 
whole co!Eus• double codings included, regardless of order 

A=B B =C A =C A=B=C Anl'. two coders 

3053 3422 2937 2729 }871 
78,7% 88.2% 75,7% 70.4% 99,8% 

The "common-denominator" classification mentioned above, thus appears to 
the right of table 2: 3871 out of 3878 tums at talk are assigned to the same 
category by at least two coders; 3724 (96,0%) (cf table I) as the first category 
assigned by both coders in the case of double coding, 147 (3,8%) as first cat
egory for one of the coders, second for the other. 

In the classification used later on in the study, 2729 tums at talk, i.e. 70,4% 
of the corpus, are thus classified according to lhree common codings, 1142 
tums (29,4%) according to two common codings and 7 tums (0,2%) according 
to the only coder who had identified this passage as diffcrent from the 
surrounding teaching activities. 

The overall reliability of the coding must be considered as satisfactory. Fur
thermore, this is the case also when one looks closer into the most cruciat 
point of the classification: that of the focus-on-language distinction. Generally, 
one can say that coding discrepancies are IO a di.fferent degree detrimental IO the 
use of the classification in this study. So, discrepancies within the class of 
categories "focus-on-language" (e.g. between GRAM and WORD or SPELL 
and PRON, cf tree diagram above) are less serious than discrepancies between 
levets in the tree diagram (e.g. between OTHER and GRAM). 

393 tums at tallc are coded differently in a way that affects the focus-on-lan
guage distinction. Hence, 89.9% of the corpus is coded in the same way by all 
three coders in this very respect The conclusioo must be that the classification 
system is viable and that the results of the coding can be used in order to ex
plore wbether differeoces in discourse pattems and language use relate to types 
of activities that occur during the lessons of the corpus. 

2 .1 .2 . 4 C lassification of the lesson activities 

The result of the classification, i.e. the "common denominator classification" 
that is to form the basis for the investigations of dialogue pattems in chapters 
V and VI, is presented in table 3 on the next page. 

2.2 

2.2.1 

The non-didactic conversations 

Manipulation of the situation 

For the lessons to be recorded, our primary concern was to have them as 
"natura!" as possible, i.e. as little influenced as possible by the fact that they 
were recorded. Ideally, they should be identical to what would have taken place 
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if the tape recorder had not been placed in the classroom (this point will be 
further discussed in section 3). 

As a background, however. we wanted to be able to compare features of lan
guage and language use duriog teaching activities lo what might happen in 
other situations, viz situations not characterized by a pedagogical purpose. 

Table 3 

OTHER 

TEXT 

WORD 

GRAM 

SPFLL 

PRON 

N:l'l 

OTHER 

TEXT 

WORD 

GRAM 

SPFLL 

PRON 
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Types of Jesson activities in the corpus, numbers referring to the 
numbers of the tums at talk in the lessons 

Ll L2 L3 lA 

389-405 12- 23 
413 -424 177-198 
469-475 

1- 69 54-388 1- 11 
77-221 406-412 134-147 

425 -468 

222-288 45-133 
148-176 

70- 76 1- 30 1- 53 24- 44 

199-239 

289-420 274-380 

31 -337 

240-273 

L5 L6 L7 L8 

741-847 334-342 

161 -235 1- 68 
283-316 256-286 

1-118 1-217 97-108 
512-574 302-309 194-213 

249-255 

198-223 218-301 236-282 69- 96 
330-511 310-499 317-503 109-116 

565-639 214-248 
287-294 
302-333 

119-197 500-564 117- 193 
224-329 640-740 295-301 
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From experiences gained through the pilot studies, we knew that shorter or 
longer sequences of non-teaching activities (cf section 2.1.2.2 above) often, but 
by no means regularly, do occur in lessons of the kind we were about lO record. 
(Post hoc, we can see that non-teaching activities actually are represented in 
four out of the eight lessons recorded, corresponding, however, to less than 5% 
of the !Otal numbec of tums, see 2.1 .2.4 above.) To ensure a corpus of non-di
dactic conversations, two parallel situations were designed in which each pupil 
participated, in one af them with bis teacher, in the other with a class-mate of 
his own choice. These are referred to below as adult-child conversations 
(abbreviation: Ad) and child-child conversations (Ch), respectively. 

The outcome af our efforts lO create a non-didactic situation depended heavi
ly on the degree lo which we could make the participants change their subjec
tive definition of the situation, especially as the conversations were to lake 
place under the same physical conditions as the lesson, often immediately 
afterwards. The principal features af the situation that we must try to manipu
late or control were, of course, the purpose af the activity and the role con
figuration of the participants. 

This was attempted in the following way. A task was assigned by the re
searchers to the two conversationalists jointly; IOgether they had to provide the 
solutions lO these specific tasks. This should, simultaneously, lead to the fol
lowing three changes in the make-up of the situation and thus warrant that the 
participants define the activity otherwise lhan as a lesson: 

The purpose of sol ving the tasks assigned should oubllle that of teaching 
or practising language, and hereby 

language should not be in prirnary focus but serve as a working t.ool, a 
means for solving the tasks. 

The roles of teacher and pupil (or pupil and pupil) should no longer hold. 
Instead, the rotes should be defined by the precise nature af the tasks, as 
discussion partners, decision makers etc. 

There are several problems connected with this manipulation. One category is 
of a theoretical nature, another category bas ta do with the specific ways in 
which the manipulation was attempted and with its outcome. 

The theoretical problem lakes the form of a methodological paradox. Il is an 
important feature of the theoretical foundation of this study that the relation
ship between language and situational context is not one of simple, unidirec
tional determinism. Instead, lhe relationship is taken to be reflexive: objective 
situational parameters tend to determine to a certain extent communicative 
behaviour and interactional pauems, but at the same time, linguistic and other 
communicative activities are constiwtive fac!Ors of the situation and they guide 
participants in their constant work at defining the siLUation (see also chapter 
IV, especially section 3.3.2). Hence, tbere is circularity in the way in which 
situational context and language use are related to each otber. 

Though, on tbeoretical grounds, I plead for the existence of such circularity 
rather than situational determinism, simple circular reasoning certainly cannot 
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be accepted in research practice. Applied to the present discussion of the ma
nipulation of sitoational factors in the design of this study. this dilemma can 
lake the followiog sbape: Thougb, "objectively", the purpose of the activities 
in the conversatioo is not that of teaching. one might encounter sequences of 
conversation that are identical to the lessons: 

(3) /P has just suggested to A that they like a photo of thc school nurse for 
the picture book presenting the school (see below for the description of 
the task they are working at)/ 

A6:78 k vad ska vi ha för bild p1 henne, tycker du, vad lr .. 
79 P: /AVBRYTER/ av henne l sl dlrinn .. l eh av henne l sen 

dlrinne vad det lr för spruta l sin dlra .. för saker dom har 
,OHÖRBART/ 

80 A: /SAMTIDIGT/ ja just det, mm, hon kanske har nln elev där 
ocksl, som vi kan /P:ja/ ta ihop med henne 

81 P: /SKRIVER/ saker i ... i ... 
82 k vad har hon för saker i regel du, kommer du ihåg det vad hon 

har f .. vad hon har för saker, eller vad har hon .. 
83 P: /AVBRYTER/ medicin /A:ju/ jaa olika mediciner dom har såna 

hära /A:jaa/ spruter som mlste spruta 
84 A: jaa, vad har man mer för instrument, en sin hä.r som man 

lyssnar .. det har .. det har läka .. 
85 P: /AVBRYTER/ teleskop 
86 A: ett stetoskop ja /P:ja/ l nä.r man har ont i halsen sA brukar 

man titta med en ... 
87 P: en gaffel nä.Il., en pinne 
88 A: /SAMTIDIGT/ en..jaa det ser ut .. jaa just det l vad kallar vi det 

för, sp ... 
89 P: sporr 
90 A: spaaa ... 
91 P: sta 
92 A: spatel va 
93 P: jaha 
94 k en spatel ja /P:rnm/ mm 
9 5 P: och sen glr vi in i personnumret 
9 6 A: personalrummet? 
97 P: jaa 
98 k mm 

(3) /P has just suggested to A that they take a photo of the school nurse for 
the picture book presenting the school (see below for the description of 
the task they are worlcing al)/ 
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A6:78 A: what picture should we take of her, do you think, what is .. 
79 P: /INTERRUPTS/ of ber and then in the .. and er of ber and then 

in there what kind of syringe and those .. lc:ind of things they 
have /INAUDIBLE/ 

80 A: /SIMULTA.NEOUSLY/ yes okay, mm, perhaps she has a pupil 
there too, that we could /P:yes/ take together with ber 

81 P: /WRITES/ t.h.ings in... in ... 
82 k what kind of things does she have generally, do you remember 

what kind of.. what kind of things she has, or what does she 
have .. 

83 P: /INTERRUPTS/ medicine /A:yes/ well differcnt medicines they 
have these /A:yes/ syringes when jabs 

84 A: yes, what more instruments do they have, one of those for 
listening .. that's whaL.that's what docL. 



85 P: /INTERRUPTS/ telescope 
8 6 A: a slelhoscope yes /P:yes/ and when you ha ve a sore throat 

lhen lhey look wilh a ... 
8 7 P: a fork, no. a stick 
88 A: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/ a .. well il looks lilce .. yes lhat's il and we 

call il, a sp ... 
89 P: spur 
90 A: spaaa ... 
91 P: sla 
92 A: sparula righl 
93 P: aha 
94 A: a spatula ycs /P:mm/ mm 
95 P: and lhen we go into lhe /personnumret/ (P aclually says 

"personnumret" which is phonetically similar lo 
"personalrummet" (slaff room) but means 'civic registration 
number') 

96 A: lhc staff room? 
97 P: ycs 
98 A: mm 

Between 82 and 94 lhe conversation lakes on lhe character of a vocabulary 
exercise - it is identical IO what is found in lesson activities classified WORD 
(see 2.1.2.2 above). Wilhout going too deeply into the analysis of lhe se
quence, one may note just one detail: lhe "exam questions" (lhe tenn originally 
from Scarle, 1969) typical of teaching. Before this sequence occurs, the activity 
is clearly different from what one meets during the lessons; at the end of the 
sequence cited, we can also see by the way P's linguistic error in 95 is treated 
(cf chapter IV, section 2.4) that we are no longer confronted with language 
teaching. 

The point of this demonstration should be clear: though measures have been 
taken to change lhe situation into a oon-teaching si111ation, teaching sequences 
may still occur, and, utterly important, the changes of situation are brought 
about through lhe participants' linguistic behaviour alone (cf Heritage, 
1984:290; see also (39) and (40) in chapter IV). Now, the problem is: if lan
guage is both determined by lhe situation - which is irnplied if language is 
treated as the dependent variable in the study - and plays a central rote in 
determining the situation. how are we IO find a way out? A straightforward cir
cular reasoning that has to be condemned would be the following: we determine 
by means of linguistic parameters our classification of situations and then go 
on to study how the different situations, thus determined, lead to various uses 
of language. 

For the lessons, lhe problem is solved by means of the classification by 
three independent coders into types of activity (section 2.1.2 above). The reader 
is reminded of lhe fäet lhat the coding instruction was formulated in tenns of 
purpose and content of the lesson activities and that nothing was said about 
communicative pattems or linguistic features in the coding manual. Inevitably. 
the coders haye to stick to what is said and how it is said when classifying the 
lessons - this being the only overt manifestation of the purpose and content 
of the activity - and it cannot be excluded that they were thereby partly guided 
(consciously or unconsciously) by those dialogue characteristics that the author 
later on was IO classify and analyze. However, the coders' classifications were 
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made in completely different terms (i.e. purpose and content) and hence, as far 
as possible, circularity in research method has been avoidOO. 

For the conversations, no such independent activity classification has been 
roade. Instead, the results of the manipulation are taken for good. This means 
thal even if, al times, teacber and pupil seem to relapse into lheir habitual les
son activities and carry over the rotes thereto attached, the overall situation is 
considered as changed. Whether or not this leads to dramatic changes in use of 
language and in interaction is an empirical question that might be formulated 
in the following way: What are the effects of bringing tasks of a special kind 
into the classroom where teacher and pupil usually work lOgether in the well 
established situation of second language teaching? The pauems of the adult
child conversation will be compared to the parallel child-child conversation as 
well as to the lessons wilh their different types of activities represented. 

2.2.2 Activity types in the conversations 

I am now to proceed to a description of the tasks that were assigned to the 
dyads as the basis for the two conversations, i.e. the activities in which the 
non-didactic conversations were embe.dded. Each child-child dyad was confronted 
with the following three tasks: 

1. They were asked to discuss the contents of a possible picture book thaL 
would highlighl tbe town (area/neighbourhood) where they lived and to 
come up with enough proposals to fill one 24-shot camera film. This firsl 
part of the conversation was supposed to lake the character of a brain
stonning with discussions interspersed containing evaluatioos of the pro
posals. 

2. When lhe brain-storming was finished, more emphasis was put on the 
evaluation aspect as decisions would have Lo be taken. The participants 
were asked lO review their initial proposals and to reach an agreement upon 
the five best subjects for the picture book. 

3. The lhird phase of the conversations was plan ned to lead to more profound 
discussions as more complex, possibly controversial mauers were present
ed as the topic lO be treated. The dyad was confronted wilh two questions 
lhat would bring up moral issues, viz justice/injustice. The firsl question 
concemed what could be called "collective punishment": if some children 
in a class have committed a wrong, but lhe teacher is unable to find out 
who did it, is (s)he then in his/her right to punish the entire class by can
celling an excursion that is planned? The second question concemed "fair 
distribution": if three children are selected to represent the class in a quiz 
contest between schools and lhey win a prize, should this prize be con
sidered as belonging to the whole class or only to the three who had par
ticipated in the contest? 

An effort was made to create a meaniogful context for the picture book task. A 
detai1 from a small study on childreo's drawings (Gustavsson, 1983a) was used. 
There the strik:ing thing bad been the sharp differences between girls' drawings 
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and boys' drawings (or, more precisely, the accuracy with which both adult and 
child subjects were able to distinguish girls' drawings from boys' drawings) and 
the participants were told that our interest in the subjects they would choose 
was to study further whether there were any differences between boys and girls, 
conceming their preferences when selecting subjects to present the town where 
they lived. For the discussions tasks, a small story was told about "things that 
had happened in a class somewhere" and the questions about the children's 
opinions were asked directly. (For further details conceming instructions, time 
allotted etc, see below, section 2.2.3.) 

The tasks given in adulL-child conversations were exactly parallel to those of 
the child-child conversations. Instead of the neighbourhood, the picture book 
should concentrate on the school in whicb both teacher and pupil were work
ing; instead of "collective punishment", the first issue to be discussed con
cemed whether the teacher should decide how much pocket-money that pupils 
going away on an excursion should be allowed to have, or whether this should 
be up to each pupil to decide for bim/herself; instead of the distribution of a 
prize won in a qu.iz contest, the participants were invite.d for the second part of 
the discussion to take a stand on the way to use the small reward that we paid 
for their willingness to participate in the study. 

It should be note.d tbat the conversations consist of several subtasks. There 
is no such thiog a;; a standard conversation to which one can unproblematically 
relate all other types of conversations. Therefore, we desired a couple of differ
ent tasks in order to make it possible for different activity types to occur, viz 
brain-storming, decision-making and discussion. Furthermore, a potentially 
interesting problem is the way in which passages from one activity to another 
are administered in the dyads. 

2.2.3 I nstructions and circumstances of the recording 
of the conversations 

The child-child conversation was always recorded first, i.e. after the lesson but 
before the adult-child conversation. This procedure was due to the fact that we 
considered it necessary to counterbalance the advantage of the adult; whereas the 
adult would no doubt grasp the instructions immediately, the child might en
counter difficulties of comprehension (a suspicion that was confirmed, see be
low). One would also suspect that if the adult and the child were given the in
struction on equal tenns, the adult would - also as a result of her habitual 
teacher role - lake the entire responsibility for carrying out the tasks, while 
the child would act as a pupil, i.e. leave his responsibility and do as he was 
told by the teacher. Thus, the order of recordings should make a shift from 
Leacher-pupil roles - one of the most important situational factors - more 
likely to occur. 

After the lesson had been recorded, P was asked to choose one of his class
mates with whom he wanted Lo "do a special job for me /the researcherr. In all 
cases, a boy was chosen. In case P chose a girl or another immigrant boy 
(more preciseJy a pupil who also artended S2L-teaching), be would be asked to 
suggest some other names and then with wariness and discretion be led to 
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decide fora boy with native competence in Swedish. Such a situation did not 
occur; in R5, however, P chose a child, Finnish by origin, but who no longer 
was considered in need of S2~instruction. Thus, the children recorded together 
with P in the child-child conversations are all boys with native or native-like 
competence in Swedish, bom the same year as P. 

When the boys entered the classroom, tape recorder and micropbone were al
ready rigged op, since they bad been osed for the recording of the lesson. 
Du.ring a casual conversation about just anything, the tape recorder was dis
creetly switched on and the boys were invited to t.ake their seats. The instruc
tions for the brain-stonning part of the picture book tasks were then given. As 
the situation sbould not be experienced as more formal than necessary, I did not 
read the instruction. I had leamt it by heart and tried to tell it as naturally and 
spontaneously as possible. This means that the exact wording of any detail in 
the instruction might vary somewhat from case to case, and often the boys in
serted commentaries or qoestions which, of course, were immediately answered. 
As a resolt of this procedure, the time of instroction also varies (from 2 min 
35 sec to 4 min 45 sec, Md 3 min 35 sec). As an example the instruction 
seqoence from Ch2 is cited in the appendix. 

The boys were then left alone to work with the task for about seven min
otes. Since, in a couple of cases, the boys came out claiming they had fin
ished, or, in a coopJe of other cases, asked for more time, the time of the brain
storming varies from 5 min 10 sec to 11 min 45 sec, Md 8 min 25 sec (see 
further table 4 below). Aftel' that, the instruction for the selection of the five 
best subjects was given, also orally, and when this was finished an envelope 
was handed ovec to the immigrant child and the children were told to open it 
once they had agreed opon the picture book task. (The time for this second oral 
instruction varies between 35 sec and 1 min 35 sec, Md I min 5 sec). In the 
child-child conversations the decision phase is very short, varying between 15 
sec and 1 min 45 sec, Md 1 min 2 sec. For this reason, the brain-stonning 
phase and the decision phase will not be kept separate in the further treatment 
of the data, they are collapsed and treated as one single task: the picture book 
task. 

Of course, the envelope that was handed over contained the instructions for 
the first issue to discoss and on the paper the children were also told that when 
they had discussed the matter enoogh, they should open a second envelope, 
stock on the back of the instruction they had just read. (Both written instruc
tions are presented in appendix.) In most cases, the children came out after 
some time announcing that they were finished; in a couple of cases, they were 
found reading when, after some time, the researchers decided to enter the room. 
The discussioo phase in child-child conversations (including the time needed for 
opening the envelopes and reading the instructions) varies from 3 min lo 7 min 
40 sec, Md 4 min 50 sec (see table 4, below). 

For the adult-child conversations, the instructions were given in exactly 
parallel ways, with the differeoce that the oral instruction for the picture book 
task did not contain the framing, but was built opon the fact that the pupil was 
acquainted with the type of activity. Hereby, the instruction time became con
siderably shorter (between 1min10 sec and 1 min 55 sec, Md 1 min 20 sec for 
the brain-storming phase; between 20 sec and I min 5 sec, Md 48 sec for the 
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decision phase). Since it is pa:rtly regulated by the coming in and out of the re
searcher, the lime spent on the picture book task is almost equal in adult-child 
and child-child dyads. On lhe other hand, the average time spent on the discus
sion task is twice as long in adult-child conversations (see table 4). 

There are a couple of things to add about the way in which the non-didactic 
conversations unfold. The suspicion that the children might be confronted with 
difficulties in following the instructions was confirmed in several cases. In 
Chl, the pupils show clear signs of lack of concentration during the initial in
struction and immediately when left alone they realize that they have to go out 
and ask for a repetition of what they were supposed to do. Wben they are 
briefly reminded of the picture book, however, they are able to start working. 
In Ch3, the lack of concentration is even more pronounced during the instruc
tion, but the boys are nevertheless capable of carrying out the task, still with
out enthusiasm. Just before the brain-storming phase is ended, the Swedish 
child leaves the entire responsibility to his partner and starts planning the next 
match of the class hand-ball team, but only a couple of seconds later , the re
searcher comes in. 

Though seemingly concentrated, the boys in Ch5 are victimes of another 
misunderstanding: as they think they wiU have to trave! around in town 
equipped with a real camera, they worry about the realization of the picture 
book and in the farst part of the conversation they discuss whether they should 
refuse to participate. They go out to cxpose their problem to the researcher and 
immediately the misunderstanding is cleared up. The Swedish boy in Ch7 also 
thinks that the picb.lres have to be taken and wonders where they will find a 
camera. His friend, who is quite certain that it is "make believe", finds this 
misunderstanding very silly and amusing, whicb adds to the merriment that 
characte.rizes this very dyad. In Ch8, finally, the idea of a camera, real or make 
believe, does not get through al all: the boys are discussing drawings all the 
lime and how to draw the pictures they propose - maybe by association lO the 
first part of the instruction where it, in fact. mentioned "boys' and girls' draw
ings". This, however, does in no way affect lhe kind of work accomplished in 
thedyad. 

In Chl and Ch5, thus, the researcher is called for to complete the instruction 
or clear up misunderstandings. In Ch2, Ch8 and Ad3, the participants are of the 
opinion that they have not yet finished the brain-storming when the researcher 
enters - they are then given additional lime. In Ad5, on the other hand, the 
participants already agree after about six. minutes that they have enough pic
tures, break off and go and fetch the researcher. In Ad8, the brain-storming is 
also brought lO an end before the researcher enters and the participants start 
discussing the pupil's family situation, thus filling out the lime alloued. 

This last digression from the principal tasks of the dyad is a somewhat 
special example of a more general phenomenon: the non-didactic conversations 
seem lO offer a great deal more opportunities for free associations and integra
tion of various topics and topic aspects in the course of the dialogue, than do 
the lessons. This could be interpreted to say that the non-didactic conversations 
are less task-oriented than the lessons. This may be true for the particular 
digression at the end of Ad8 mentioned above, hut globally, however, there is 
an alternative interpretation. Rather, the difference seems lo lie in the nature of 
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the t.asks than in the strictness with which the participants stick to the task. 
For instance, wben discussing whether the school nurse and her consulting
room is a convenient subject for the picture book, a couple of tums are easily 
integrated where it is a question of dle pupil's own experiences of this setting; 
when discussing pocket-money for an excursion, it does not seem far-fetched to 
introduce a couple of remarks on previous excursions and events that occurred 
then. In the non-didactic conversations, such associations appear to consticute 
relevant aspects on the given topic, though not strictly necessary for carrying 
out the task. A corresponding degree of freedom in the choice of topics and 
topical aspects does not cbaracterize the lessons, especially not the language 
lessons proper (cf chapter IV, where characteristic dialogue processes in lessons 
in this connection are discussed). In conclusion then, the criteria for the choice 
of relevant matters to talk about are more or less severe in the different situa
tions. This is an important feature of the make-up of the tasks, not a variation 
in task-orientation. 

3 On the ef f ect of the tape recorder 

As is always the case when recordings are done overtly in such a way that the 
actors are aware of the fäet that they are being recorded - the only way to pro
ceed without running into ethical problems - the data are to some degree 
distorted. This is known as "the Observer's Paradox" (Labov, 1978:209). Two 
aspects of this phenomenon should be kept separate (cf Schank, 1979). On the 
one hand, there is the distinction between recording an event that would bave 
taken place regardless of the presence of the tape recorder versus creating an 
event especially in order for the recording to take place. On the other hand, es
pecially relevant for events that are not especially created for recording, there is 
the question of the clegree to which the participants' behaviour is affected by the 
very fäet that they are recorded. lo the first of these dimensions, there is a 
difference between the lessons and the non-didactic conversations of the present 
corpus. The latter are events created by our manipulations and these con
versations take place only because of our presence. This is not the case with 
the lessons. 

As far as the lessons are concemed, the corpus consists of eight lessons 
recorded in their natural setting where they would also have occurred withoul 
our presence. No selection of lessons has been undertaken, only the choice of 
pupils that would correspond to pre-deterrnined characteristics. Furthennore, we 
bave tried to influence as little as possible the content and the course of the 
lessons. Permission was simply asked to record a lesson planned for the day 
that was the most convenient for practical reasons. No other wishes were ex
pressed as lo its content than it be an ordinary lesson. In cases where the 
teacher asked if such-and-such a lesson would do - on spelling problems, a 
certain cbapter of any text-book or the like - we just said it was perfectly 
alright and stressed that we wanted in no way to intccf ere with the normal work 
or with the agenda for wbat should be taughl to the pupil in question. This, of 
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course, is no guarantee of the naturalness of the recorded lessons. The subgoal 
of acting out a lesson to be recorded for future use in research may possibly 
lead to a high concentration on prototypical lesson activities, leaving little 
room for activities outside second language teaching in a strict sense. If this is 
so, our lesson corpus would contain the same kind of things that usually go on 
in the classroom, only in a somewhat concentrated form, which is in no way 
disadvantageous for the study. The following points reinforce the impression 
that we have to do with the ordinary kind of lesson activities: 

References to what has already been worked with during preceding lessons 
are made by teachers and/or pupils: 

(4) Ll: 1 T: /HARKLAR SIG/ vi ska börja med det här. Kilnncr du igen 
dom här 

2 P: jaa 

(4) Ll: 1 T: /CLEARS THROAT/ we shall start with this. Do you recog-
nize these 

2 P: yes 

(5) L3: 1 T: sA, det var del den där bilden vi höll pA med, vi kan fort-
sälta med den då 

2 P: mhm, men j ag har ingen penna 

(5) L3: 1 T: okay, we bad that picture we were working on, so we can 
go on with that 

2 P: mhm, but I have no pencil 

(6) L7: 7 T: ( ... ) Allra först Yousuf så ska vi ta å repetera del här som 
som vi gjorde vet du med sje och tje-ljud 

(6) L7: 7 T: ( ... ) First of all Yousuf we shall repeat what we werc doing 
you know about /6e/ and /<;e/ sounds 

(7) L8: 1 T: vi ska la å prata lite grann om .. ska se hur mycke vi har 
kvar /OHÖRBART/ i den här boken 

(7) L8: 1 T: we are going to talk a liltle about..let me see how much 
lhere is left to do /INAUDIBLE/ in this book 

(8) L5: 1 P: vi har läst den där .. 
2 T: /AVBRYTER/ där ska vi börja 

(8) L5: l P: we have read that one .. 
2 T: /INTERRUPTS/ lhere's where we start 

There is nothing to indicate that teachers present materials or suggest 
activities that the pupil is not familiar with, nor do the pupils show any 
signs whatsoever of surprise or bewildennent towards the kind of activities 
proposed. 

Pupils, on the contrary. anticipate what the teacher is up to: 

(9) IT is about to introduce an exercise on the comparison of adjectives/ 
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Ll:305 T: jaa I jag var en l sexlilua /P:ja/ sl jag var ganska mycket 
längre. /HARKLAR SIG/ Det lir ju sl här au nllr man.. 

306 P: /AVBRYTER/ slnt hlrnt kan jag 

(9) IT is about to introduce an exercise on the comparison of adjectives/ 

Ll:305 T: yes and I was one hundred and sixcy-eight centimetres 
/P:yes/ so I was quite a bit taller. /CLEARS THROAT/ Now 
what we have is that when one .. 

306 P: /INTERRUPTS/ this kind of sruff I know 

(10) L2: 87 T: mm, i sväll, vi tar ordbiten sväll först, vad hör du 
88 P: (3 s) uppe 
89 T: uppe 
90 P: två I 
91 T: ja I när det är uppe sl ska vi ha tvi stjärnor, {P:ja/ där, I 

när vi har tvl .. 
92 P: /SAMTIDIGT/ konsonanter 
93 T: stjärnor där vad ska det va här 
94 P: tvi konsonanter 

(10) L2: 87 T: mm. in /sväll/, we take this piece of the word /sväll/ first. 
what do you hear 

88 P: (3s) upstairs 
89 T: upstairs 
90 P: double I 
91 T: yes and when it is upstairs then we must have double 

asterisks, /P:ycs/ there, and when we have double .. 
92 P: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/consonants 
93 T: asterisks there what should we put here 
94 P: two consonants 

In 90, P goes directly to the solution "double I", skipping over some of 
the steps that the teaching method proposes and the teacher follows: 
"upstairs-vowels", i.e. shon vowels, should be marked with double aster
isks symbolizing lhe need for two consonants. The method then makes the 
distinction between, on the one hand, "brother-and-sister-words", i.e. those 
where the two asterisks have to be replaced by two different consonants (as 
~ the root of ~ and, on the other hand, "twin words", where there 
are two identical consonants (as~ the root of ~. 

Texts and teaching materials are taken from well-known and wide-spread 
readers in S2L and the lesson activities are for the most part of a traditional 
kind of which lhe reader is invitcd to recall his/her experiences as a pupil 
in a language class, or, possibly, as a language teacher. There is only one 
exception to this overall impression of "ordinary lessons" which has 
already been commented upon: the kite construction in L3 (see abovc, 
section 2.1.1). 

When it comes to the second dimension of the effect of the tape recorder, i.c. 
the way it is obtrusive and affects the subjects' behaviour, this may be dis
cussed in terms of the general theoretical framc of this study, i.e. the activity 
dependence of language and language use. In a recorded lesson there is an extra 
purpose added to those cbaracteristic of ordinary lessons, namely that of 
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prcsenting, showing, a lesson lO one or more observers by means of the 
recording. Though this should have inevitable consequences, it is not easy lO 
find clearcut indications of the specific way(s) in which the presence of the tape 
recorder affects the behaviour of the participants. When, after the recording (or 
in a couple of cases during the recording), they talked about their experiences, 
no systematic picture emerged. Some declared having been nervous, both 
among teachers and pupils - this is explicitly stated by the pupil e.g. at the 
beginning of Ch5. Some of the teachers reported the impression that the pupil 
had been rather more alert than usual, as if be had been inspired by the atten
tion shown to him. On the other hand, we bad been told from the outset that a 
couple of pupils were always very shy and taciturn; it is not unlikely that their 
rcticence is reinforced in the recording situation. Generally speaking, the pic
ture of these reactions is hazy and heterogeneous and it is not possible to tell 
what specific effect they might have on the variables used later on in the study. 

One particular advantage of the design of the study should be stressed in this 
connection. To the extcnl that the tape recorder effect is due to relatively stable 
traits of personality (e.g. shyness or extreme talkativeness), it should be aboul 
the same in the ctifferent situations, since the same persons appear in both 
lessons and conversations. Hereby, it does not interfere with the results as 
these are expressed in comparisons between different situations, not between 
individuals. 

On the other hand, there may be reason to believe that the tape recorder 
effect might vary in strength between lessons and conversations, viz in such a 
way that the presence of the tape recorder is felt more strongly in conversations 
than in lessons. There are two kinds of arguments to support such a supposi
tion. First, on a priori grounds, the purpose of performing something for a 
recording Lo take place must be considered to be less prominent in a natural 
situation (e.g. the lesson) than in a non-natural situation (e.g. the conversa
tions), or to put it more precisely, the recording of the event is more likely to 
be experienced as the main purpose of the activity in the case of the conversa
tions, as a secondary purpose in lhe case of the lessons. By the same token, the 
lesson is a situation with which both participants are extremely well acquaint
ed, an event in which they have participated as professionals, as it were, several 
limes a week during several years. In contradistinction to this, the non-ctidactic 
conversations that are based on tasks presented by the researchers constitute a 
more or less unfamiliar situation. Second, a posteriori, one can note that 
explicit references to the on-going recording are much more common in the 
non-didactic conversations than in the lessons; especially in child-child conver
sations the presence of the tape recorder seems to be clearly felt 

If the assumption is correct in that the lessons are less affected by the fäet 
that they are recorded than are the conversations, the question must be posed 
how this might influence the comparisons between the situations. One could 
then suppose that increasing awareoess of the recording going on should be a 
disadvantage to the weaker part in the dyads, e.g. in this ca.se the immigrant 
child. His incomplete mastery of language, his subordinate role as pupiVchild 
in relation to the teacher/adult, bis lack of experience would then be less detri
mental lO his possibilities of coming to bis right in lessons. As such a poss
ible effect of the tape recorder goes counter to the hypotheses to be investigated 
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in chapt.ers V and VI, I presume lhat results supporting the hypotheses should 
not be interpreted as artifacts of the recording, bul ralher that these results 
emerge in spite ofthe reconling. 

4 Size of the corpus 

To summarize the description given above, the corpus is centered around eight 
10-12 year old immigrant boys, each of them participating in three dyads: an 
ordinary S2L-lesson, a non-didactic conversation with his teacher around taslcs 
presenled by lhe researchers (adult-child conversation) anda conversation paral
lel lo this, together with another boy of the same age with native, or native
like, proficiency in Swedish (child-child conversation). The non-didactic 
conversations are divided into two subtasks, the picture book task and the dis
cussion task. By means of a specially created device for classifying lesson 
activities, the lessons are divided into non-teaching activities, other teaching 
activities than language teaching, text, vocabulary, grammar, spelling and pro
nunciation exercises, the latter five activity types being characterized by focus 
on various aspects of language per se. The total amount of lime in all 24 dyads 
and the distribution of time on the different activity lypes are displayed in table 
4 below. Only the time when the dyad is worlcing within the frame of the les
son or the conversations and in the absence of the researcher is laken into ac
count; the lime e.g. for giving oral instructions in the conversations is left 
out 

Table 4 Size of the corpus, length of work in the dyads spent on clifferent 
acrlvities. ADULT-CHJLD CONVERSATIONS 

Adl Aril Ad3 Ad4 Ad5 

Picture book task 8"50 11"05 16"05 16"15 7"05 
Discussion task 7"20 10"55 12"45 17"05 9"00 

Total 16"10 22"00 28"50 33"20 16"05 

Ad6 AOl Ad8 Total 

Picture book task 10"50 10"05 13"10 1'33"25 
Discussion task 9"00 9"20 9"35 1'25"00 

Total 19"50 19"25 22"45 2'58"25 
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CHil.D-CHILD CONVERSA TIONS 

Chl Ch2 Ch3 Ch4 Ch5 

Picture book task 6"30 11"25 10"00 11"25 8"20 
Discussion task 4"15 4"50 5"30 7"40 3"00 

Total 10"45 16"15 15"30 19"05 11"20 

Ch6 Ch7 Ch8 Total 

Picture book task 8"05 8"25 12"00 1'16"10 
Discussion task 4"10 4"50 7"30 41"45 

Total 12"15 13"15 19"30 1 '57"55 

LES SONS 

L1 L2 L3 lA L5 

NON 2"30 2"55 
OTHER 13"05 27"00 1"40 
TEXT 6"20 10"10 19"35 
WORD 0"15 1"35 2"30 6"05 14"05 
GRAM 10"15 9"40 13"05 
SPELL 32"05 
PRON 1"45 

Total 29"55 33"40 32"00 32"15 46"45 

L6 L7 L8 Total 

NON 4"15 1"25 11"05 
OTHER 9"40 10"05 1'01"30 
TEXT 21"35 3"40 1'01 "20 
WORD 16"05 17"30 9"20 1'07"25 
GRAM 9"10 6"00 48"10 
SPELL 32"05 
PRON 9"05 10"50 

Total 51"05 36"15 30"30 4'52"25 

All in all, thus, the corpus consists of nearly ten hours of recorded activity in 
the 24 dyads. During this Lime, 7.769 tums are taken and more than 60.000 
running words are spoken (for definitions of tums and running words, see 
chapters V and VI, respcclively). 
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5 Some notes on transcription 

5 .1 General problems with transcribing spoken data 

The need for transcription of the data in a study like this is obvious. Tran
scripts are needcd both for carrying out the analyses and for presenting their 
results. As has been discussed by several authors, however, transcription 
involves intricate problems of a theoretical nature (see Edelsky, 1981; Ochs 
1979) and the user of a transcript is clearly in a different predicament compared 
to a listener, even by the mere fact thal the spoken language has been trans
posed to the written medium (Linell, 1986). The description of the kind of 
transcripts regularly used in "CA" - Conversation Analysis - "one that will 
look lo the eye how it sounds lo the ear" (Schcnkein, 1978:xi), cannot there
fore, according to the present author, be taken lilcrally. 

It is important lo realize that a transcripl, however thorough it may be, is 
not a simple depiction of the spoken language (and, by extension, that an 
audiotape or even a videotape is not identical to the "real event" recorded, 
lhough in various ways closer to it). At least lhe following phenomena are in
herent in speech and spoken interaction and cannot on a priori grounds be dis
regarded as unirnportant precise delails in lhe articulation of speech sounds -
at the level of recognized dialectal, sociolectal etc variations of pronunciation, 
or in even finer detail - prosody, including stress and intonation, pauses 
whether filled or unfilled, hesitation noises, repetitions, restarts; rhythm, 
tempo, sound prolongations; voice quality and breaths; vocal and other noises 
that accompany speech, laughter, coughs and hummings - not to mention 
non-verbal behaviour in other channels than the acoustic medium. All this 
exists in monological speech as well as in interaction; when il comes lo inter
active speech such as dialogues and multiparty conversations, there are new 
dimensions added: the way the parties connect their individual contributions to 
each other e.g. through timing, prosody and syntax.. There is simultaneous 
speech, overlappings, latchings, and pauses that may have interactional 
significance; interruptions, self-talk, as opposed to talk addressed lo Lhe 
conversational partner, co-construction of speech units and so on. 

Clearly, all this cannot possibly be rendered in a transcription and this not 
only for practical reasons. One realizes Lhat most, if not all, of thc variables 
enumerated above are non-discrete (and certainly not binary), whereas the writ
ten medium to a much greater extent presupposes discrete variables. Thus, a 
full transcription is in principle impossible. This, however, must not prevent 
us from making those transcripts whicb are necessary. It is only to help us 
keep in mind the reductions and (re)interpretations of the primary data that are 
unavoidably involved in transcription. Transcription 
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should be made with respect to the purpose of the transcription. 



'The third of !hese points should be commented further upon, since it has to do 
with the way transcripts will look in the following (and from now on, the dis
cussion is less general and more directly concemed with the principles that 
have guided transcription work within this particular study). Obviously, the 
purpose of transcribing for the analyst's aeeds is not identical to that of tran
scribing for the readers' needs. The requirements on a transcript that serves in 
the process of analysis do not coincide with those that will have to be met by a 
transcript used to illustrate the presentation of results. If, namely, one takes 
seriously what was said above conceming the nature of transcription, the ana
lysl should not use transcripts alone as primary data (Linell & Gustavsson, 
1987: 189) but remain in continuous contacl with the audio-tapes, making use 
of their tremendously more rich and subtle rendition of e.g. temporal pattems 
and paralinguistic phenomena 

This, in tum, means thal readers cannot expect to be in a position to come 
up with alternative analyses based on the transcripts. For the possibility of 
verification and control, fundamental characteristics of scientific research, such 
a claim may seem unsatisfactory, to say the least, since data appear as adjusted 
and no longer retrievable in their original form. The only possible reply is that 
opportunities for control, replication and olher ways of verifying/falsifying the 
results obtained must be created otherwise. Sequences from the data cited as 
examples in the presentation of the study appear in a completely different con
text and are no longer data for analysis. Hereby one may choose a fonn for 
transcription starting from the fäet tbat we are eagaged in written communica
tion and make relatively far-reaching adaptations to wriuen language norms. 
Covering the transcripts with spoken language characteristics that have no 
conventional counterpart in writing is justified only to the extent that their 
representation is critical to understanding the point to be illustrated .. Otherwise, 
there is only a risk that the reader's task is roade unduly difficult and unpleas
ant. This is to say that transcripts should enable the reader to read the tran
scripts fluently and make him/her readily come to a global comprehension of 
what is said, to get a flavour of how it is said and to see the point they are to 
illustrate, without having to crack a special code of transcription technicalities. 

As hinted at above, all analyses in the present study have been carried out 
using the audio-tapes directly and continuously, broad but verbatim transcripts 
serving only as a support. I repeat that this means that transcriptions are not to 
be regarded as the primary data. Furthennore, for the presentation of the study, 
examples are c ited in as non-technical ways as possible. The spoken language 
of the dialogues is rendered in a way reminiscent of a written theatre play or a 
film scenario. This means that quite a large step towards written language 
nonns has been taken. In orthography some conventionally used means to give 
a flavour of spoken language are used. For punctuation and other devices 
specific for writing, conventional nonns are not followed in order not to exag
gerate the impression of written language. Detailed descriptions of transcription 
conventions used are given in the nexl section. 
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5 .2 Transcription conventions 

Transcriptions are given verbatim, i.e. all audible words spoken are transcribed, 
including e.g. repetitions, restarts and hesitation noises. Nonnal orthography is 
used in a way that requires three particular comments: 

Some words have alternative forms in writing, e.g. <mig>, <dig>, 
<sig>/<mej>, <dej>, <sej> (me, you, him/her); <sådan>/<sån> (such); 
<litet>/<lite> (little) and several others. The fonner are required in most 
written registers, the latter are closer to the way they are nonnally pro
nounced and can be used in infonnal written style. It is the latter, "the 
spoken language fonns", that will be used here, in order not to give an 
unnecessarily strong fl.avour of format written language. (Of course, if any 
of these words should actually be pronounced in the more literate or elab
orate way, e.g. when someone is reading aloud, lhis will be reflected in the 
transcription.) 

Other words are regularly written in a way that differs from their habitual 
pronunciation, and do not have any conventional "spoken language forms" 
in writing, e.g. <vara> (be), normally pronounced /va:/, <vad> (what) and 
<var> (was), both also in most cases pronounced /va:/. These will be 
transcribed in their written forms. (The form "va" is reserved for use as a 
question tag and as a (casual speech) form of asking for repetition, i.e. 
"what?", "what did you say?".) Another example would be /ja:/ which is 
the normal pronunciation of both <ja> (yes) and <jag> (I, i.e. lst person 
singular pronoun). The reason for choosing standard orthography is 
immediately clear when we look at the examples above: such a transcrip
tion avoids creating a number of homographs which would lead to a loss 
in tenns of readability that is in no way compensated by the gains. 

The word(s) regularly pronounced /å/ create a particular problem. Some
times it is unclear whether it should be restituted as <och> (and) or <att> 
(infinitive mark). Therefore, the transcription "å" is used. (Evidently, there 
are occasions when the speaker actually says /åk/, in which case it will be 
transcribed "och".) 

Punctuation marks are not used according to written language standards. Capi
tal letters are used only together with tum-interna! . ? or ! . Instead the follow
ing conventions are introduced: 
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is used within tums when some unit is clearly brought to completion and 
another unit follows. Normally, at the end of a completed tum, no 
punctuation mark is used (in order not to counteract the desired impression 
that a dialogue is a continuous flow of utterances; however, see below 
about cases where? ! .. or ... are needed). 

is used when the speaker finishes one turn-constructional unit but signals 
by means of prosody or timing that (s)he has not completed his/her tum 
but goes on to a next unit. The difference between cases where . and , 
respectively are used, thus lies in the strength of the speaker's demarcation 
between units building up his/her tum. 



stands for non-completion, e.g. in connection with interruptions or other 
breaks in the fiow of speech such as hesitations or the speaker's abandon
ing one construction, possibly doing a restart. 

also stands for non<ornpletion of a unit but of another lcind. The difference 
belween ... and .. lies in the impression that the fonner is more controlled 
(and occasionally even pre-planned) by the speaker, while the latter is the 
result of difficulties with constructing an utterance or holding the floor. A 
panicular case where ... is used are the so-called fill-in questions ('proxy 
completion', in the terms of Clarlc & Wilkes-Gibbs, 1986; see also chapter 
Vl, section 4.2.2.4), where the speaker leaves an uncompleted unit to the 
co-conversationalist to complete in his/her next tum. 

? is not regularly used for all questions, but when lhe interrogative function 
of an utterance is emphasized through prosody or other paralinguistic 
means, especially when there are no other markers of interrogative function 
in the 1ranscription. 

is used when an utterance is pronounced in a particularly expressive way, 
indicating e.g. enthusiasm or astonishment. 

Il is used Lo render unspecified noises, e.g. in connection with eagemess, by 
which the speaker lakes the floor, or holds his tum but without producing 
words or fragments of words that are interpretable. 

Filled pauses are transcribed as "eh" (or "äh", "öh", "ah", according to their 
phonetic quality; in the English translation this variation is disregarded, all 
filled pauses are translated as "er"). Particularly long pauses, in practice ap
proximately two seconds or more, and other significant stretches of silence are 
measured. The approximate length is indicated within parenthesis, e.g. (3s), 
i.e. in chronometrical time. When the floor has been clearly given to one of 
thc participants (after a "soliciting initiative", see chapter V, section 2.2) and a 
pause follows, it is considered as belonging to his/her tum; when no such 
initiative has been taken, silences are marked between the tums at the levet 
where symbols for speaker occur. 

Important prosodic or other para- and extralinguistic features of various 
kinds within or around uu.erances are given in capital letters within strokes as 
"stage directions", in the way they have been globally interpreted, e.g.: 
/WIDSPERSI, /SHOUTS OUT/, /Y A WNSI, /LAUGHSI, /SCORNFULL Y I, 
/HESITANTL Y/, /WRITES/, /RUBS OUT/ etc. 

lnterruptions and simultaneous talk are also marked as stage directions. lp 
cases of overlapping, all audible words bave been transcribed. No exact mark
ing of where the overlapping starts and finishes is given, except in cases where 
such exactitude is crucial to the point to be illustrated. When a speaker's utter
ance is inserted within what is considered as an uninterrupted tum of the con
versational partner, the second part of the uninterrupted tum is transcribed with 
the left margin somewhat drawn to the right. Sucb a case is illustrated in (t) 
above, tums e-f. 

Back-channel items are iranscribed with small letters within s1rokes and pre.. 
ceded by a speaker symbol, e.g. /P:yesl, {f:mml, approximately where they 
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occur in the co-conversationalist's tum. This is to indicate that back-chan
nelling is not considered as interrupting the partner's tum (see further chapter 
V, section 2.3). 

When tums are cit.ed only in part, omissions are marked by( ... ) 
All oames of persons, schools, places etc are fictitious. 
Sequences from the data cit.ed in the text have been translated as faithfully as 

possible into English and the translation is displayed immediately after the 
original, using the conventions described abovc. Of course, several examples 
used to illustrate the discussion, include phenomcna that are language specific, 
i.e. their interpretation and, perhaps, even occurrence are dependeot upon e.g. 
phooetic similarity or semantic relatedness between words and expressions, 
particular grammatical consttuctions and so on that are not the same in English 
as in Swedisb. In such cases, no effort has been made to invent a corresponding 
example in English; instead, the Swedish item is given within strokes, a literal 
translation and an explanation in English given within parenthesis. When 
items from a cit.ed sequence are discussed in the text, the English version is 
used, except for untranslatable items, where the Swedish word is cit.ed within 
strokes and the English translation and/or a comment given within parentheses. 
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IV 

1 

LANGUAGE AT TWO 
LEVELS IN THE 
LANGUAGE LESSON 

Introduction: the level concept 

According to the theory of language outlined in chapter Il above, linguistic 
activily is situatcd, i.e. Lakes place under specific, concrete circumstances LO 
which languagc is reflcxively and inextricably tied. By the same token, lan
guage is fundamentaUy a means for carrying out purposeful activities. Through 
language we convey messages, perfonn actions, construct and structure reality 
around us. When so doing in everyday life, we adopt a natural and unreflectcd 
attitude towards language; language is typically transparent - only when there 
is a hitch of some kind do we look at language rather than through it. Lan
guage use, as well as other modes of action, is characterized by "seen-but
unnoticed" (Garfinkel, 1967) procedures. 

In language teaching, too, there is a leve! at which language functions as an 
implicit, transparent tool for the performing of the tasks that constitute the 
activity. To explicate this function one has LO consider the activity specific 
context in tenns mainly of its purpose, acLOrs and their roles, subject matter, 
time, place and salient features of the environment. 

As described in chapter Il, these coordinates, the why, wbo, what, when and 
where, constitute the activity type in which activity specific premisses for 
communication are brought LO bear. The activity type supplies the context 
within which language is understood by the participants and should be under
stood by the observer. For the purpose of the analysis to be undertaken in this 
chapter, I shall ref er LO this function of language as levet l use of language. 

However, language is present in the language classroom not only at levet l. 
Language is also thc subject matter of the activity. This Ishall refer toas lan
guage at leve! 2. One fundamental difference between the two levels is that 
whereas levet l, as described above, is implicit, leve! 2 is explicit. Aspects of 
language that in everyday use of language (level 1) are "seen-but-unnoticed", 
transparent, implicitly working, are brought to focus, explicitly talked about 
and consciously manipulated in their own right and in a particular perspective 
during language lessons (levet 2). 

In the analysis to be undertaken in this chapter, I shall make use of the level 
concept, introduced above, in two ways. Firstly, I sball try to capture the 
essence of language as it is conceived at leve! 2, i.e. analyse what language is 
taken LO be in language teaching, how it is conceptualized, what is taught and 
expected to be learnt about language. In order to do this, I can exploit precisely 
the fact that language is explicitly talked about during lessons. Staying very 
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close to the data, the discourse of lhe eight lessons recorded, Ishall try t.o delect 
what counts as true or false, relevant or irrelevant, important or unimportanl 
about language as it is talked about in the language lesson. The resulting 
descriptioo is an attempt at uncovering the premisses for communicatioo 
maintained in language teaching and it constitutes a map of language teaching 
as a minor province of meaning. 

Secondly, and most important, Ishall analyse further the interactionaJ con
sequences of the fact that language functions simultaneously at t\UO levets. The 
relationship between the two levets as it emerges in the lessons will be ex
ptored and an analysis of specific dialogue processes that seem to be due to the 
complex relationship between the two tevels will be suggested. In so doing, I 
shall try to unfotd the consequences of the confrontation bctween a naive, 
natural allitude to language and the specific attitude to tanguage and the par
ticular perspective on language on which the lessons rely; Ishall describe the 
conflict between everyday experiences of language use and the specific knowl
edge about language that counts in the language lesson. 

First, some comments upon the choice of the term 'levet' may be appropri
ate. The tenn 'levet' is used in order to emphasize that the two functions of 
language we are dealing with represent a major shift of perspectives, a qualita
tive difference, as it were. Switching between levet l and tevel 2 amounts to 
more than a mere topic change, more than a shift of domains of reference or 
"context spaces" (the term from Reichman, 1978). Such changes are indeed 
very frequent in the lessons, e.g. switching in and out from the context of a 
text read in the text-book (cf chapter V, section 3.2.7), but they do not entail 
the problems typical of shifts between levets. In levet 1 use of language, 
topics develop successively or may be changed through overt marking: a 
discussion of topic A may through its own dynamics lead to topic B (for a 
discussion of topic, t.opical frameworlcs and "spcaking t.opically", see Brown & 
Yule, 1983a, chapter 3) or topic A rnay be more or less explicitly closed and 
t.opic B opened. The different topics however are placed at the same levet and in 
sorne sense sequentially ordered. Levet 1 and 2, on the other hand, may poten
tially be simultaneously present and whether one or the other should apply to 
an utterance depends on the choice of focus. A metaphor may perhaps illustrate 
the point of the argument: lmagine we were making a film presenting e.g. the 
university campus. The different buildings may be filmed either by a sweeping 
camera or by first filming one building, then stopping the camera, then another 
building - the buildings as sobjects in the film would then correspond to 
topics in a dialogue. lf, instead of looking at our subjects through the camera 
Jens, we start focusing on the camera itself, this shift of auention represents a 
qualitative shift that is of a radicalty different character than lelting the camera 
go from one subject to another. This metaphor obviously may lead us to think 
of level 2 as meta-language and meta-communication. The difference between 
lhe level concept and meta-activities in communication is further dealt wilh in 
section 2.4. 

Finally in this section. I shall give a few notes on the method of analysis. 
The analysis consists of discursive reasoning upon diaJogue sequences from the 
data, selected for tbeir pertioence t.o various aspects of the two-levet 
phenomeoon. The method thos is a close scrutiny of how the conversational-
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ists on a tum-by-tum basis display their understanding of what the talk is 
about (cf Heritage, 1984:259). Thereby, the analysis will have to draw heavily 
on sequences where problems occur, where the dialogue exhibits temporary, 
partial or complete break-down of understanding. This is sirnply because cases 
of unproblematic intersub·ective understanding are less informative. However, 
through the illustration pr ,J\/ided by the problematic features we may also gain 
insight into what the prerequisites are for a smooth functioning of interaction 
in the activity type in question. Abundant illuslration from the data will be 
given and the examples will be drawn from many different dyads and activities 
where the phenomena under discussion are found, in order to indicate some of 
their generality. Concepts for the analysis will be inlroduced successively, in 
the context where they are used, and summed up al the end of the chapter. 

2 Leve! 2 

2 .1 Decontextualization as a prerequisite for leve! 2 

In order to establish Janguage itself as the core content of the lesson, the lan
guage as talked about must be kept separate from the leve! 1 context of the 
lesson. This means that language at levet 2 must be decontextualized, or, put 
otherwise, that level 2 Language must be protected from being direclly contex
tualized in the leve! 1 context. In order to talk about language, one needs to 
create a room, a shelter for the linguistic items talked abouL To refer to this 
detachment of leve! 2 langauge from the leve! 1 context, I shall, later in this 
chapter, introduce the concept of 'linguistic enclosure'. 

Let us take an invented exarnple: if a t.eacher during a lesson of English for 
foreigners should say, with distinct articulation and great emphasis "You 
bloody fool!" in order to illuslrate the fäet that phonetic /u/ may be spelled in 
different ways, and double <o> in spelling pronounced in different ways, this is 
not Lo be taken as if (s)he were insulting her/his pupils - the utterance is 
uttered at leve! 2, and is thus not to be contextualized as a normally used utter
ance. Instead, it must be rreated as a decontextualized linguistic item to be 
looked upon, considered and, possibly, manipulated differenlly. 

When talking about decontextualization, I obviously do not mean decontex-
11.laliz.ation in an absolute sense. No utterance can ever be uttered and interpreted 
without any context at all. Indeed, the decontextuali.zation we are about to 
investigate typically Lakes place within a highly specific context, namely that 
of the language lesson. There, paradoxically enough, linguistic expressions are 
subject to a kind of contextualization which involves its very opposite, decon
textualization. This was precisely what was formulated as 'the decontextualiza
tion paradox' in chapter I. Some may prefer to !hink of lhe phenomena about 
lo be studied in this chapter as recontextualization of utterances. In a sense, 
given what was said above about the impossibility of uuering somelhing that 
is out of any context in an absolute sense, such a tenn would be more correct. 
However, in the view of the present author, the tenn 'decontextualization' has 
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the advantage of capturing both the fact that linguistic items are recontextual
ized and the fact that language, when thus recontextualized, is looked upon in 
panicular ways, namely as detached from its nonnal refecential and descriptive 
aochorage, i.e. as decontextualized. 

Deliberalely, and for the sake of clarity, "You bloody fool" - a simple
minded, invented example - was chosen above to illustrate the decontextual
ization needed for levet 2 language. Obviously, it is part of the competence 
needed for participating successfully in a language lesson to know of the 
separation of levels. Perhaps, one can occasionaUy find mistakes akin to the 
invented example above: 

(11) ff lries to explain the meaning of the word d..amm. (dam) to P/ 

L7:451 T: 

452 P: 
453 T: 
454 P: 

T: 

ju, damm det blir det nllr man bygger opp en vägg s! här, ! 
stoppar upp vattnet. d! flr du liksom en konst&jord sjö 
mm 
du har ordnat en sjö, dA .. 
/SAMTIDIGT/ nää 

flr du en damm, det kallar man en damm, vad är alltså 
en damm Yousuf 

(11) ff lries to explain the meaning of the word ~(dam) to P/ 

L7:451 T: 

452 P: 
453 T: 
454 P: 

T: 

yes a dam that's what onc has when one builds up a wall like 
this, to stop the water, then one has like an artificial lake 
mm 
you have made a lake, then.. 
/SIMUL T ANEOUSLY/ no! 

you have a dam, that's what one calls a dam, so what 
isa dam Yousuf 

One possible interpretation of this sequence is that P takes 453 not as a levet 2 
utterance, "du" (you) meaning man (one), i.c. an indefinite pronoun, but to 
contextualize the utterance within the level 1 context, "du" (you) referring to 
bimself as being T:s interlocutor, and protests against the assertion he thereby 
mistakenly attributes to T. 

However, when the demarcation between the two levels is so obvious, there 
rarely are any d.ifficulties. In actual lessons though, the relation between the 
levels is far more intricate and the problem of separating them considerably 
more subtle. This is the most important aspect of the analysis to follow. The 
interesting thing is not merely lhe existence of two levels of language -
which would be a fairly trivial finding - but the entanglement between lhem 
in the unfolding dialogue process, the opacity of levels, as it were. 

2 .2 The linguistic enclosure 

Language use is cbaracterized by an organic and dynarnic relation between the 
linguistic e:itpressions and the activity context in which they are integral.ed. The 
organic element is that a specific part of the meaning potential of a linguistic 
item is realized in a specific context (Rommetveit, 1983, 1987a, b) and that an 
utterance is context-shaped, i.e. depending for its design as well as its interpre-
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tation on the actual stage of the activity in which it participates. The dynamic 
element is lhat an uuerance affects the context so that the context for the next 
utterance is changed by its having been uttered. Communicative action is 
"doubly contextual" (Heritage, 1984:242). To see how level 2 works in lhis 
respect and how il differs from level 1, let us look at an example: 

(12) /P has read a text from the reader; the exercise he is now doing is labelled 
"Search for the word! It can be found in the text about engine-driver 
Näslund."/ 

L8:226 T: ( ... ) Växeln hade frusit ... 
227 P: /SKRIVER/ f ... a ... st 

(12) /P has read a text from the reader; the exercise he is now doing is labelled 
"Search for the wordl It can be found in the text aboUl engine-driver 
Näslund."/ 

L8:226 T: ( ... ) The points had frozen ... 
227 P: /WRITES/ s ... o ... lid 

In (12), we are clearly confronted with language at level 2. However, fi.rst let 
us consider what would happen if somebody used a sentence like The points 
had frozen solid al level 1. Then the utterance would have an irnmediate organic 
and dynamic relationship to the context in which the utterance occurs - no 
matter if it were railroad workers discussing what they should do to ensure the 
circulation of trains or somebody telling a (true or fictive) story about some
thing that happened at a railway station. In such a case, the reference of "the 
points" would be immediately related to the verbal or non-verbal context; 
through the descripl.ion something would be roade known that directly altered 
the context. Thus, the linguistic expressions - PQ!nl, ~. s.oJid and the 
purely grammatical elements - and their meaning potentials would be brought 
into use to make something known, to refer to a reference situation and to 
bring into focus aspects of it, i.e. to give a description. In ordinary use of 
language, each utterance is based on the earlier established context and, at the 
same time, develops iL 

When the utterance is uttered at level 2 as in (12), this real-world type of 
contextualization must not be made. Reference is not made to any "points" at 
all - asking "what points?" would be, so to speak, pointless - and therefore 
nothing is made known about "them". In this sense, tbe utterance is decontex
tualized; reference and description do not work in the ordinary way, i.e. in im
mediate relation to context.1 

1 To be on the safe side, I repeat that this deconteittualization lakes placc within 
the very concext of the language lesson. To that extent, the utterance is both 
context-shaped and conlext-renewing; what is made known through the 
utterancc is e.g. thal the pupil can find or remember a linguistic item, thc verb 
particle illl (solid). Obviously, when P utters "fast" (solid) in 227 above, this 
is closcly rclated to the qucstion posed by T in the preceding tum and it 
changes the context in the sense that bis solving of the taslc means that he can 
now tum to the next one. However, the point is that this does not have thc 
ordinary relation to the conventional meaning or any meaning-in-context of 
"Vlxeln hade frusit fast" (The points had frozen solid), when the sentence is 
used for reference and description. 
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Al level 2 a linguistic item is not osed, il is quoled, displayed, exhibited. 
This has also been pointed out by Edmondson (1981) who labels such displays 
of linguistic items "sayings". The fäet that reference and description do not 
work in the ordinary way in the case of sayings - levet 2 utterances - is 
demonstrated by Edmondson (1981:132) in the following way: 

As there is no operant possible world in which the utterance functions as 
other than a saying, we cannot meaningfully refer to the situationally
appropriate assignment of stress bere. 

Another way of showing this difference would be to say that anyone who utters 
something at levet 2 is not committed to what (s)he says in the same way as 
when (s)he uses it in the ordinary way. In the invented example above, T does 
not endorse the commitrnent connected to a coarse insult; in (12) T and P do 
not commit themselves in the same way as if e.g. they reported something 
they knew, or bad heard of, or even had imagined. (On speakers' and listeners' 
responsibilities and commitments in ordinary communicative contexts, see 
Rommetveit, 1985.) 

Using a metaphor, the phenomenon of language detached {levet 2), could be 
compared to what happens to articles of everyday use wben they are placed in a 
museum. An armchair still is an armchair when we admire ilat the museum, 
but from the moment it was taken away from its nonnal environment, it is no 
longer an article of use. Its use, certainly, may still be one aspecl that we think 
of; its exhibition, however, make salient other aspects. The same goes for lin
guistic items uttered at level 2. They are no longer used, they are exhibited and 
looked upon differently. 

To make it possible to utter linguistic expressions that are exempt from the 
organic, dynamic relation to context, i.e. to make it possible to utter linguistic 
expressions without the immediate real-world lype contextualization, linguistic 
items at level 2 have to be enclosed. The linguistic enciosure created for level 2 
language is supposed to inhibit levet 1 reactions to level 2 utterances. When 
coofrooted with an enclosed utterance, one is supposed not to make use of 
everyday interpretative devices, viz immediate contextualization of the utter
ance. 

Sequences where linguistic items are uttered within linguistic enclosure, 
rather than used with normal contextualization, abound in the corpus. Here, I 
shall give just one illustrative example: 

(13) /P has read a Nordic folk tale. For the exercise, the direct speech of the 
tale has been transformed into indirect speech in the exercise book. P's 
task is to retransform the sentences into direct speechJ 
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L5:224 P: /LÅSER/ Vad säger mannen och hustrun? Skriv vad Oudbrand 
och hans hustru säger. Se först pl exemplen. Jag har bytt kon 
mot en hlst. Vi kan köra till kyrkan med hästen. 

225 T: mm. nu ska vi se, du kan lllsa det hllr 
226 P: /LÄSERJ Gudbrand slger att han har bytt kon mot en häst. 

Hustrun säger au de kan köra till lcyrkan med hästen. 
227 T: mm. det lr det här som dom slger, det har dom lndrat om dl 

/P:mm/ sl att det llr pratbubblor sl an han säger det va /P:rnrn/ 



Jag har bytt kon mot en häst l hustrun sllger, vi kan ju köra 
till kyrkan med hästen. Då ska vi läsa vidare där 

228 P: vad ska jag skriva där? 
229 T: nu slca vi skriva det i pratbubblan först, men vi flr läsa vad det 

lr för nåt vi ska skriva om 
230 P: /GÄSPAR, LÅSER/ Hustrun säger an barnen alltid ska gl och 

stlllla in hästen. 
231 
232 

T: 
P: 

mm hustrun sllger !ill barnen 
mm 

233 T: vad sllger hustrun nu dl, kommer du ihlg vad hon sa dllr i 
boken. gl ... 

234 P: 1 
235 T: vad ska vi skriva här dl 
23 6 P: iOHORBART/ 

(3s) 
237 P: vad kan det bli 
23 8 T: hustrun säger till barnen att dom ska gl l ställa in hästen 
239 P: barnens .. nää 
240 T: 1 sl ska fuw. sllga det, hustrun ska säga det 
241 P: /SAMTIDIGT/ det kan inte jag, s .. ska dom säga .. 
242 T: joo, hon säger att barn ... 
243 P: (2s) 
244 T: gå och. .. 
245 P: /SAMTIDIGT/ gå in .. gå och ställ in hästen 
246 T: gå å ställ in hästen barn 
247 P: jaa 

(13) /P has read a Nordic folk tale. For the exercise, the direct speech of the 
tale has been transformed into indirect speech in the exercise book. P's 
task is to retransfonn the sentences into direct speech/ 

L5:224 P: /READS/ What do the man and his wife say? Write down what 
Gudbrand and his wife say. First look al the examples. I have 
bartered the cow fora horse. We can go Lo church by horse. 

225 T: nun, now let's see, you can read this 
226 P: /READS/ Gudbrand says he has bartered the cow for a horse. 

His wife says they can go to church by horse. 
227 T: mm. this is what they say, then they've changed it /P:mm/ so 

that it is bubbles so that he's saying it, right /P:mm/ I have 
bartered the cow for a horse and the wife says, now we can go 

228 P: 
229 T: 

230 P: 

231 T: 
232 P: 
233 T: 

to church by horse. Now we can go on reading there 
what shall I write there? 
now we shall write it down first in the bubble, but we have to 
read what it is that we'll write about 
!Y A WNS, READS/ The wife says that the children should 
always lead the horse into the stable. 
mm the wife says to the children 
mm 
and now what does the wife say, do you remember what she 
said in the book, lead ... 

234 P: and 
23 5 T: so what should we write here 
236 P: /INAUDIBLE/ 

(3s) 
237 P: what could it be 
238 T: the wife says to the children that they should lead the horse 

into the stable 
239 P: the children's .. no 
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240 T: and then the ~ is to say it. the wife is to say it 
241 P: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/ I don't know, a..are they to say .. 
242 T: listen, she says children ... 
243 P: (2s) 
244 T: lead ... 
245 P: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/ lead in .. lead the horse into the stable 
246 T: lead the horse into the stable children 
247 P: yes 

Here "Lead the horse into the stable, children" is not used as it originally was 
in the - fictive - context of the tale. The sentence is cited from the tale and 
when it is uttered by Pin 245, it does not add to the story, nor does it convey 
a real-world type message whatsoever (cf below 'message-orientation' vs 'item
orientation'). 

2 .3 Leve/ 2 perspective 

Language at level 2 is thus characterized by ordinary devices for contextualiza
tion of linguistic expressions being non-operative. This decontextualization is 
connected to a certain perspective on language, to certain attitudes and certain 
conceptions and treabnents of language that are alien toa natural attitude and to 
everyday experiences of language use. This perspective consists of the follow
ing four traits: item-orientation, dominance of the prototypical, preference for 
paradigmatic relations and striving for general, abstract descriptions. 

2.3 .1 Message - item 

In ordinary use of language, there is message-orientatwn, i.e. language itself is 
transparent and communicators concentrate primarily on the message that is 
conveyed through language. When linguistic items are uttered at level 2, there 
is item-orientation1: the potential messages that are conventionally conveyed 
by the item talked about, and possibly specified by the context from which the 
item is taken, are not to be considered. The linguistic item is abstracted from 
the message-potential that it would carry in a situation-speci.fic utterance: 

(14) L7:317 T: ja, å det fanns en hel del ord här som man kanske behöver 
känna till. å det stod här att det var .. kustlandet var mest 
lämpligt för jordbruk /P:ja/ vet du vad en .llw: är 

318 P: (3s) 
319 T: vad ären åker 
( ... ) 
340 T: och marken som han kör på då, det är åker 
341 P: marken som han kör på det är åker 
342 T: här har du ordet åker, ta å !Ils vad som står om det 
343 P: /LÄSER/ Bonden har en stor åker där han odlar råg 
344 T: jaa, odlar .. 

lThe term 'item-orientation' is preferred to e.g. 'medium-orientation' (Butzkarnm 
& Dodson, 1980). since il hints at the emphasis on linguistic expressions -
words, phrases, sentences - in isolation. 
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345 P: /AVBRYTER/ odlar han bara råg 
346 T: nää, det..ha .. ma .. man odlar olika saker, man kan .. förresten vad 

kan man odla, det kanske du kan tala om 

(14) L7:317 T: yes and there were quite a lot of words that you perhaps need 
to know, here it said that it was .. the coastal area was the most 
suitable for agriculture /P:yes/ do you know what a f.i!ili! is 

318 P: (3s) 
319 T: what is a field 
( ... ) 
340 T: and the ground that he's driving on, that's the field 
341 P: the groWld that he's driving on that's the field 
342 T: here's the word field, please read what is said about it 
343 P: /READS/ The farmer has a big field where he cultivates rye 
344 T: yes, cultivate .. 
345 P: /JNTERRUPTS/ does he only cultivate rye 
346 T: no, that .. he .. one .. one culcivates different things, one can .. by 

the way what can you cultivate, perhaps )'.2ll could tell that 

The aim of the activity that starts in 317 is to get at the abstract, general, 
Iexical meaning of the word .fifil.d (cf below, 2.3.4); the sentence read in 343 is 
thus not to be taken in this connection as a message about a concrete, specific 
farmer. It functions merely as a sentence-item to illustrate another item, the 
word fullil. The message-oriented question from P in 345 is thus beside the 
point and he is taken back to level 2 by T asking in general tenns (note the 
indefinite pronoun "man" (one, you) in 346) about the meaning of cultivate 
and, a couple of tums later to the original problem: 

(15) L 7:350 T: så rågen mognar ja, alltså, om jag frågar dej nu, vad är en äker 
351 P: sän där som traktorna häller på å planterar till exempel eh vad 

ska jag eh säga 
(2s) 

352 T: ja vad!!. själva äkem 

(15) L7:350 T: so the rye ripens yes, okay, so if I ask you now, what is a 
field 

2.3.2 

351 P: kind of where tractors are planting for example er what should 
I er say 

(2s) 
352 T: well what il. the actual field 

Potentials -prototype 

Words and expressions in natura! language have a meaning potential, part of 
which is realized in each situated use of the word or expression. Which 
aspect{s) of meaning that is/are made prominent depends on the specific context 
of use (Rommetveit, 1983, 1987a, b; see also Heritage, 1984, chapter 6). 
Since level 2 tre.atment of language is characterized by decontextualization, it 
cannot rely on any specific context to hint at what, or how much, of the 

69 



potential is to be realized. At level 2 it is the prototypieal 1 that prevails over 
other potentials. 

This phenomenon is most easily exemplifie.d by the exercises on antonyms 
(L4, L5, L6, L8), since they presenta double predilection for the prototypical 
The Nordie folk tale read in L5 contains ten adjectives: S1Q.[ (big), bm (also in 
the form l2äl.tW (good, better), .I.ån& (long, tall), hunifii (hungry), I.an (light, 
easy), snäll (kind), ar& (angry), "1uk1.ii (elever), fin (niee), J.idi& (early). Out of 
these, eight are taken up in the exercise and paired with their prototypical 
antonyms. The two left out, au (angry) and duktii (elever), are those for which 
no prototypieal antonym exists in the lexicon. Thus, the first way in whieh 
the prototypical prevails is in the choice of linguistie material to deal with. 

If we then look closer at the exercises in question, we find t.bat the prototype 
is proposed as the solution even in cases where a non-prototypical potential of 
the meaning of a word is the one realized in the context from which the word is 
taken. (This bas to do with the item-orientation (ef above) of the exercise -
the word has been taken out of its context as an isolated item, and its specified 
meaning is no longer to be considered.) In the tale about Gudbrand we read: 

(16) - Ja, men jag har inte någon gås heller, sade mannen. Jag bytte gåsen 
mol en tupp. 
- SA fint! sade hustrun. När vi har tupp, kan vi komma upp tidigt om 
morgonen. 

(16) - Well bot I don't have a goose eilher, lhe man said. I bartered the 
goose for a rooster. 
- How nice! his wife said. When we have a rooster, we can get up early 
in lhe moming. 

(The tale is cited from tbe book to spare tbe reader from errors of pronuncia
tion, corrections etc t.bat occur as tbis passage is read in L5:27-29.) 

The antonyms of fin (nice) and~ (early) given as correct answers, the 
prototypes M (ugly) and sm (late), prove not to fit in easily in this context 
and the opposite (inverse, negated) proposition does in no way result from the 
operation of substitution. The same goes for (17), where many other altema
tives than ~ (evil) and d.älig (bad) areas suited, or more so, if we should 
state the opposite of 

( 17) - Jod!, min fru är sä snäll, sade Oudbrand. Hon tycker all allt som jag 
gör är bra. 

(17) - Oh yes, my wife is so kind, Gudbrand said. She thinks that everything 
Ido is fine. 

In IA, P suggests sometimes to be the antonym of n.mL a suggestion that is 
rejected. Out of several possible ways of "saying the opposite" (not only 

lThe tenn 'prototypical' is used here in its everyday sense, i.e. not the way it 
has been specified by Rosch (1973). Anolher possible way of characterizing 
lhe phenomenon would be to use Johnson-Laird's (1987) notion 'default value' 
(cf Rommetveit, 1987b). 
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sometimes bul also ~ m. ~ ... ) of lhe semence given as a cue, it is 
the prototypical word ~ thal is searched for: 

(18) L4:27 T: ( ... ) jaa sl var det dina motsatsord, dl ska vi se 
28 P· bred, smal, svart, vit, aldrig, ibland {f:mm/ lr det inte sl 
29 T hur 1r det med det, jag har llikig ... /OHÖRBART/ 
30 P· ofta. nej 
31 T: mm, jag har aldrig godis med mej i skolan, för det flr vi ju 

inte 
32 P: nll 
33 T: nllll .. 
34 P: /SAMTIDIGT/ ne .. 

T: vad kan motsatsen vara till det 
35 P: (4s) inte Jllllil va? 
36 T: jo, just det 

(18) L4:27 T: ( ... ) well then we had your antonyms, so let's see 
28 P: broad, narrow, black, white, never, sometimes {f:mm/ isn't 

that so 
29 T: what about that.. I~ have ... /INAUDIBLE/ 
30 P: often, no 
31 T: mm, I never bring sweets to school, 'cause we aren't allowed lO 

32 P: no 
33 T: no .. 
34 P: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/ne .. 

T: what could be the opposite of lhat 
35 P: (4s) not ~ is it? 
36 T: ycs, it is 

2.3 .3 Paradigmatic relations 

Anolher pertinent trail of leve! 2 treatrnenl of language is lhe preference for 
paradigmatic, withln-language relations of the linguistic items lhat are lalked 
about: paradigms proper, synonymy, byponomy, antonomy. ln everyday use of 
language, olher fonnats of human experience such as motives, intentions, 
chronology, cause-effect relations and olher experience-based associations of 
diff erent kinds are likely to play a more central rote than paradigmatic relations 
withln the language system. In (19) we see how such fonnats are outflanked by 
lhe verb paradigm that is to be found: 

(19) L4:359 T: kan du sllja nAt annat verb som vi kan använda 
360 P: häll (5s) inte sover, hnll 
361 T: joo visst kan vi göra det, sover, vilken form av verbet lr det 
362 P: det llr vahetere det, ver .. prisens 
363 T: presens, jag skriver det dilr, jaa 
364 P: slU .. 
365 T: vad heter det i imperfekt 
366 P: sovde, nu 

(5s) 
367 T: det lr ju sAnt där verb som vi brukar kalla för .. att det följer 

inte reglerna /P:hnll/ nll! 
368 P: somnade 
369 T: jag sover, iglr. .. 
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370 P: sov 
371 T: javisst 
372 P: sov .. nej, sover, sov 
373 T: jag sover, dl gör jag det nu /P:mm/ igår .. 
374 P: /SAMTIDIGT/ somnade jag 

T: jag sov, men eh jag har inte somnat ännu, jag ska 
lägga mej A sen sA ... 

375 P: /VISKAR/ somnar jag 
376 T: ska jag sova, ja just det /SKRIVER PÅ TAVLAN/. Jaa 

(19) L4:359 T: could you say another verb that we could use 
360 P: noo (5s) not sleeping, no 
361 T: certainly we can, sleeping, what form of the verb is that 
362 P: that's what'sitsname ver .. presnt 
363 T: present, 1'11 write that here, well 
364 P: sleeee .. 
365 T: how do you say that in the past 
366 P: sleeped, noo 

(5s) 
367 T: it's the kind of verb that we call..il doesn't follow the rules 

/P:no/ no 
368 P: fell asleep 
369 T: I sleep, yesterday ... 
370 P: slept 
371 T: that's it 
372 P: slee .. no, sleep, slept 
373 T: I sleep, then I do it now /P:mm/ yesterday .. 
374 P: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/Ifell asleep 

T: I slept, but er I haven't fallen asleep yet, l'll go to 
bed and then I shall ... 

375 P: /WHISPERS/ fall asleep 
376 T: Ishall sleep, that's it /WRITES ON THE BLACKBOARD/. Okay 

If the task were not to find the paradigm of one particular verb, but to describe 
a real or possible state of affairs (cf 'message' vs 'item', above), P's suggestions 
that "the one who sleeps has fallen asleep" would be perfectly reasonable -
here they don't count. 

An exercise of vocabulary in L6 (and used also in one of the lessons in the 
pilot study) can serve as another example. Expressions describing a state of 
mind or a trait of character and including comparisons with animals ('hungry as 
a wolf etc) are listed. In the exercise, nothing is stated about anyone being 
hungry (if this were the case, "syntagmatic" associations like 'Why is he hun
gry?', 'Is he also thirsty?', 'Tired?', 'Will he find something to eat?', 'What will 
happen to him next?' would be relevant); the expression hungry as a wolf is 
taken with as cunnin2 as a fox and other expressions of the same form, for, as 
it were, paradigmatic reasons. 

The preponderance of paradigmatic relations is also manifest in lots of other 
exercises: an array of prepositions (adjectives etc) are put togcther for their be
longing to the same category of parts of speech, though in level l use of lan
guage they may well go together/contrast with expressions built with other 
linguistic material. To take a last example of the paradigm phenomenon, we 
tum to Ll. Here P demonstrates that he knows what it means to compare in 
everyday terms: 
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(20) Ll :305 T: jaa A jag var en A sextiltta /P:ja/ sA jag var ganska mycket 
längre. /HARKLAR SIG/ Det är ju si här att när man .. 

306 P: /AVBRYTER/ sAnt hämt kan jag 
307 T: ja, vad bra, du fAr inte titta pl det än ser du /SKRATIAR/ 

/P:nl/ det är ju så här att man kan ju jämföra. hur gör man nlr 
man jämför 

308 P: dl slljer man sl här, om man vahetere pA teven brukar det ju 
vara sAna här .. (6s) om man vahetere jämför vilka som lr 
starkast sl här /T:mm/ då har man ju dragkamp sl att man tar 
dragkamp, sen är det.stAr det nAra barn pi den an .. ena sidan A 
nAra barn pA den andra sidan, sen har dom ett rep eme . .i 
mi..emellan /T:mm/ sen dra .. sen är det nån domare som slljer, 
dra, A si drar dom ända till nAra ger upp, A dA är dom .. det andra 
laget vunnit /T:mrn/ sA jämför man om .. som .. om vilka som llr 
starkast /T:mm/ A vilka som är svagast /T:ja det kan man göra/ 
sen kan man ha .. 

309 T: om jag skulle visa dej dom här pennorna, (5s) hur tycker du att 
den här pennan är 

310 P: lång 
311 T: mm, eh, hur tycker du att den här pennan är dA 
312 P: lAng 
313 T: ganska lAng ocksl? 
314 P: mm 
315 T: ja. om vi säjer au den här är lAng 
316 P: ja 
317 T: ha. dl lägger vi den där. Å s! tar vi den här 
318 P: /SAMTIDIGT/längre 
319 T: ja 
320 P: längst 
321 T: just det. Men om jag dl silger an .. om jag visar dej den här, den 

är ju ... 
322 P: störst 
323 T: ja den är väldigt lAng den här, dl tycker jag vi säger ... 
324 P: längst 
325 T: ja, dA säjer jag att den här tycker jag är ganska kort /P:ja/ dl 

slljer jag den här lir kort 
326 P: kort, kortare, kortast /T:ja/ eller om man tar, sA här, kort, 

kortare, kortast 
327 T: just det (3s) det slljer man ja. nu kan vi titta p! sidan nie, och 

eh .. det här ordet stark, det talar ju om hur nAn lir va /P:jaa/ jaa. 
l sina ord brukar man kalla för adjektiv, det har du hört förut 

(20) L1:305 T: yes and I was one hundred and sixty-eight centimetres /P:yes/ 
so I was quite a bit taller. /CLEARS THROAT/ Now what we do 
is that when one .. 

306 P: /INTERRUPTS/ this kind of stuff I know 
307 T: oh, that's fine, you mustn't look at it yet you see /LAUOHS/ 

/P:no/ now what we have is that one can compare, how do you 
go about comparing 

308 P: then you say like this, if you what'sitsname on TV there are 
those.. (6s) if you what'sitsname compare who is strongest 
you know /T:mm/ then you have a tug-of-war so you go for a 
tug-of-war, then there is .. there are some children on the 
oth .. the one side and some children on the other side, then 
they have a rope betwe .. in the mi..between /T:mm/ then 
pull .. then there is a judge who says, pull, and then they pull 
until some give up, and then they are .. the other team has won 
/T:mm/ that's how you compare who .. if..who is strongest 
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309 T: 

310 P: 
311 T: 
312 P: 
313 T: 
314 P: 
315 T: 
316 P: 
317 T: 
318 P: 
319 T: 
320 P: 
321 T: 
322 P: 
323 T: 
324 P: 
325 T: 

326 P: 

327 T: 

(f:mm/ and who is wea.kesl ff:yes you can/ then you can 
have .. 
if I were to show you thesc pencils, (5s) whal do you lh.ink of 
this pencil 
long 
mm, er, and whal do you lhinlc of this pencil 
long 
quilc long as well? 
mm 
okay, let's say lhis one is long 
yes 
okay, then wc pul il here. And I.lien we'll Lake this one 
/SIMULTANEOUSLY/ longer 
yes 
longesl 
that's il. Bul if I say that .. if I show you this one, il is ... 
biggest 
yes it's very long this one, then I think wc should say ... 
longesl 
yes, then I say thal I think this one is quite short /P:yes/ so I 
say this one is short 
short, shorter, shortest (f:yes/ or if you take, like lhis, short, 
shorter, shortesl 
that's fine (3s) that's how you say it, now we can look al page 
nine, and er .. this word strong, il teUs us how somcone is right 
/P:yes/ okay, and such words we usually call adjectives, you've 
heard that before 

Interestingly enough, P's demonstration in 308 of what il means to compare, 
comprises the opposition between stron2es1 and weakest. Such comparisons 
using different adjectives are very natura! IO level 1; Thorell (1973) labels the 
phenomenon 'contrary comparative' (Sw .: konträr komparativ). In a paper dis
cussing the relationship between grammatical descriptions and actual use, 
Hedquist (1978:96, my translation) states: 

With a somewhat sharp formulation one could say that lhe comparative 
form of an adjective is virtually never related to the positive form of the 
same adjective. Le. it is somewhat unnatural in practical use of language 
to talk about something being cbeap, somelhing else cheaper and a third 
item cheapest. 

What Hedquisl claims, thus, is lhat the paradigm of one single adjective does 
not play the important rote in actual use of language that it is given in gram
matical descriptions (and exercises), but lhal, iostead, it relates IO conjugated 
forms of other adjectives (and possibly words other Lhan adjectives). This is as 
far as levet 1 is concemed. At level 2, however, the adjective is not used lo say 
something about anything; the aim of such an exercise is to treat of the 
paradigm of a word-item in isolation. 
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2.3.4 General, abstract descriptions 

When, in everyday use of language, a particular word or expression is used, we 
are of course faced with a concrete instance of it and its m~g is specified by 
the actual, activity-bound context of its use. Words and expressions when they 
are tal.ked about at leve! 2 are conceived of as having an absttact, general, lexi
cal meaning I.hat is delimited and existing out-of-context. What counts as 
descriptions of word meanings in language lessons is typically such lexical 
definitions and/or synonyms (dictionary-type definitions). When P uses 
exarnples, concrete instantiations and experience-based associations to describe 
word meanings, these are typically not bluntly rejected by T, but treated as 
insufficient. 

In Gustavsson (1985a), a sequence that illustrates this phenomenon was 
discussed. It is taken from a lesson belonging to the pilot study; a teacher
pupil dyad, P is an 11-year-old Finnish girl (cf a1so Juvonen, 1987). 

(21) /P has read a passage from a well-known Swedish childrens' book/ 

LP 1 :69 T: du det stAr sA här, den elakaste katten heter MAns, vad menar 
man med det 

70 P: ja han är sAn att han kan Jura 
71 T: mm men om man är elak hurdan är man då 
72 P: han är sin att han tycker inte om Pelle 
73 T: näe men .. men om .. om någon är elak, hurdan är den dA 
74 P: (4s) vet inte 
75 T: det vet du inte, ska vi si! upp det fAr vi se /P:mm/ om vi kan 

hitta en förklaring på det 
(13s) 

7 6 P: elak /OHÖRBART/ 
77 T: /AVBRYTER/ man kan nästan säga att man är dum, man är 

stygg /P:jaa/ om man är elak, du kan skriva det., elak lr ... lika 
med stygg, det vet du vad det var för nånting va {P:jaa/ man är 
stygg mot någon när man är dum mot nAgon, A dA är man elak 
mot den personen 

(21) /P has read a passage from a well-known Swedish childrens' book/ 

LPl :69 T: you know it says like this, the nastiest cat is called Mins, 
what does that mean 

70 P: well he's the kind that can cheat 
7 1 T: mm but if one is nasty how is one then 
72 P: he's the kind that doesn't like Pelle 
73 T: no but..but if..if someone is nasty, what's he like then 
74 P: (4s) don't know 
75 T: you don't know, Jet's look it up and see /P:mm/ if we can find 

an explanation of it 
(13s) 

76 P: nasty /INAUDIBLE/ 
77 T: /INTERRUPTS/ you can almost say sorneone is unkind, one is 

evil /P:yes/ if one is nasty, you can write that down, nasty 
is ... the same as evil, you know what that is don't you {P:yes/ 
one is evil to someone when one is unkind to somconc, and 
then onc is nasty to that person 
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The instantiations given by P refer to the context of the book in which the 
word JllWX occurred. She refers to this context through the use of the personal 
pronoun ~. talking about Måns, the cat in the book, and relating what she has 
found "nasty" in his behaviour. However, these are not accepted as sufficient 
descriptions of the meaning of JllWX. lnstead, leaving the context of the book, 
T rephrases the question in general tenns - using indefinite instead of per
sonal pronouns - and gives the solution as two synonyms. Thus, T's 
descriptions of word meaning stay within the language system; they are level 2 
descriptions, decontextualized, general and abstract. P's suggestions are level 1 
like; at level 1, i.e. actual language use, the normal way of explaining a word 
(e.g. in a meta-linguistic phase) is to point to what motivates the use of the 
word on that concrete, specific occasion by reference to non-linguistic, 
contextual or situational factors. 

In the corpus of this study, this striving for formulating abstract, general 
descriptions of word meaning and/or finding synonyms is most clearly mani
fest in L7. One example, the word .fW!l. has been cited already, (14) above (see 
also (31) below). Another example from another lesson: 

(22) /P has read a passage from 'The Tugboat" that goes "At the same moment 
Eta found the glasses. More precisely, she stepped on them."/ 

L6:27 T: mm, tack du, gör vi ett litet uppehåll dllr. Vad var det nu jag 
tänkte på hllr, jo, det står så blir, hon trampade på dom närmare 
bestämt, förstår du det..innehAllet dllr 

28 P: /SAMTIDIGT/ ja hon trampade pl dom 
29 T: /SAMTIDIGT/ ja, uentli&cn var det .. .alll sl var det att hon 

trampade pi dom va ( ... ) 

(22) /P has read a passage from 'The Tugboat" that gocs "At the same moment 
Eta found the glasses. More precisely, she stepped on thcm."/ 

L6:27 T: mm. thank you, we'll stop for a while there. Now what was I 
thinking of, yes, the text says lilce this, shc stepped on them 
more precisely, do you understand that .. the meaning there 

28 P: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/ yes she stepped on them 
29 T: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/ yes, acrually she stepped .. ~ what 

she did was to step on them right ( ... ) 

Despite its fonnulation, the question in 27 does not seem to concem primarily 
"the meaning" of the passage - in which case P's answer would be perfectly 
alright - but rather to ask for a (rough) synonym of more precjsely. The 
question then, seems to concem a purely linguistic meaning of the phrase 
rather than how it should be interpreted in the specific context within which it 
was used (situated meaning or interpretation). This is but another facet of the 
decontextualiz.ation involved in the level 2 perspective. While in everyday use 
of language, the answer to a question like Wbat does tbat mean is likely to 
contain the explanation of situational meaning, implications and implicatures 
of an utterance, the "same question" in a level 2 activity asks for the lexical 
meaning of a word, phrase or sentence (cfLyons, 1977; Brown & Yule, 1983a 
fora discussion of the difference between 'sentence' and 'utterance). 
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2 .4 A comparison between level 2 and meta
linguistic activities at leve/ 1 

Whal has been said until now aboul language at levet 2 in the language lesson, 
does not distinguish il clearly from whatever sort of meta-linguistic or meta
communicative activities, which are frequent also in everyday use of language. 
When in ordinary conversation there are signs of communicative problems, 
misunderstandings, lack of understanding etc, one can recur to a meta-leve!: 
What do you mean by X, What is such a thjng called, You said X. could you 
explain that a bit more and number of other devices and expressions. However, 
making language visible and assigning attention and awareness to the "seen
but-unnoticed" procedures of language use, typically have no value per se in 
everyday activities where language is integrated as a tool. Also the meta-level 
is principally a means of getting on with an activity other than talking about 
language. That is why the meta-leve! is recurred to only when the need is 
apparent, the problems are solved with any means available and the meta-level 
left as quickly as possible. 

This can be illustrated by some sequences from the lessons where level 2 is 
not present, as well as, of course, by the non-didactic conversations of the 
corpus. In L3, the main activity is the construction of a kite. In this activity, 
Janguage serves, as in any everyday activity, as a tool only, and the leve! 2 
phenomenon does not come into play: 

(23) L3:362 P: tack. sen drar vi ut en sAn häm form l sen lite förstoring 
363 T: lite för stort? 
364 P: ja {f:rnm/ det skulle ju vara för stort, Il komma luft i, nej, 

v ll.nta, nu har jag gjort fel 

(23) L3:362 P: lhank you, then we cut out a form like thls and lhcn somc 
enlargemcnt 

363 T: a bit too !arge? 
364 P: yes ff:mm/ it had to be too !arge, Il get air into it, no, wait, 

now I've made a mistake 

When the meaning of P's somewhat odd expression "and then same enlarge
ment" is not immediately clear to T, she seeks confirmation of what she thinks 
P might have meant. When this confinnation is given, she solely gives a 
back-channel signal and then there is nothing more to it. The problem of 
understanding has been solved with minimal means so that the principal activ
ity can continue. 

(24) below is clrawn from a sequence in a lesson classified as "other teaching 
activities" - a discussion, parted from the text, about P's visit to the dentist. 
There isa hitch since T cannot understand a particular detail of P's story. The 
problem is very quickly passed over as P, by an inserted "mm" at the begin
ning of 145, accepts the understanding that T exhibits in 144, and the discus
sion can continue. To the outside observer, the sequence might rather appear as 
a misunderstanding; P is probably referring to dentists' current practice of 
painting children's teeth with a liquid that makes plaque appear in red (or 
"gold", see 143 below). However, what is important is that the acceptance of 
signs of minimal mutual understanding is enough to terminate the meta-
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sequence. (Since it is a maner of finding the proper word or expression, the 
sequeoce is characterized as being at a meta-leve!, although no typical meta
linguistic devices are used.) 

(24) lA:141 P: ju /f:ja/ en glng /f:ja/ där dom borstade mina tlnder sl där .. l 
rnej .. l lärde borsta /f :ju/ sl sa dom..I si gick jag en glng till 
vahetere henne den dlr .. de dL.de dL.dom gllr fyllnader mellan 
tlnder 

142 T: vad gjorde dom sa du 
143 P: ja si hlr tog guldet pi dom 
144 T: jaa dom röntgade dina tlnder 
145 P: sl . .mm .. 1 si vahetere visade dom att jag .. om jag inte borstade 

dom hlr ordentligt sl kommer jag l fl hål 
146 T: har du .. eh är du noga med det nu, att du borstar 

(24) lA:141 P: yes /f:yes/ once /f:yes/ there they brushed my teeth like 
that .. and me .. and taught how to brush /f:yes/ then they 
said .. and I went another time to what'shemame to her 
that .. thi .. th& .. they ma.lce fillings between teeth 

142 T: what did you say they did 
143 P: well like this took gold on lhem 
144 T: aha they X-rayed your teeth 
145 P: so .. mm .. and the what'sitsname they showed that I..if I didn't 

brush these carefully then I will get holes 
146 T: have you .. er &re you careful &bout that now, &bout brushing 

In the non-didactic conversations, problems of understanding (that may be 
caused, as in (25) below, by P's lack of linguistic skills) are solved in the same 
way: 

(25)Ch8: 96 P: llgsplren, nej vahetere NISKAR/ lilgsplren 
97 C: nu ml.ste vi hiua pi nlt här, snabbt snabbt snabbt snabbt 

/GÖR LJUD/ vi mlste hitta pi nit 
98 P: vllnta llgsplre.n 
99 C: elljussplren? 

100 P: mm 
101 C: ja! ri . .rita elljussplren, dllr man springer I Alcer skidor, /P:mm/ 

lie har vi, vad ska vi hitta mer /HARKLAR SIO/ 

(25)Ch8: 96 P: /lllgsplren/ (ellc tracks), no what'sitsnarne /llgsplren/ (elk 
tracks) 

97 C: now we gotta thinlc of something here, quick quiclc quick quick 
/MAKES NOISES/ we gotta thinlc of something 

98 P: listen /llgsplren/ (elk tracks) 
99 C: /elljusspåren/? (the lit-up track) 

100 P: mm 
101 C: yeahl dr .. draw lhe lit-up track, where you go jogging and 

skiing, /P:mm/ that's ten, what else can we find /CLEARS 
THROAT/ 

In 96, P utters something tbat is not taken up at all by C, perhaps because he 
did not bear it, perhaps because it was unintelligible. (Though it later becomes 
clear that P refers to a lit-up running track, it is not at all obvious from the 
outset what P actually pronouoces. To make this clear, I stick to my initial 
interpretation, the pbonetically similar word "älgspåren" (elk tracks).) 
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However, as P repeals his proposal, C guesses what he might mean, seeks for 
confinnation and when this is given, "the lit-up track" is immedfately accepted 
as a subject for the picture book and the activity can continue: "what else can 
we find". No effon is spent beyond ensuring minimal mutual understanding. 

To talk about language is, on the contrary, a substantial part of the language 
lesson as an activicy type, its distinctive feature, as it were. In a language les
son, Janguagc and linguistic procedures are made visible even when they seem 
to work smoothly, even those practices that are routinely perfonned in a correct 
way by the pupil (cf Samuelsson, 1986, who shows in an analysis of the pre
sent corpus, that several of the grammatical phenomena that are actuaJly taken 
up in exercises during the lessons do not seem to show up as problems in the 
pupils' spontaneous use of Swedish): 

(26) /Exercise on comparison of adjectives. P has correctly given the three 
forms of 12.wl (broad), 1Jllll. (thin) and svår (difficult)/ 

Ll:370 T: alla dom här tre första, vad kan du säga om dom 
371 P: (4s) vad dl säga 
372 T: aa s .. tycker du att del är .. hör dom till dom här lite lcrlngligare 

eller hör dom till den här vanliga lättare 
373 P: lättare 
374 T: jaa, för hur gör man när man böjer dom här ... tre 
375 P: man tar smal smalare /OSÄKERT/ smalast 
376 L: jaa, vad är det du gör, du lägger till nåt 
377 P: r e .. a r e, a s t 
378 T: jaa. Ha, dA ska vi fortsätta pA fem, det är samma 

(26) /Ex.ercise on comparison of adjectives. P has correctly given the three 
forms of ~ (broad), smal (thin) and svår (difficult)/ 

Ll :370 T: all these three first ones, what can you say about them 
371 P: (4s) what do you mean say 
372 T: well s .. do you think it is .. do they belong to these tricky ones 

or do they belong lo these ordinary easier ones 
373 P: easier 
3 7 4 T: yes, 'cause how do you go about it when you inflect these ... 

three 
375 P: you take thin thinner /UNCERTAINLY/ thinnest 
3 7 6 L: yes, what is it you do, you add something 
377 P: r .. e r, e s t 
3 7 8 T: yes. Okay, the.n we'll continue with five, il's the same 

The task is not only one of inflecting adjectives, P must also be able to ana
lyse and talk about, make explicit, what he is doing when manipulating the 
adjectives, or, as in (27) below, from the same exercise, to reflect upon possi
bilities of errors that can be made, although they have in fäet not been made, at 
least not on this occasion: 

(27) Ll :405 T: 

406 P: 
407 T: 

408 P: 

Javisst /SKRNER PÅ TAVLAN/ mm å sl ska du fA det här 
/SKRIVER PÅ TAVLAN/ 
gammal äldre äldst 
vad duktig du är. /SKRNER PÅ TAVLAN/ Vad skulle man 
kunna göra för fel här, pl gammal 
llh, man skulle sll .. man kan skriva sA här gamlare gamlast, 
fast .. 
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(27) L1:405 T: of course /WRITES ON THE BLACK.BOARD/ mm and then I'll 
give you tltls one /WRITES ON THE BLACK.BOARD/ 

406 P: /gammal äldre illdsl/ (= old, older, oldest; Swedish comparative 
and superlative forms of ~ are irregular) 

407 T: well done. /WRITES ON THE BLACK.BOARD/ What mistake 
could you make here, with old 

408 P: eer, you could sa..you could write like this /gamlare garnlast/ 
(i.e. gives the word with regular endings), but .. 

In the same way, all of L2 is characterized not only by aiming al getting the 
two morphemes pronounced /svc 11/ correctly spelled, but at making explicit 
the theoretical grounds for the difference in spclling. In IA, the pronunciation 
exercise is followed by a passage aiming at making explicit, in tenns of posi
tions of the tongue, the difference between the two vowels conccmed: 

(28) L4:262 T: bra. säg 000000 igen A tänk efter, var har du tungan, 0000 

263 P: 00000, rakt 
264 T: mm, den hänger rakt i munnen /P:mm/ slig uuuuu 
265 P: uuuuuuu 
266 T: var har du tungan nu 
267 P: hllr nere 
268 T: hllr nere, var 
269 P: hllr NISAR/ 1111 hä /T:jaa/ uuuu 
270 T: vad sitter den mot nu, uuuu 
271 P: eh tänderna 
272 T: mot tänderna /P:mm/ Jaa 

(28) L4:262 T: fine, say 000000 again and thinlc about it, where's your 
tongue, 0000 

263 P: 00000, straight 
264 T: mm, it hangs straight down in your mouth /P:mm/ say uuuuu 
265 P: uuuuuuu 
266 T: where's your tongue now 
267 P: down here 
268 T: down here, where 
269 P: he:re /SHOWS/ da he /T:yes/ uuuu 
270 T: now what is it against, uuuu 
271 P: er the teeth 
272 T: against the teeth /P:mrn/ Yes 

Thus, an overall and essential feature of linguistic exercises in lessons is the 
conscious reflexion upon and explicit phrasing of linguistic phenomena, and, 
sometimes even, the taking into account of possibiUties that are not to be 
realized since lhey constitute errors. Another couple of examples: 

(29) /Exercise on congruence of adjectives. Swedish nouns have gender: 
neutral and non-neutral. Adjectives in indefinite NPs with neutral nouns 
take the ending :1. The gender categories are often referred to as ~ 
(ett-words) and m.:.2l.d. (en-words) respeclively, lli and im being the in
definite articles. Below, "ett-ord" is translated as "neutral", though it is 
the somewhat less technical term that is actually used by both P and T/ 
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L6:707 P: ett kolmörkt hus 
708 T: mm, A vad hade du .. vad fick du för ändelse pi kolmörk där 
709 P: kolmörk! 



710 T: mm, det blir t, varför ska vi hat p! ll.ndelsen .. varför ska vi ha 
en t p! ordet där 

711 P: Il därför a .. där fanns .. det är ett 
712 T: det är ett-ord ja /P:ja/ A dA böjs det efter de Il ett-ordet /P:mrn/ 

det är bra, dl fonsätter vi, tv! 

(29) /Exercise on congruence of adjectives. Swedish nouns have gender: 
neutral and non-neutral. Adjectives in indefinite NPs with neutral nouns 
take the ending :!· The gender categories are often referred to as ~ 
(eu-words) and en-ord (en-words) respectively, ett and ~ being the in
definite articles. Below, "ett-ord" is translated as "neutral", though it is 
the somewhat less technical term that is acrually used by both P and T/ 

L6:707 P: 
708 T: 

709 P: 

710 T: 

711 P: 
712 T: 

a pitch-dark house 
mm, and what did you have .. what did you get as the ending 
there 
/kolmörk.!/ (pitch-dark, with the ending :1 in congruence with a 
neutral noun) 
mm, it's t, why should we have a ton the ending .. why should 
we have a t on the word there 
Il because er .. there was . .it's /~ 
il's a neutral word yes /P:yes/ and then it's inflected according 
to that Il the neutral noun /P:mrn/ that's fine, then we'll go on, 
number two 

(30) /The preterite form rn of the verb Y.!ll (to be) looks like the present 
form of a regular verb of parallel phonological shape, e.g. infinitive ~ 
(drive), present lli, while the present form of ~ is AI} 

L8:295 T: ( ... ) eh .. verbet Y..An .. är lite speciellt med, för ja .. det heter 
alltsA inte jag Y.!r som första form dA utan dl heter det jag ... 

296 P: 
297 T: 
298 P: 
299 T: 
300 P: 
301 T: 

är 
men igår sA ... 
var 
A jag ... 
har varit 
ja just det 

(30) (fhe preterite form rn of the verb vara (to be) looks like the present 
form of a regular verb of parallel phonological shape, e.g. infinitive Mu 
(drive), present lli, while the present form of llll is W 

L8:295 T: ( ... ) er .. the verb to M .. is a bit special, 'cause well .. it doesn't 
have /Y..iI.f as its first form but it has ... 

296 P: am 
297 T: but yesterday ... 
298 P: was 
299 T: and I... 
300 P: have been 
301 T: that's it 

In an analysis of a dyadic S2L-lesson of the same kind as those of the present 
study, Juvonen (1987:42, my translation) points out: "One could answer the 
question of what characterizes the interaction between a pupil and her teacher 
during a language lesson in the following way: repairs." 
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Juvonen further claims (ibid, p 40) that the sources of repairs need not 
necessarily be problems from a strictly communicative point of view, but that 
the teacher may dedde, unilaterally, that something is to be considered as a 
problem to be repaired. Edmondson (1986) can be said to go one step further, 
when he analyzes teaching as a way of "bringing errors into being": 

We may claim then that particular teaching strategies exert interactional 
pressure on the learner to produce error. Not surprisingly, such strategies 
are often successful in that the teacher thereby brings about errors, which 
are then interpretable by the teacher as justifying his teaching strategy. (p 
119) 

To sum up, the fundamental differences between the meta-level in everyday use 
of language and level 2 in a language lesson are the following: 

1. The cause of meta-activities in everyday use of Ianguage is typically a hitch 
of some kind, througb which language, normally transparent, becomes vis
ible. In other words, a problem occurs that needs to be solved before con
tinuation is possible (see (23), (24) and (25) above; cf examples discussed 
in Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks, 1977 and in Allwood & Abelar, 1987). 
Such a problem need not be, and often is not, the starting point of a level 2 
sequence. 

2. The means to solve a problem by recourse toa meta-level comprise devices 
tbat are not appropriate for Jevel 2 activities and vice versa. So e.g., as we 
shall see later, examples and instantiations, even if - in an everyday con
text - they would be quite to the point, are typically not taken to be 
sufficient explanations in level 2 sequences, though they would probably do 
in an everyday meta-sequence. Also, at level 2, the importance of (verbal) 
explicitness in level 2 activities is likely to disqualify solutions by other 
means than linguistic. In everyday communication, unsuccessful referential 
acts may sometimes be repaired simply by pointing to what is referred to; 
failure to communicate descriptive meaning may perhaps be remedied by 
iconic gestures and so fortb (cf Strömqvist, 1983). 

3. The meta-activity is typically brought toan end as soon as there are signs 
of mutual understanding sufficient to continue at the point where the prob
lem occurred. Such minimal mutual understanding typically is not enough 
to end a levet 2 sequence. 

4. Since level 2 treaunent of language is an end in itself in the Ianguage les
son, while meta-sequences in everyday activities are means subordinate to 
ends other than talking about language, there is also a difference in wbat 
foJlows a levet 2 sequence. Pbrasing it differently: a level 2 sequence has 
another structural status in the ongoing conversation than a meta-sequence. 

(31) can be used to illustrate all four differences: 

(31) /P has read a passage from hls geography book and is then invited to 
retell what he has read. His retelling is followed by Ts question in 236/ 

L7:236 T: jaa, d! frAgar jag dej, vad är lämplig för nAnting 
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237 P: jag vet vad det är, men del är sA himla svårt A säga 
238 T: mm kan du försöka A tala om för mej vad lämplig är 
239 P: NISKAR. OHÖRBART/ 
240 T: an jorden är lämplig för jordbruk? 
241 P: alltsA bra och .. 
242 T: just det, den är bra Adel passar. Vad är industri 
243 P: industri det är som .. jaa som ett..som till exempel SUN 

(fabriksnamn) 
244 T: jaha, kan du säga ett annat ord för industri 

(31) fP has read a passage from his geography book and is then invited to 
relell whal he has read. His retelling is followed by T's question in 236/ 

L 7:236 T: okay, then 1'11 ask you, what is suitable 
23 7 P: I know what is is, but it's so awrlly bard to tel! 
23 8 T: mm can you try and tell me what suitable is 
239 P: /WHISPERS, JNAUDIBLF.I 
240 T: that the soil is suitable for agriculture? 
241 P: well good and .. 
242 T: that's it, it's good and~- What is industry 
243 P: industry that's like .. well like a .. like for example SUN (name of 

a factory) 
244 T: yes, can you say another word for industry 

The way the question is asked in 236 and, more evidenlly, the way it is 
rephrased in 238, shows that it is not (only) a question of solving a local 
problem, explaining what lämplig (suitable) means as lhe word is instantiated 
in the text where it originally occurred ("Där är jorden mest lämplig för jord
bruk" (There the soil is the most suitable for agriculture), read by Pin 223). 
The question is rather something like "What does the word suitable mean in 
general?" Note that the solution added to P's "den är bra" (it's good) by T is 
"det passar" (it fits) and not "den passar" (it fits). Here, the English translation 
cannot render the difference between .d!m, a pronoun that could refer to ~ 
(the soil) and & which cannot, since jw:Q (soil) is a non-neotral noun. Since 
T uses the neutral form in 242, she does not give a phrase that can easily be 
fitted into the context where suitable was picked up, but rather a general para
phrase. 

Ts original question does not seem to emanate from any local sign of lack 
of common understanding, bot rather to be aslced in its own right (point 1 
above). Note the clear demarcation of new subgames (see further chapter V) in 
T's initiating tums 236 and 242 (point 4). P's declaration that he knows what 
the word means is not accepted, thus not taken to be sufficient to leave the 
problem of the meaning of Iämpli~ (suitable) (point 2). The demonstration 
given by P in 243 that he has a practical grasp of the meaning of industri is 
not taken al face-value; T asks fora synonym (points 2 and 3). In passing, we 
note P's very striking fonnulation of the difficulty of complying with the 
demand for explicitness in level 2 treatment of language and bis expression of 
the distance between knowing what a word means well enough for practical 
purposes and being able to spell oot this lcnowledge: "I lcnow what it is, but 
it's so awflly hard to tell". 

Before Jeaving this discossion, I wish to stress lhat I would not claim there 
to be no overlapping between a meta-linguistic activity in everyday use of Ian-
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guage and a level 2 activity in a language lesson (see also section 2.5). There 
are several resemblances and they share several properties. So, e.g. in (31), like 
in many other similar sequences, there is ambivalence between the abstract, 
general, lexical meaning that is aimed at, and the concrete instance from wbicb 
the word is taken, a sort of zigzag or vacillation between level J, where the 
meaning of the word as it occwred in a specific message is imponant. and level 
2, whete the relevant matt.er is a general meaning of the word, abstracted from 
cootexL Furthennore, it is often the case that sequences like (31) actually are 
iniliated by signs of locally manifested, linguistic problems of different kinds: 
a word may be taken up because P has mispronounced it, be may have hesi
tated or given other cues to indicate that a problem may be at hand. What the 
preceding discussion should have pointed to is that levet 2 is partly diff erent 
from everyday meta-linguistic activities and goes far beyond them. 

2 .5 Various aspects of leve/ 2 

In the preceding characterization of level 2, it is c lear that the notion covers 
several partially different phenomena. However, this is not due to lack of 
analytical precision. Ratber, it points to the complexity of the reality Lo be 
accounted for. 

FU"Stly, 'levet 2' is supposed to be a cover term for language as it is talked 
abouL in language lessons - and language is talked abouL in several, partially 
similar, partially different ways, all of which, however, are more or less alien 
to the ways language is used in everyday communication. Secondly, there isa 
sort of common denominator, or at least family resemblance, thaL holds 
together the various uses I have made of the levet 2 concept in tbe 
characterizalion so far. 

One could distinguish (at least) three partially differenL phenomena to whicb, 
in tltls study, the notion of 1evel 2' is applied. 

1. Reflexive use of language (see e.g. Lyons, 1977:5ff). This phenomenon is 
commonly referred to as 'mention' as opposed to 'use'. Clear examples of 
tbis are e .g. (26) and (27) above, drawn from exercises on comparison of 
adjectives. There tbe words ~ (broad), .smal (thin), s:!å!: (difficult) and 
a;ammal (old) are used to refer to themselves. 

2. What could be labelled "topicless utterances". The contrived example used 
above as an illustration - "You bloody fool !" - could serve as an 
example; an authentic exarnple is given below as (37), where the words 
used in training the pronunciation of specific sounds, rua (probably), 
~. (sweets), kul. (fun), do not refer Lo themselves, buL are pronounced 
as mere sound gestalts. 

3 . Contrived, auxiliary mini-contexts for word-items talked about. This may 
be exemplified by (19) above, where T tries to prompt P to find the correct 
tense-fonn of the verb sleep, saying "I haven't fallen asleep yet, I'll go to 
bed and then I shall ... ", certainly without referring to herself in the actual 
situation or stating anything about her actual intentions (as would be nor
mally understood, given e.g. verb t.enses in the sentence). 
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For the purpose of analysis to come, as I see it, there is no real point in sep
arating these diff erent aspects of level 2, these different ways of talking about 
language in the language lessons. Firstly, though the distinctions seem ana
lytically clear, actual utterances during lessons would often be extremely bard 
to classify. This would introduce an additional difficulty for the analysis, with
out there being any corresponding gain in subtlety or clarity. As the major 
point of the analysis is tbe unclear boundaries between diff erent uses of lan
guage - the uncertainty in the separation of levets - there is no need for 
making sharp distinctions between aspects of the phenomenon when, empiri
cally, it is characterized precisely by its lack of sharp boundaries. Secondly, 
level 2 could still be thought of as a unitary phenomenon to the extent that 
there is a clear relatedness between its various aspects: the fact that levet 2 
utterances should not be contextualized as ordinary utterances when these are 
used for reference and description. This is the important distinction, level 1 as 
utterances to be contextualized in the ordinary way, levet 2 as utterances 
decontextualized from the levet 1 context 

2.6 Summary 

To sum up what we have found so far about language at level 2 in the lan
guage lessons of the corpus, we could say that it differs in several respects 
from the way language works in everyday situations. At level 2, language is 
not an implicil, transparent toot used and integrated within an ongoing activ
ity, it is explicitly talked about Thus, level 2 language is not actual use, in
stead linguistic items are mentioned, displayed, exhibited, examined and 
manipulated. This leads to substitution of item-orientation for the message
orientation of leve! 1. Levet 2 treatment of language is based on a certain per
spective on language and is furthennore connected with a certain attitude, due, 
at least partially, to the fact that language is subject to decontextualization 
when it is no longer used, but talked about This perspective can be described 
as a system-vicw of language, characterized by predilection for the prototypical 
at the cost of other meaning potentials that are, or may be, realized in situated 
language use, for paradigmatic relations within the language system at the cost 
of other formats based on everyday experience, for the general and abstract at 
the cost of the specific and concrete. 

Thus, language lessons form a specific type of communicative event, a spe
cific cultural domain, characterized by the presence of these features that, 
together, form part of the meaning province of language teaching. This culture 
is not immediately accessible; competent membership is not warranted unless 
one is able to substitute the "language-teaching-perspective" for the naive, 
natura! perspective on language, or more precisely, to take the perspective that 
is appropriate at different phases in the process of a language lesson. When 
there is d.iscrepancy between the participants as to what perspective is the rel
evant one to aJopt at a certain moment, there is a disturbance in communica
tion. The charact.erization of such phenomena is the topic of the next sections. 
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3 Establishing level 2 

The ex.istence of level 2 in a language lesson creates a double problem of ttan
sition. The first problem concems how to be a competent member in the cul
ture of language teaching, i.e. how to be able IO leave the naive, natural atti
tude IO language and work within the leve! 2 perspective when this is required 
in the language classroom. The second problem concems how knowledge about 
language gained through level 2 instruction can be made use of at level 1, i.e. 
how il can be spread to everyday situations of Janguage use. 

3 .1 Itemization, abstraction and reduction 

The fonner of the two problems mentioned above, that of transition from a 
natural attitude to a level 2 attitude is the topic of this section. Altaining level 
2 involves a double difficulty. The first one is that of separating levet 2 
language from level 1 contextualization, i.e. of cstablishing a linguistic en
closure within which linguistic items can be uttered without being actually 
used in a level 1 context In other words, the items shouJd be contextualized 
and uoderstood only within the enclosure. The second difficulty is that of tak
ing on the proper attitude, of having the appropriate perspective on language, 
i.e. the system-view that favours general, abstract ancl/or prototypical descrip
tions and concentrates on linguistic items and their paradigmatic, within-lan
guage, relations. The two problems are cognate in that they both involve de
contextualization, i.e. abstraction via itemization and reduction. 

Abstraction is involved in two ways. Firslly, thcre is abstraction, since, in 
order to establish a linguistic enclosure linguistic expressions have lo be ab
stract.ed from concrete circumstances of use. This phenomenon is most obvious 
in cases where items to be manipulated at level 2 are drawn e.g. from texts 
where they were originaJly used in the ordinary way. Secondly, one can talk 
about abstraction sioce the very level 2 attitude is one of abstract descriptions. 
Itemization is at hand since language must be taken to be a system of abstract 
linguistic items rather than a means of communication under concrete circum
stances. Reduction occurs in the sense that the valid descriptions of items 
(words, expressions, structures) are rcduced to the general, prototypical at the 
cost of the dynamics and open-endedncss of thcir message potential. 

In L5, a folk tale has beeo read, telling of Gudbrand who went IO town in 
order to sell one of his cows, but who, instead of selling it, started making 
repeated baner traosactions that fmally led him to come home empty-handed. 
The exercise book uses the story as material for an exercise on defi
nite/indefinite forms of nouns. The exercise has the form of a summary of the 
lale where the nouns have been replaced by a drawing; P is supposed to fill in a 
slot using the correct fonn of the noun that corrcsponds IO each drawing, i.e. 
he has the choice between e.g. ~and the cow. 

Let's think of a situation of actual use which would correspond to the exer
cise. We can easily imagioe such a situation: someone has told a rather loog 
and complicated story and in order IO make his/her point clear (s)he gives a 
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summary of the crucial details. In this case, the beginning would look some
thing like this: 

(32) Thus, Gudbrand went Lo Lown in order Lo sell the cow/a cow/his cow 
(depending on whaL exactly precedes the utterance) but nobody in town 
wanted to buy it. so he had to go back home with it. 

However, in the lesson, the summary is a manipulation of linguistic items al 
level 2, and in order to do it correctly, P bas to carry out those operations of 
decontextualization pointed out above. Firstly, he must not use the nouns in 
question in the level 1 context. lf he uses them nonnaUy, the level 1 context 
will in1.erfere and give partly different forms than expected in the 1.ext that is to 
be the result of the manipulation. So, e.g., in the first slot, Gudbrand's cow, 
which has been talked about, on stage, for quite a while in the actual context of 
the lesson (during the reading and during the first exercise "Do you remember 
what you read?") is now supposed to be treated as a new referent, demanding an 
indefinite article. Hence, in order to do the task correctly, the linguistic items 
treated in the exercise must be abstracted from the level 1 context and a 
linguistic enclosure be created in which "the cow" is actually a new referent in 
the first slot. 

Secondly, the exercise is built upon a system-view that reduces the more 
common choice between indefinite/definite fonn of a noun or a (possessive or 
anaphorical) proMun Lo the - paradigmatic - choice between the two forms 
of the noun (i.e. pronouns will not be accepted): 

(33) L5:119 T: mm, Akej, flr du läsa det 
120 P: /LÄSER/ Vad är detta för djur? Läs följande text. När du kom

mer till en teckning ska du läsa djurets namn. Tänk pA all du 
ibland mlste använda obestilmd form i .. och ibland bestilmd 
form A du måste till exempel Lil.nka efter om en ko e .. A .. eller .. 

121 T: til.nka efter om m ko eller k2.n passar 
122 P: bäst i texten 
123 T : mm, du mlste alltsl böja ordet lite grann /P:jaha/ beroende pA 

hur det stAr 
124 P: /LÄSER/ Gudbrand gick till stan för att sälja, aa! 
125 T: mm vad ska du ta in för ord här dA, Gudbrand gick till stan för 

att sälja ... 
126 P: kon 
12 7 T: mm, du .. du behöver inte sk.riva nlnting, bara ta det muntligt 
128 P: /LÄSER/ men ingen i stan ville köpa, kon 
129 T: kon, ja just det 
130 P: /LÄSER/ han mAste gå hem och .. hem, han måste gå hem med 

kon, kon ... el 
131 T: kon 
132 P: konen 
133 T: nej vi harm ko 
134 P: ja, kon 
135 T: han måste gå hem ( ... ) 

(33) L5: 119 T: mm, okay, you can read this 
120 P: /READS/ What kind of animal is tltis? Read the following text. 

When you come to a drawing you have to fill in the name of 
lhe animal. Don't forget that sometimes you will have to use 
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121 T: 
122 P: 
123 T: 

124 P: 
125 T: 

126 P: 
127 T: 
128 P: 
129 T: 
130 P: 

the indefinite form s .. and sometimes the definite form and for 
example you will have LO decide whether a cow o .. a .. or 
decide whether A cow or ~ cow fils 
into the text 
mm, so you will have to infilli the word a little /P:I see/ 
depending on its position 
/READS/ Gudbrand went to town in order lo sell, yes! 
mm and what word should you fil! in here, Oudbrand went to 
LOwn in order LO sell ... 
the cow 
mm, you .. you don't have to write anything, just do it orally 
/READS/ but nobody in town wanted LO buy, the cow 
the cow, that's it 
/READS/ he had LO go home and .. home, he had LO go home 
with the cow, /kon ... et/ (P adds a second definite article ~ 
i.e. neutral singular, LO the word already carrying the ending ~ 
for non-neutral singular) 

131 T: /kon/ (the cow) 
132 P: /konen/ (P puts a double ending, as if the uninflected word 

werekQn) 
133 T: no we have /m ko/ (& cow) 
134 P: okay /kon/ (the cow) 
135 T: he had to go home ( ... ) 

In this exarnple we see that the text that results from the levet 2 manipulation 
becomes, if not completely unacceptable, at least strange-looking if we look at 
it as a nonnal text "Gudbrand went to town to sell the cow, but nobody want
ed to buy the cow." In the second case a pronoon would have been expected. l 

3 .2 Enclosing a linguistic item 

Every task that is not explicitly presented as a levet 2 task will be potentially 
arnbiguous. Whether it works as intended or not depends principally on to what 
degree P is capable - and willing - to make use of his tacit knowledge about 
what one is expected to do in a language lesson. On the other hand, even tasks 
that actually are quite explicidy presented as having level 2 character risk run
ning into problems if P remains to a certain degree within the natura) attitude 
or if he simply relapses. And, as wiJI be shown in the following sections, 
most typically, tasks are not explicitly presented as belonging to one or the 
other levet, but rather in an ambivalent and ambiguous way. However, first, in 
this subsection, problems related to enclosing linguistic items to be treated at 
levet 2 will be studied more closely. 

Everyday use of language is characterized by a certain degree of allusiveness 
and indetenninacy. What is said is usually open to a range of more or less 

lTue fact that T accepts the form "kon" (the cow), proposed by P in 126, for the 
fi.rst slot, must probably be seen as an error from T in the perspective of the 
exercise; the indefinite form would have been expected. However, this does not 
affect the argument that it is not actual use but mere manipulation: ~ is an 
enclosed linguistic item and the choice of form is not dependent upon the 
dynamics of the preceding level 1 discourse, i.e. whether "the cow" is actually 
on stage or not. 
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divergent interpretations. Conversely, several expressions and wordings are 
always available for conveying roughly the same meaning. Al the same time, a 
state of affairs is never exhaustively caught through language alone, new and 
different aspects are always possible to attend to (Rommetveit. 1983, 1987a). 
This dynamic openness in the relation between language and situations of use, 
inherent in everyday use of language, must be eliminated when particular 
aspects of language are to be in primary focus. When one, and only one, par
ticular linguistic item is to be uttered and treated in the level 2 perspective, i.e. 
mentioned, displayed, examined and/or manipulated, the relations to contexts of 
its use must, at least partially, be cut off. This entails that enclosing cannot 
rely on level 1 use and a level 1 attitude. 

The problem of enclosing a particular word, originally occuring in a level 1 
context but intended for ensuing leve] 2 treatment, is clearly demonstrated in 
(47) below (p 104ft): what happens whcn you puta sponge into water is not 
unequivocally that "it swells". Several aspects of the state of affairs are 
possible to pick up and there are several expressions available to make any of 
these aspects prominent. 

Another example: 

(34) L5:333 P: /LÄSER/ Oudbrand slog .. eh korsord, Oudbrand slog, om att 
hans hustru inte skulle bli arg 

334 T: vad var det han slog för nånting 
335 P: pengar 
336 T: säger man så? Vad var det han gjorde med grannen, han slog ... 
337 P: om 

(4s) 
338 P: han slog om .. ska vi slå vad .. 
339 T: mm vad slog han alltså 
340 P: frågade Oudbrand, na han slog om pengar 
34 1 T: dom slog YJ.Q 
342 P: dom slog YJ.Q om pengar 
343 T: ja det ska slå .. stå vad här, vet du vad det är för nånting när 

344 P: 
345 T: 
346 P: 
347 T: 

man slår vad 
jaa 
det förstår du, vad är det för nånting då 
man sätter 
mm, om du .. 

348 P: I AVBRYTER/ man säger att han har rätt å jag säger att jag har 
rr:rnm/ rätt {f:mm/ då satsar .. 

349 T: /AVBRYTER/ då säger vi att .. att om jag har rätt så får du tie 
kronor, har du rätt så .. såU eh så får du tie kroner av mej 
{P:mm/ då slår man vad 

350 P: mm 
351 T: förstår du? 
352 P: jaa 

(34) L5:333 P: !READS/ Oudbrand made .. er crossword, Gudbrand rnade a, that 
his wife would not get angry 

334 T: what did he make 
335 P: moncy 
336 T: is that the way you say it? What did he do with his neighbour, 

he madc a ... 
33 7 P: /om/ (about) 

(4s) 
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338 P: be made a . .shall we make a bet .. 
339 T: mm so wbat did be make 
340 P: Gudbrand asked, well be betted money 
341 T: they made a l2ä 
342 P: tbey made a ~ with money 
343 T: yes you sbould make .. write ~ bere, do you know wbat that is 

wben you make a bet 
344 P: yes 
345 T: you understand that, so wbat is it 
346 P: you put 
34 7 T: JDJD. if you .. 
348 P: /INTERRUPTS/ you say that be's right and I say rm /T:mm/ 

right /T:mm/ tben you stake .. 
349 T: /INTERRUPTS/ then we say that .. that if l'm rigbt you'll get ten 

crowns, if you're right then .. then er then you'll get ten crowns 
from me /P:mm/ then you make a bet 

350 P: mm 
351 T: do you understand? 
352 P: yes 

Here tbe word .Y.ilil (bet) must be enclosed and treated as the only correct 
alternative, tbe only valid description. l Not only does the eoclosing imply lhat 
P's talJc about money - an indication of his understanding on some level of 
what betting is all about and of the relevant aspect of what went on in the 
context of the story about Gudbrand - becomes irrelevant. later on (346 and 
348) his giving of idiomatic synonyms slWl (put) and wsa (stake) does not 
get tbrougb at all. 

The example cited as (12) above, where P's task was that of filling in a verb 
particle in a slot, is also a very clear-cut case of enclosing. No contextualized 
understanding of what was depicted in the story is ne.eded or warrants the solu
tion of lhe task. It is more important to remember the exact wordings of the 
text where tbe word(s) in question was/were initially used. Such recall is 
enbanced by the enumeration of a restricled range of altematives. This is the 
case in several exercises in the corpus, e.g. the antonym exercise in L5, cited 
in (64) below. However, tbis is not always sufficient This is clear if we look 
at (35): 

(35) L6:592 P: efter sina glasögon. Han hade tjocka kläder pA sej, och eh 
593 T: vlnta nu lite, nu är det tvl ord du ska sätta in där, pA grund av 

att, därför att det var kallt, dl har vi tvl ord som vi kan sätta 
in där, välj utav dom orden här 

594 P: utan /T:mm/ nllll var det pA, tjocka kläder på sej mot kylan, för 
595 T: /SAMTIDIGT/ för kylans ... 
596 P: /SAMTIDIGT/ kylans skull 
597 T: ja, för skull, därför att det var kallt va, mm 

(35) L6:592 P: for his glasses. He was wearing warm clothes, and er 
593 T: now wait a bit, n.ow there arc two words you have to insert, 

since it, because it was cold, then we have two words we can 
insert lhere, choose among these words here 

1 By the way, we can note that crosswords represent a situation where enclosing 
of isolated word-items is needed also outside the language classroom. 
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594 P: withoul (f :mm/ no was il on, was wearing warm clolhes 
because 

595 T: /SlMULTANEOUSLY/becauseofthe ... 
596 P: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/ of lhe oold 
597 T: yes, because of, because il was cold righl, mm 

At least onc of Lhe altematives appearing among those presented, lll..Q.1 
(against), is highly plausible and suitable as long as only contextual meaning 
is taken into account Therefore the enclosing must be attained through refer
ence to format characteristics and even accidental features of the words and 
senlences in question; i.e. P is supposed lo make use of the cue given by the 
fäet that the sentence contains two sloLS: 

(36) Han hade ljocka kläder pA sej ... kylans ... 

(36) He was wearing wa.rm clothes ...... lhe oold. 

3 .3 Tension between the levels 

In the previous sections, the differences between level 1 and levet 2 were char
acterized. Though in the examples given so far with the purpose of characteriz
ing levet 2, I have tried to represent the level 2 perspective as occwring dis
tinctly - as being present, or not. at a given stage in a lesson - it should be 
stressed that what one comes across most often is various degrees of presence 
of a levet 2 perspective. As a matter of fäet. the most typical and frequent 
sequences are those which are best characterized as hybrids: linguistic items are 
manipulated at levet 2, not used at levet 1, and the descriptions and interpreta
tions favoured are those which exhibit the prototypical, the paradigmatic and 
the general, abstract aspects, but. simultaneously, this is done as if they were 
used in the ordinary way. 

3.3.1 Overt ambiguity in the formulation of tasks, 
questions and cues 

The hybrid-like character of the teaching activities is manifested as an 
ambiguity. In some of the exarnples cited earlier, such ambiguity isat hand. In 
(31), the solution given by T to the problem of the meaning of suitable 
comprises both "den är bra" (it is good) referring to the levet 1 context where 
the word was initially found, and "det passar" (it suits), which is a general, 
prototypical paraphrase that is not immediately transferable to the levet 1 
context in question. In (18), the solution searcbed for is the prototypical 
antonym of the word-item ~. i.e. ~. yet the sentence given as a cue 
seems to be not only a sentence-item, but especially the second part of the 
uuerance seems simultaneously to be used, as T seizes the opportunity of 
reminding about regulations that shoold be foUowed: "I never bring sweets to 
school, 'cause we are not allowed to". It is doubtful whether the same thing can 
be said about the cue given in (19) "I haven't fallen asleep yet, 1'11 go to bed 
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and then I shall..."; it is best interpreted as a sentence-item mentioned that 
looks as if it were used. In (21) and (22) we can note the ambiguity, or even 
fallacy, of Ts questions: they are asked as if they bada hearing on the content, 
the message conveyed in a specific context by the items picked up, but judging 
from how P's answers are taken up, one would rather assume that they are 
aimed at level 2. 

Clearly, there are passages in the lessons that seem totally unambiguous. 
This is the case of non-teaching activities, category NON, to use the 
classification presented in chapter III, since they represent a kind of use of 
language where the level 2 phenomenon does not come into play. It is also the 
case with several OTIIER-activities, other teaching activities, where little or 
no focus is on language: the drawing of figures in LI, the construction of a 
kite in L3, or the talk about the chemist's shop in L8. There might also be 
unambiguous sequences of level 1 character in TEXT-activities, to the extent 
that they focus primarily on the meaning and content of a text - the 
questioning that follows the reading of the text both in IA and L6 are examples 
of such activities which are not imbued with level 2 attilude and thus not 
ambiguous. 

On the other hand, there are sequences as well that are unambiguously of a 
level 2 character, i.e. words and sentences are manipulated without any sign of 
being used and without the as if-tlavour pointed to above: 

(37) L4:240 T: mm (3s) Jaa dl tror jag vi lämnar det där ... stycket ett tag, A sA 
ska vi ta A titta lite grann pA eh (4s) vlra vokaler igen dl, vi 
lyssnar ... pA 0000, säg det 

241 P: oo 
242 T: 0000/SK.RIVER PÅ TAVLAN/ 
243 P: nooog 
244 T: flr jag höra 
245 P: nog 
246 T: noooog /SKRIVER PÅ TAVLAN/ 
247 P: godis 
248 T: goooodis 
249 P: goooodis 
250 T: mm, dl tar vi en till, uuuu 
251 P: lW 

252 T: /SKRIVER PÅ TAVLAN/ 
253 P: kul 
254 T: kuuuul 
255 P: kul 
256 T: mm, överdriv lite sA jag hör tydligt vad du säger 
257 P: KhUUUUL 
258 T: bra/SKRIVER PÅ TAVLAN/ 
259 P: huuus 

(37) L4:240 T: mm (3s) Well then I think we'll leave that... text for a 
moment, and we'll have a little look at er (4s) our vowels onoe 
again, we'U listen... to 0000, say it 

92 

241 P: oo 
242 T: 0000 /WRITES ON THE BLACKBOARD/ 
243 P: /nooog/ (probably) 
244 T: let me hear it 
245 P: /nog/ 
246 T: noooog /WRITES ON THE BLACKBOARD/ 



247 P: /godis/ (sweets) 
248 T: goooodis 
249 P: goooodis 
250 T: mm, let's take another one, uuuu 
251 P: Il.Il 

252 T: /WRITES ON TIIE BLACKBOARD/ 
253 P: /kuJJ (fun) 
254 T: kwuul 
255 P: kul 
256 T: mm, exaggerate a littJe so I can hear clearly what you say 
257 P: KhWUUL 
258 T: good /WRITES ON THE BLACKBOARD/ 
259 P: huuus (house) 

Herc, nonc of Lhc participants show any sign whatsocvcr Lhat Lhcy do morc 
than manipulate isolated word-items: 11.Qi, iQdi.s, kul.~. The same goes for 
sequences of lhe spelling/pronuneiation exercise in L 7: 

(38) /P is to give examples of words with a /<;/. spelled with <Jo/ 

L 7: 122 T: l /<;i:/ d!, kan du hitta nåt på nit på /<;i:/ 
123 P: kika 
124 T: kika 
125 P: /SKRIVER/ (3s) 
126 T: l /<;y:n 
127 P: kyckling 
128 T: mm 

(38) /P is to give examples of words with a /<;/, spelled with <Jo/ 

L7:122 T: and then /<;i:/, can you think of something with /<;i:/ 
123 P: /kika/ (peep) 
124 T: /kika/ 
125 P: /WRITES/ (3s) 
126 T: and /<;y:(l 
127 P: /kyckling/ (chicken) 
128 T: mm 

This state of affairs is, however, very fragile, as will be seen in section 4.2. As 
soon as words and expressions are presented not as isolated items but integrated 
in sentences that exemplify possible uses, the ambiguity is potentially at hand. 
This is partly due to lhe fäet !hat lhe relation between language and eontext is 
reflexive; language is not only eontext-shaped. it is also context-creating. Even 
a short sentenee starts building up a eontext; one need onJy to think of lhe first 
sentenee of, for instance, a novel. This seems to be a general problem with 
eueing or prompling P to help him find the solution to a level 2 problem. An 
example of this was given in (19), where lhe cue "I haven't fallen asleep yet, 
1'11 go to bed and then I shall ... " is ambiguous by the fäet that it works as if 
the finding of the solution "shall sleep" were not submitted to the prerequisite 
of a leve! 2 attitude, that of prevalence of paradigmatie relations (note I.hat the 
cue also eontains the verb "fall asleep"). The same goes fora number of othec 
questions, eues and prompters. It is, e.g., not explicitly stated in the eompari
son exercise in Ll eited as (20) thal a eomparison of lhe Jevel 2 lcind is to be 
made; lhe question "and what do you think of this peneil?" is thus ambiguous 
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and, incidentally, P finds both pencils to be compared "long" (see further 
3.3.2). 

This problem with cues, prompters and examples is c lose to what Säljö 
(1982) calls "the fallacy of borizontalisation", which, in his study, amounts to 
the loss of the vertical dimension of a text The process of horizontalisation 
distorts the relationship between, on the one hand, the message of the text, i.e. 
its central claims and its line of reasoning, and, on the other hand, concretiza
tions and examples used to underpin tbe argumentation. Examples are not 
taken to point to a more general principle that is central to the text, but as 
equally important as its message(s) . Transposed to the context of this study, 
"the fallacy ofhorizonlalisation" would mean that words, phrases and sentences 
displayed as examples of a linguistic phenomenon (levet 2) are taken to be 
actual use and interpreted in the levet 1 perspective. 

3.3.2 Covert ambiguity in connection with situational 
indeterminacy 

As shown in the previous paragraph, the forrnulation of tasks, questions and 
cues may sometimes be said to be overtly ambiguous or fallatious, as in (22) 
above, where T asks for a synonym of "more precisely" by forrnulating her 
question "Do you understand the meaning there?", "there" apparently referring 
to situated use of a whole sentence. However, what often makes P incapable of 
complying with the tasks assigned by T, is an ambiguity of another kind. The 
last two examples in 3.3.1 point in the direction of what I shall call covert 
ambiguity - ambiguity tbat is not located in the formulation of a particular 
utterance, but is connected with the very definition of the situation. 

Except for the first part of L3 (see above page 39ff), there are no signs 
whatsoever that teacher and pupil are not trying their very best to cooperate. 
The teachers do their utmost to make pupils understand, the pupils show great 
willingness and even eagerness to comply with what is demanded of them. 
Hence, there is no reason wby one should assume that the Cooperative Prin
ciple (Grice, 1975) is not operating. Taking the CP as point of departure, the 
phenomenon alluded to above as covert ambiguity is possible to explore. Grice 
(1975:45) formulates the Cooperative Principle as follows: 

Make your conversational contribution such as required, at the stage at 
which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange 
in which you are engaged. 

However, in the language lesson as well as in virtually every other situation, 
there is a considerable amount of indetenninacy as to what exactly is "the 
direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged". Ethnomethodology 
(Garfinkel, 1967; Heritage, 1984) has provided us with the insight that situa
tions do not occur prespecified. neat and ready for situation-specific rules to 
apply. lnstead, the situation is constantly negotiated, i.e. "the acceptance" of 
the purpose or direction of the talk exchange, in Grice's forrnulation of the CP, 
is made, in principle, on a tum-by-tum-basis. A highly concrete manifestation 
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of this is that, within stable circurnstances as far as location, conversational 
partners etc are concemed, as in the lessons and conversations that constitute 
the corpus of this study, the activity type may change, seemingly without any 
explicit marking. The situation may thus be redefined, the "direction of lhe talk 
exchange" may be accepted as changing or having changed: 

(39) L4:164 T: 
165 P: 
166 T: 
167 P: 

168 T: 
169 P: 
170 T: 
171 P: 

172 T: 

173 P: 
174 T: 
175 P: 

176 T: 
177 P: 

178 T: 
179 P: 
180 T: 

(39) L4:164 T: 

165 P: 
166 T: 
167 P: 

168 T: 
169 P: 
170 T: 
171 P: 

172 T: 

173 P: 
174 T: 
175 P: 

176 T: 
177 P: 

178 T: 
179 P: 
180 T: 

mm. Jaa det var Jan det. Erik, har han mAnga hål i tänderna 
nää. det har han inte 
vad tycker Jan om det 
det llr konstigt, han äter .. han äter lika mycke som han godis l 
sl llr det .. han tycker att det llr konstigt att han inte har 
{f:jaha/ att han inte har bli i tänderna 
jaa, vad tycker du, vad kan det bero på 
jo det beror pl om man borstar ordentligt 
jaa, det kan det göra, kan det va nit annat 
mmm ... j a om man liter till exempel vahetere bara vahetere 
godis l godis l inte borstar l bara går l lägger sej {f :mm/ då 
kommer han också få hAI 
jaa å sen llr det ju inte bara godis utan .. det kan ju bero på andra 
saker också 
ja saft å sAnt 
jaa 
till exempel då som när vahetere eh söta sAna där som finns 
socker i 
mm, Erik kanske .. han kanske äter eh 
/AVBRYTER/ men fröken, varför .. va eh .. vahetere fick vi inte 
bAlar i tänderna när vi var i Turkiet då 
hade ni inga hål dA 
nl jag hade inga {f:nä/ när jag kom hit sl fick jag 
men du, du lt kanske annan mat, du kanske inte At så söt mat 

mm. Okay that was Jan. Erik, has he got lots of holes in his 
teeth 
no, be hasn't 
what does Jan think about that 
it's strange, he eats .. he eats as much as him sweets and then 
it's .. he thinks it's strange that be has got {f:mhm/ no holes in 
bis teeth 
yes, what do you think, why is that 
well it depends on if you brush carefully 
yes, it may be that, could it be something else 
rnmm ••. well if you eat for example what'sitsname only 
what'sitsname sweets and sweets and don't brush and just go to 
bed {f:mm/ then he'll have holes too 
yes and then it's not just sweets but . .it can depend on other 
things as well 
yes lemonade and such things 
yes 
for example that when what'sitsname er such sweet things with 
sugar in 
mm, Erik maybe .. maybe he eats er 
/INTERRUPTS/ but Miss, why, wha .. er what'sitsname didn't we 
get holeses in our teeth when we were in Turkey 
didn't you bave any holes then 
no I bad no {f:no/ when I came here I got 
but listen, maybe you ate other kinds of food, maybe you 
didn't eat such sweet food 
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At the beginning of this sequence, there is no doubl thal we are dealing with a 
questioning on the text about Jan and Erik thal has been previously read. Then, 
the focus changes, at firsl gradually to a discussion on dental hygiene in gen
eral - still with mucb the character of a questioning - then more definitely, 
as P lakes up his personal experiences (tum 177). (By the way, all three coders 
(see above, chapter m, section 2.1.2) were sensible to this change.) Thus, "tbe 
accepted purpose and direction of the talk exchange" has shifted, at first 
gradually, then more abruptly, as the resuJt of tacit negotiation of re levance on 
a tum-by-tum-basis. 

In Ad5, we find a sequence that presents a shift in the opposite direction, 
from a non-didactic conversation (as was planned) to a short lesson-like 
sequence: 

(40)Ad5: 79 P: det är bara tvA bilder 
80 A: är det bara tvA bilder vi har tagit 
81 P: hur mycket .. hur mAnga bilder har vi 
82 A: ja vi tog masser med bilder 
83 P: mer än tjugo? 
84 A: alla klasserna /P:jaa/ det var nio bilder /P:jaa/ tre gAnger tre A 

sen hade vi skolan, det är tie, lärarrummet elva 
85 P: /AVBRYTER/ det är tre femmor med va, nej tre sexor med va? 
86 A: mm, jaa vi är uppe i en femton bilder i alla fall 
87 P: jaaha 
8 8 A: mm, sen tycker jag att vi ska ha nAnting ligger pA det hållet 

oclcsA, som lr en ganska viktig del utA skolan och skulle vara 
svlrt A klara sej utan den 

89 P: klillaren 
90 A: jaa för all del, nere i vilka salar lllnlcer du pl dA 
91 P: där .. filmema ... 
92 A: jaa filmsalen kanske vi ska ha /P:jaa/ ja det är ju fin filmsal, 

mm, det glr bra 
93 P: biblioteket med 
94 A: biblioteket jaa 
95 P: A sen .. nll det finns inget mer nu 
96 A: joo 
97 P: /SAMTIDIGT/ syslöjden ja 
98 A: syslöjden ja A .. 
99 P: /SAMTIDIGT/ träslöjden där 

100 A: mm 
101 P: ,()HÖRBART/ 

(3s) 
102 P: nu finns det inte mer 
103 A: där man har gymnastik 
104 P: gymnastiksalen ja 
105 A: mm tycker du inte vi ska ha med det 
106 P: joo 
107 A: det tycker jag ocksA, A sen nlnting som delar dagen mitt itu, 

skoldagen mitt itu /P:aa/ som vi skulle ha svlrt A klara oss 
utan, vi skulle inte orka med annars, vad tänker jag pA dl tror 
di 

108 P: (6s) maten 

(40) Ad5:79 P: that's only two pictures 
80 A: is that only two pictures we've taken 
81 P: how much .. how many pictures have we got 
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8 2 A: well we look lots of pictures 
83 P: more than lwenty? 
84 A: all the classes /P:yes/ thal makes nine pictures /P:yes/ lhree 

Limes lhree and then we had the school, that's len, the staff
room eleven 

85 P: /lNTERRUPTS/ there are three fifth-forms loo eh, no lhree 
sixth-forms loo eh? 

8 6 A: mm, well we've gol up lo fifteen pictures in any case 
87 P: ooh 
8 8 A: mm, thcn I t.hink we ought to have something which is in thal 

dircction too, which is a fairly imporlanl part of thc school 
and would be difficult lo be without 

89 P: the cellar 
90 A: well all right, down in whal rooms are you thinking of the.n 
91 P: where .. the films ... 
92 A: ycs the film-room we could perhaps have /P:yes/ yes it's a nice 

film-room, mm that's fine 
93 P: the library too 
94 A: the library yes 
95 P: and thcn .. no there is nothing more now 
96 A: yes 
97 P: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/well needle work 
9 8 A: needle work yes and .. 
99 P: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/ woodworkthere 

100 A: mm 
101 P: /INAUDIBLI:I 

(3s) 
102 P: now thcre's nothing else 
103 A: where you have physical education 
104 P: the gymnasium yes 
105 A: mm don'l you !hink we should have thal loo 
106 P: yes 
107 A: so do I, and then something that splits the day in lwo, lhe 

school-day in two /P:yes/ that we would find it difficult lo do 
without. we wouldn't cope withoul it, whal do you believe I'm 
thinking of 

108 P : (6s) food 

As the convcrsation is progressing, A comes up with a proposal (tum 88) that 
seems to have a "guessing-game" (Heltoft & Paaby, 1978) character, typical of 
certain fonns of teachlng. In his reply, however, P comes up with an unex
pected answer that A accepts. Again, this is an example of negotiation on a 
tum-by-tum-basis. Consequently, A's introduction of the guessing-game fails 
and the conversation continues as before with A and P, alternatively, giving 
proposals for the picture book. In 107, A comes back to the guessing-game, 
s till making explicit only at the end of the tum ("What do you believe I'm 
thinking of') that this is, at this very point, how she intends the direction of 
the talk exchange. 

We could not expect each uuerance Lo spell out explicitly a neat specifica
tion of the direction it is intended to give to the conversation. The same inde
tenninacy is inherent in each utterance wben it comes to its illocutionary force, 
which might be a source of mishearings and misunderstandings (Grimshaw, 
1980). It is this indeterminacy I.hat gives rise to covert ambiguity. In the for
mulation of a question there may be nothing tbat explicitly marlcs whether the 
task is assigned in the leve! 1 or the levet 2 perspective. In such a case, only 
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the definition of the situational demands, based on tac it knowledge and previ
ous experiences of this and other situations, can guide the speaker when he 
tries to "make bis conversation contribution such as required". 

Franke! (forthc.) has shown how the doctor's question "How are you?" at the 
beginning of a medical encounter may be interpreted in two radically different 
ways. It may be heard as social talk with a predominantly phatic function, in 
wbich case the expected and socially accepted answer is "Fme, thank you". It 
may also be beard as part of, or a preface to, the examination, in wbicb case 
the answer "Fine, thank you" is bewildering, since the most probable reason 
for the patient's presence is that be actually does not feel well at all. Rather, 
the question should be answered by a description of the state of health of the 
patient. The point of this is that it is not explicitly spelled out in the formula
tion of the question which one of the altematives that holds (though its 
sequential placement normally gives a cue). The patient has to rely on bis 
implicit understanding and definition of the situation and his estimation of 
wbat stage the encounter has reached by the time the question is asked. 

H we look at the lessons, we find several examples of a similar kind of 
ambiguity: 

(41) L5:261 P: /LÄSER/ Gudbrand säger an han har bytt hästen mot en get. 
Vad ska jag skriva där dA 

262 T: mm, vad sa Gudbrand när han sa det till hustrun .. hustrun 
263 P: (3s) 
264 T: ska du titta i boken 

(41) L5:261 P: {READS/ Gudbrand says that he bartered the horse for a goat 
Now what am I to write there 

262 T: mm, what did Gudbrand say when telling his wife .. his wife 
263 P: (3s) 
264 T: why don't you look in the book 

The exercise is on transformation of indirect speech to direct speecb - a task 
with whlch P never really comes to grips. H we look at T's question in 262 it 
cannot be said to be ambiguous per se. Once one has understood that the pur
pose of the exercise is to report what Gudbrand and his wife said in the form of 
direct speech, the question is perfectly clear. However, in lots of other situa
tions where anyone reports wbat someone has said, one has the cboice between 
direct or indirect speech. In other words, a question like What djd X say wben 
te!Un& bis wife may be answered either by citing X (direct speech) or by trans
forming bis utterance to indirect speech - the latter alternative seems maybe 
to be the least marked. Thus, the problem with T's question in 262 is not that 
it is particularly ambiguous, but rather that it does not disambiguate between 
an interpretation suitable in everyday situations and the interpretation it has to 
be given for the exercise to be properly done. Such disambiguation has to be 
done by reminding P that he should search for the solution in the book (tum 
264); this is also done on a previous occasion in the same exercise: 

(42) L5:233 T: vad säger hustrun nu d!, kommer du ihåg vad hon sa där i 
boken, gå ... 
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(42) L5:233 T: now what does the wife say, do you remember what she said in 
the book, go ... 

Another example that shows covert ambiguity is the followiog where a ques
tion fail s to disambiguate between an interpretation including specific demands 
related to the level 2 perspective and other, less specific interpretations: 

(43) L1:374 T: jaa, för hur gör man när man böjer dom här ... tre 
375 P: man tar smal smalare /OSÄKERT/ smalast 
3 7 6 T: jaa, vad är det du gör, du lägger till nlt 

(43) Ll :374 T: yes, 'cause how do you go about it when you inflect these ... 
three 

375 P: you lake thin thinner /UNCERTAINLY/ thinnest 
376 T: yes, what is it you do, you add something 

P's description of what he has been doing in the comparation exercise is not 
fully accepted, since the level 2 perspective of language (as one facet of the 
paradigmatic view) demands that you think of words and word-stems to which 
you add, for instance, suffixes. This cannot be simply read off from the ques
tion - the question is perhaps as unambiguous as possible - but has to do 
with the tacit premisses on which it rests. Thus, the ambiguity is covert. 

Of course, covert ambiguity as a result of situational indetenninacy is at 
hand not only in those cases where it Jeads to misunderstandings. It is for the 
clarity of the demonstration that such sequences have beeo picked out and cited. 
Upon reflexion, we note the same phenomenon if we look at sequences where 
the participants understand each other perfectly well: 

(44) L2: 174 T: skriver vi svält här uppe pl haken l a en trappa ner. (4s) Det 
lir mlnga barn som svälter 

17 5 P: s .. svält och er 

(44) L2:174 T: we'll write /svält/ (starvation) up here on the step and /a/ one 
step down. (4s) There are many children starving 

175 P: /s .. svält/ (starve) and /er/ (ing) 

That P's reaction to the utterance "There are many children starving" is one of 
dividing the word starvin~ into constituent parts is the result of his 
understanding of the demands of the situation that are far from always spelled 
out explicitly. (That alternative interpretations may be present in his mind, i.e. 
other than taking the utterances as sentence-items to be manipulated at leve! 2, 
is shown by the frequency in L2 of what I shall call level shifts (see 4.3 
below)). 
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4 Communicative processes 
connected with the complexity of 
lev els 

4.1 lntroduction 

As we have seen in the previous sections, the d.ialogue during the language 
lessons of the col])us is characterized by specific types of communicative dys
fluencies: misunderstand.ings, mistakes and errors of particular kinds, ambi
guities or abrupt shifts as well as a certain degree of mismatch between the 
parties' contributions lo the dialogue. In the previous sections, these processes 
were not fore-grounded per se, they were utilized as clues in finding those areas 
where discrepancies were to be found between, on the one hand, a naive, every
day perspective on language and, on the other hand, the perspective valid when 
language itself is focused in language lessons. Hence, thus far, I have been 
preoccupied with characterizing level 2 in, as it were, its "ideal" shape. In the 
sections to follow, I shall more clearly focus upon and analyse the commu
nicative practice during lessons. I shall try to identify particular dialogue pro
cesses and try to characterize and explain them with refcrence lo the two-level 
phenomenon described above. 

Obviously, the processes about lo be focused upon constitute only a part of 
the "non-successes in talk" (Grimshaw, 1980) that occur in the data. "Trivial" 
dysfluencies, as e.g. the unsuccessful "reference-identification game" 
(Severinson Eklundh, 1983) in (45) below, certainly occur but have nothing to 
do with the complexity of levels: 

(45) /P and T are discussing what the different parts of the telephone are 
called/ 

L3:35 T: vet du vad det där heter som du ... har där 
36 P: lur 
3 7 T: jaa men eh den här snurrade 
38 P: där? 
39 T: mm 
40 P: hnä 
41 T: det är sladden 

(45) fP and T are discussing what the different parts of the telephone are 
called/ 

L3:35 T: do you know what that is called the one you've ... got there 
3 6 P: receiver 
3 7 T: yes but er this coiled thing 
38 P: there? 
39 T: mm 
40 P: no 
41 T: it's the cord 

Such a difficulty in establishing common reference does not concern the phe
nomenon of levels and snch cases of communicative problems will not be 

100 



considered at all. Nor shall I be concemed wilh the kind of ignorance displayed 
by T e.g. in (19) above, where he proposes ~ (*sleeped) as the preierite 
form of the verb ~. It is the other kind of error occurring in the 
"sleep/slept/shall sleep"-sequence cited as (19) above that is of interest, i.e. 
where P mixes up, as it were, the verb paradigm of ~ and uses of the verb 
fall asleep. 

As we have seen, in language lessons there is typically a tension between 
level 1 and levet 2. In general terms, one could say that the levet 2 1reatment of 
language is constantly threatened by one of the participants (no doubt that the 
least experienced, least compeient of them, i.e. the pupil, runs the bigger risk) 
relapsing into the natural attitude towards language. Trevise (1979) studied how 
the solutions to specific tasks in language lessons reveal the difficulties that 
students (the subjects in her study were French university students studying 
English) have in handling the complexity of the language teaching situation 
where linguistic structures have LO be produced with reference not to the actual 
situation of utterance (the "moi-ici-maintenant", p 45), but to a fi ctive -
simulated or otherwise "translatte" - situation. Trevise found that the balanc
ing the students had LO do between the two situations - corresponding fairly 
well to the two levels in the present analysis - lead to errors of inierpretations 
of two kinds, based on two different attitudes that che students could adopt 

Le premier type d'attitude semble e1re une manipulation a vide des struc
tures qui m~ne au non-sens. ( ... ) L'aulre type d'attitude releve dans les 
donnees montrait une appropriation reelle qui ne repondait pas aux exi
gences de l'exercice, mais qui temoignait d'une activite de signification. (p 
471) 

In the examples already cited from the present corpus, we can see similar phe
nomena. (33) above, the manipulation of indefinite and definite forms of 
nouns, corresponds to the first type identified by Trevise; (21), where P 1ries to 
make sense of the word n.aS1Y by relating it to the specific context where the 
word occurred instead of taking it as a word-iiem in abstracLO, is reminiscent of 
the second type. In general, then, the coexistence of the two levels creates a 
constant necd for balancing between them and disentangling them. What is of 
interest now, more specificalJy, are dialogue processes related to shifting up 
and down from one levet to the other, or of vacillating between them during 
thc lessons. 

At timcs during the course of a lesson, something that was uttered at levet 1 
is lifted up to level 2, in which case a linguistic enclosure must be immediate
ly created to contain (the relevant aspect of) the utterance and protect it from 
level I considerations. This happens frequently as texts are used to give ma
terial for linguistic exercises (e.g. in IA, L5, L6 and, less directly, in L 7 and 
L8). Whcn thc material for level 2 1reatment of language is not directly taken 
from the texts read, bul presenled as isolaled sentences e.g. in exercise books or 
on separate sheets, there may also be shifts. On yet other occasions, a linguis
tic phenomenon trealed al levet 2 is suddenly lowered lo level 1, which, ana
logically, implies immediate opening of the linguistic enclosure. Apart from 
such shifting between levets, the tension lakes the form of different kinds of 
ambiguity, discussed at length in section 3.3 above. 
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This tension between levets may result in communicative disturbances of 
different kinds. Generally spealång, these disturbances consist of lack of 
tuning, to a greater or lesser degree, between the communicative partners; to 
put it simply, they can be said to speak of diffecent things, totally or partly. 
Krumm (1981:264) 

found that a lot of misunderstandings and student errors in language 
teacbing can be interpreted by this difference between communicative or 
functional and drill functions of language - the teacher expecting a drill 
type of uttezaoce wbereas the student struggles to answer from a personal 
point of view, to answer a 'real' question. 

As will be noticed, the existence of the two levets, with their qualitatively dif
ferent basis for contextualization of utterances, may lead to misunderstanding 
and student errors also the otber way around, i.e. the teacherexpecting a "real", 
in some sense, answer and P providing an answer that would be adequate in the 
language exercise-function. This section will focus precisely on such phenom
ena and analyse them within the notional apparatus introduced in this cbapter. I 
shall distinguisb between three different kinds of manifestation of such tension: 
levet shifts, levet conflicts, and level fuzzyness. 

4.2 Level shifts 

Levet shifts may, in principle, either lake place momentarily. i.e. be located in 
one single tom, or gradually, i.e. develop over several consecutive tums. 
Parallel to descriptions of topic shifts (Crow, 1983; Adelswärd, forthc.), these 
two types could be described as switches and shadings, respectively. In this 
study, no effort is made to distinguish between those two types of levet shifts. 

First of all, we note that. of course, levet shifts may go either from level 1 
to level 2 or from level 2 to levet 1. Sucb shifts in both directions can be 
identified in the macro-structure of a lesson. E.g. in L2, the lesson starts by 
Ts trying to create conditions for actual, level I, use of the two words planned 
to serve as material for the lesson on spelling. She has brought a can of water 
and a sponge in order for P to start out, in a very concrete and laborative 
fashion, from actual use of the word SlY.e.11. and she asks P to remind himself of 
his experiences of hunger and starvation, thereby making him use the bomo
pbone .s.yJlt (starvation) (see (47), below, page 104ff). Thereafter, the two 
words are supposed to be enclosed and treated at level 2 during the spelling 
exercises, but at tbe very end of the lesson, T comes back to the sponge and 
invites P to come up with sentences where the word ~ is used. Thus, the 
macro-structure of this lesson reflects a shift from levet 1 to levet 2 early in 
the lesson, and a shift back to levet 1 at the end of the lesson. In the 
following, however, we shal1 be preoccupied principally with micro-processes, 
i.e. the local management of level shifts (and otber micro-processes connected 
with tbe two-level phenomenon). 

Secondly, we must realize that there isa fundamental difference between 
those levet shifts that are initiated by the teacher and those initiated by tbe 
popil, due to the unequal distribution of rights and duties in the particular situ-
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ation. As T, in principle, is in control of the kinds of activities that are to take 
place within the lesson, her level shifts area priori legitimate, whereas P, who 
does not have the corresponding power to decide which are the relevant matters 
to treat, is supposed to adapt to the shifts initiated by T, but cannot a priori 
expect the corresponding adaptation to his own initiations of level shifts. 
Therefore, it is of particular interest to study what happens when the leve! shift 
appears to be located in P's contribution to the dialogue. 

One such case is when P makes an item whfoh is enclosed and treated at 
leve! 2 escape from the linguistic enclosure and become actually used with its 
normal referential content. In other words, the conventional and/or context
specified meaning of the item is exploited in starting to build a wider coherent 
context. This must not always be interpreted as a leve! conflict (cf below), 
such pupil-initiated levet shifts are often marked as side-steps, e.g. P does first 
answer the question or solve the task assigned to him, then adels a reaction that 
is not contextualized within lhe enclosure but comprises his reactions based on 
the leve! I attitude. l 

(46) provides an example of such a level shifL P soddenly does not take the 
sentence containing the word starvatjon waa;es only as a sentence-item to 

manipulate at levet 2, but comments upon it as if it were a sentence used: 

(46) rr is listing derivalives and compound words containing the morpheme 
llll! (starve) and explains at the same lime the meaning of each word (or 
asks for it); P is supposed to analyze them into constituent parts and 
write them down in a special manner according to the spelling method 
that is followed/ 

L2: 199 T: ja A sen har vi nlnling .. eh man säger att vi fAr sv!Utlön, vad 
tror du att det kan betyda 

200 P: att nlr man svälter fAr man lön 
(3s) 

20 l T: tror du det 
202 P: nllll 
203 T: nlllt, man har det som .. eh för A tala om an man fAr dlligt med 

lön, med lite lön, man fAr svältlön, så att man nlrapA..svllter. 
Sy!Utlön. Skriver du n:ll1 dlr uppe på haken A U1n. en trappa 
ner 

204: P: /SKRIVER/ (7s) svält 
(4s) 

205 P: i Sverige flr man inte lite lön 

(46) rr is lisling derivalives and compound words containing lhe morpheme 
n'..lU1 (starve) and explains al the same lime the meaning of each word (or 
asks for it); P is supposed to analyze lhem into constituent parts and 

l In a preliminary, shon version of this study (Gustavsson, 1987), this particular 
phenomenon was labelled opening, a term that referred to the fact that the 
linguistic enclosure was opened so that lhe enclosed item could be used al levet 
I. In the same paper, levet conflicts and (particular kinds of) leve) fuzzyness 
(see sections 4.3 and 4.4 below) were la.belled clashes and leakage, 
respeclively. Since the publica.tion of that paper, I have fel! a need to clean up 
arnong the metaphors and also to try to find a descriptive apparatus that is less 
exclusively oriented towards the pupil's problems with levels and is more apt 
to handle the dialogue as a colleclive process. 
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write them down in a special manner according to the spelling method 
that is followed/ 

L2: 199 T: well then we have something .. er one can say that we receive 
/svaltlon/ (starvation wages), what do you thinlc that means 

200 P: that when you starve you get paid 
(3s) 

201 T: do you thinJc so 
202 P: no 
203 T: no, we have it to .. er to say that you get little pay, with poor 

wages, you receive starvation wages so that you nearly .. st.arve. 
/Svältlön/ (Starvation wages). Write /~ (starve) upstairs 
and IW1!J (wages) downstairs 

204: P: /WRITES/ (7s) starvation 
(4s) 

205 P: in Sweden you don'l gel poor wages 

In 205, P reacts to the tallc about starvation wages by expressing his personal 
opinion. This, of course, is of limited relevance for the ongoing levet 2 activ
ity; he reacts in a level 1 like manner. His everyday experience of language as 
weU as his everyday personal beliefs and assumptions interfere with what was 
uttered at levet 2. Thereby, the word starvation waa;es is no longer contained in 
the linguistic enclosure as a word whose meaning one talks aboul and whose 
fonnal properties one examines and manipulates, but becomes actually used. 
The linguistic enclosure is opened and a leve/ shifl occurs. 

In L2, level shifts of dlis kind are quite frequent, which might have lO do 
with the particularly ambiguous character of this lesson: numerous sentences 
are mentioned that contain .slllli (swell) or ~ {starve); these sentences are 
cited as examples of possible uses of the two words, and, as examples typically 
are, they are ambiguous as to which levet they betong IO. Clearly, the super
ordinate topic of the activity is the problem of the spelling of the words. 
However, the lesson starts out from concrete experiences or rcactualized ex
periences of what the two words stand for; there is much energy spent before 
arriving at this: 

(47) L2: 3 T: du ser att jag har med mej lite grejer här idag 
4 P: jaa 
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5 T: mm, om jag lägger den här svampen där i, vad tror du händer 
dl 

6 P: svampen blir blöt 
7 T: jaha, stämmer, l vad händer mer, lägg i den flr du se 
8 P: den flyter 
9 T: ja det gör den (3s) men vad händer sen tror du 

10 P: den blir inte blöt 
11 T: blir den inte? 
12 P: ni 
13 T: doppa ner den får vi se 
14 P: (3s) nu blev den blöt 
15 T: mm (4s) men om du tittar pl storleken. vad händer med den dl 
16 P: (5s) en sida är hög l en sida är inte hög 

(3s) 
1 7 T: m varför bubblar det sl dlr tror du 
18 P: den sjunker 
19 T: vuflSr sjunker den dl 



(47) 

20 P: /SAMTIDIGT/ det finns en massa Ml där 
2 1 T: ja men varför sjwtker den dl 
22 P: när jag trycker ner den 
23 T: nja har det hänt nlnting nu ... med den 
24 P: den är full med vatten nästan 
25 T: javisst, men om du ser pl storleken dl. märker du inte nAnting 
26 P: joo, den är lite högre .. 
27 T: jaa, den är lite högre, den har .. den har ll.lilll. den har blivit 

större, mm7 
28 P: den gör så i vatten {f:visst/, vi diskar med en sln hemma 
29 T: det gör ni ja 
30 P: hjälpa till A torka? 
31 T: ja jag har en handduk där. FörstAr du idag ska vi eh tala om 

dom här tvA ordparen, sväl(l)t i två olika betydelser, jag 
skriver här med blA krita som jag bruk.ar göra /P:mm/. Svällt i 
den betydelsen att det har blivit större, som på svampen där 
som du ser /SKRIVER PÅ TAVLAN/ blivit större så, l sen 
andra ordet svält som är ... detsamma som hunger (4s). Har du 

32 

33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 

40 
41 

42 

L2: 3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

varit hungrig nAn gAng 
P: jaa 
(4s) 
T: har du sett nAra människor som har svält 
P: jaa 
T: som inte har fAtt nAn mat? 
P: i Afrika finns det pA teve 
T: mm det är riktigt 
P: dom blir smala 
T: m det gör dom, kanske, A sen en .. eh men deras magar, en del 

barns magar har du sen hurdana dom blir 
P: jaa 
T: ja dom blir alldeles uppsvällda /P:mm/ det är samma ord här 

ocksA som vi ska jobba med idag. DA s .. dA tar du A läser dom 
här 

P: /LÄSER/ svällt sväll 

T: you see I've brought some things with me here today 
P: yes 
T: mm, if I put this sponge in here, what do you thinlc'll happen 
P: the sponge'U get wet 
T: okay, right, and what else happens, put it in to see 
P: it floats 
T: yes it does (3s) but what'll happen later do you think 
P: it doesn't get wet 
T: it doesn't? 
P: no 
T: dip it down and we'll see 
P: (3s) now it got wet 
T: mm (4s) but if you look at its size, what happens to it 
P: (5s) one side is high and one side is not high 
(3s) 
T: m why does it bubble like that do you think 
P: it sinks 
T: and why does it sink 
P: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/ there are lots ofholes in it 
T: yes but why does it sink 
P: when I press it down 
T: well has something happened now ... to it 
P: it's full of water almost 
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25 T: of course, but if you look at its size, don't you notice 
something 

26 P: well yes, it's a bit hlgher .. 
27 T: yes, it's a bit higher, it has .. it has swe!led it has become 

bigger, mm? 
28 P: that's what it does in water /f:certainly/, we wash the dishes 

with one like that at home 
29 T: you do yeah 
30 P: help you mop up? 
3 1 T: well fve got a towel there. You see today we're going to er 

talk about these two pairs of words, /~ (swelled, starVa
tion) in two different meanings, 1'11 write here with blue challc 
like I usually do /P:mrn/. /Stlll.11. in the sense that it has 
becorne bigger, like with the sponge there as you see /WRITES 
ON THE BLACKBOARD/ become big8er okay, and then the 
other word /~ which is ... the same as hunger (4s). Have 
you ever been hungry 

32 P: yes 
(4s) 

33 T: have you scen pcople starving 
34 P: yes 
3 5 T: who haven't anything to eat? 
3 6 P: in Africa it's on TV 
3 7 T: mm that's right 
3 8 P: they get thin 
39 T: m they do, perhaps, and then some .. cr but their stomachs, 

some children's stomachs havc you scen how they become 
40 P: yes 
41 T: well they become completely swo11en /P:mm/ it's the same 

word here too that wc'll work with today. Then s .. thcn you 
start reading these 

42 P: /READS/ /svällt svllll/ 

The sequence is a particularly good example of the difficulty of enclosing a 
particular word-item (see above, section 3.2, page 88ff). However narrow T 
tries IO make the possible range of answers to what happens to the sponge, P 
happens to pick out otber reasonable aspects of the stare of affairs than to say 
that the sponge swells. 

After this introduction, the rest of the lesson is devoted to the spelUng 
problem that is the IOpic of the lesson, but on several occasfons we encounter 
levet shifts: 

(48) L2:180 T: mm A dom mllnniskoma eh som inte flr tillräckligt med mat A 
äta, dom flr svältkost säger man 

181 P: sväll A kost 
182 T: visst svll11 ... kost 
183 P: flr dom pengar dl 

(48) L2:180 T: mm and those people er who don't get cnough food to eat, 
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they are put on a s[Arvatjon djet one says 
181 P: /svlllV and /kosl/ 
182 T: certainly /sväl1 ... kosl/ 
183 P: do they get money then 



Obviously, levet shifts do not have the same charact.er of a communicative 
disturbance as levet conflicts or level fuzzyness (see below). A levet shift of 
the kind exemplified above can have the functioa of initiating a shorter or 
longer sequence of unambiguous levet I use of language: 

(49) !The sentence to be underlined ("it is no fun"), originally refers to Jan's, 
the main character of the text that is treated, feelings about going lo the 
dentist's/ 

L4:230 T: /SAMTIDIGT/ nej l det stryker vi under, ja just det, det lr inte 
kul 

231 P: alla tycker att det är inte kul fröken, varför dl 
232 T: ja jag vet inte, vad tror du 
233 P: ja dom hatar kanske borra, dom vill inte göra hll i sina sl här 

/LÅTER SOM EN BORR/ borr ff:nää/ slnt, men jag tycker inte 
det är •• jag tycker det är roligt 

234 T: jaa, det kan ju vara sl att man känner sej li ... te grann rädd dl 
l .. 

235 P: /SAMTIDIGT/ inte jag 
236 T: tror au det eh ska va farligt, men du är inte det? 
23 7 P: nlllt 
238 T: ni! vad skönt. Mm, jaa, längst ner, den sista raden /P:mm/ ( ... ) 

(49) /The sentence to be underlined ("it is no fun"), originally refers to Jan's, 
thc main charactcr of thc text that is treated, feelings about going to thc 
dcntist's/ 

L4:230 T: 

231 P: 
232 T: 
233 P: 

234 T: 
235 P: 
236 T: 
237 P: 
238 T: 

/SIMULTANEOUSLY/ no and that wc underline, yes you're 
right, it is no fun 
everybody t.hinks it's no fun Miss, why 
wcll I don't know, what do you think 
well perhaps they hate drilling, they don't wanna make holes 
in thcir like this /MAKES THE SOUND OF A DRILLJ drill 
/T:no/ such things, hut I don't think it's .. I think it's fun 
well, it may be that you feel a bit ... scared then and .. 
/SIMULTANEOUSLY/notme 
think that it er could hurt, hut you're not? 
no 
what a relief. Mm, wcll, at the bottom, the last line /P:mm/ 
( ... ) 

In 230, the sentence Lo be underlined is just cited as a sentence-item, not used 
to convey a message. However, it is picked up and commenled upon by P in 
231 as if it had been really used. As this is accepled by T, this levet shifL leads 
to a short sequence where the referential content of the sentence is integrated in 
a leve! 1 context. 

In the next example, P does not succeed in establishing his topic. During 
the discussion of the meaning of fullil (cf (14) and (15) above), P and T come 
Lo talk aboul traclors and T has Lo explain the word plough, This apparenlly 
makes P think of his toys and, eagerly, be starts talking aboul his tractor. 
Thereby, ~is no longera word-it.em talked about in order Lo clarify the 
meaning of anolher word-ilem, CWä; instead, P starts referring lo a specific 
tractor. Thus, the word is no longer contained in the enclosure: a levet shift has 
occured. However, as T does not lake up this thread, the shift is without con
sequences for the ensuing dialogue. 
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(50) L7:326 T: plöjer, vet du vad han gör när han plöjer dl 
när han lker .. nliej 327 P: 

328 T: 

329 P: 
330 T: 
331 P: 
332 T: 

nll.ll, när han plöjer, dl slluer han ner nlt vasst i jorden, som 
skir ner i jorden l l'..lrukI pl jorden sl hllr, har du sett det? 
/SAMTIDIGT/ sl blir det som .. som ett hll 
det blir som .. 
/AVBRYTER/ l jag har flu en bllrgningstraltior /OHÖRBART/ 
/AVBRYTER/ ibland kör han .. med traktorn l sl har han en .. en 
plog heter det, med flera plogbillar, alltsl slna hlr som vlnder 
pl jorden, l dl blir jorden alldeles randig, har du sett det 

333 P: nun 
334 T: dl sliger man att han plöjer jorden, sll.g det 
335 P: han plöj .. 
336 T: /AVBRYTER/ bonden plöjer jorden 
337 P: bonden plöjer jorden 

(50) L7:326 T: ploughs, and do you know what he does when he ploughs 
327 P: when he's going .. no 
328 T: no, when he ploughs, then he puts something sharp into the 

soil, that cuts down into the soil and nwa the soil like this, 
have you seen that? 

329 P: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/ so there is like .. lilce a hole 
330 T: it is like .. 
33 1 P: /INTERRUPI'S/ and I've got a towing-tractor /INAUDIBLE/ 
332 T: /INTERRUPI'S/ sometirnes he drives his .. tractor and he has a .. a 

plough it's callcd, with several ploughshares, it's those that 
tum the soil, and then the soil gets all striped, have you seen 
that 

333 P: mm 
334 T: then you say that he is ploughing the soil, repeat that 
335 P: he's plou .. 
336 T: /INTERRUPI'S/ the farmer is ploughing the soil 
337 P: the farmer is ploughing the soil 

In connection with this example, we may again note an aspect of covert ambi
guity (cf above, section 3.3.2). When T uses the pronoun "he" throughout the 
sequence, up to the moment when sbe refonnulates the sentence that P bas to 
repeat (tum 336), there is no overt difference between language at level 2, 
where ~is not osed to refer, and a corresponding level 1 disoourse where refer-
ence would be made lO a specific farmer, or used with generic reference. Ana
logically, "the fanner" can either be used for reference (levet 1) or used without 
reference (levet 2) (cf (14) above). 

(51) will serve as a final example of a pupil-initiated levet shifL Again, P's 
commentary which has to be contextualized outside the linguistic enclosure in 
order lO be understood as meaningful, does not lead anywhere but is left as a 
remarlc beside the poinc 

(51) L4:281 T: mm, det är tisdag idag, idag är det tisdag, vi ska titta lite pl 
dom här meningarna Yousuf l se om vi kan lindra pl dom, pl 
samma sätt, du kan läsa tvlan 
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282 P: det var m!..mL.mlndag i..glr {f:jaa/ ja det var det 
283 T: kan vi säga det pl ett annat sätt, kan vi vinda pl det 
284 P: iglr var det mlndag 
285 T: mm, vi fonslltter 



(51) L4:281 T: mm, it's Tuesday today, today is Tuesday, we'll have a look at 
these sentences Yousuf and see if we can change them, in the 
same way. you can rcad number two 

282 P: 
283 T: 
284 P: 
285 T: 

it wu Mo . .Mo . .Monday ye .. yesterday (f:yes/ yes it wu 
can we say that in another way, could we tum it around 
yesletday was Monday 
mm, we'll go on 

The commentary P adds in 282 is beside the point of the ongoing activity, the 
manipulation of word ordet in sentences. It is a mere coincidence that the exec
cise is done on a Tuesday - it is supposed to look exactly the same, also if it 
were done on a Friday. For a short moment, the sentence leaves the enclosure 
in which it has to be contained in order to be manipulated as mere structure, 
without referring lo the day on which the exercise is done and thus without 
being contextualized in the actual level 1 context. 

4 .3 Level conflicts 

A level conflict occurs when the participants operate at different levels, one of 
lhem at levet 1, the other at level 2. Level conflicts obviously lead to flagrant 
misunderstandings and tend lherefore to be momentary; either they pass un
noticed, or they are repaired immediately:l 

(52) {The subject of the preceding dialogue is the meaning of the word ~ 
the solution is arrived at in 275/ 

L7:275 T: bra, dlr land och hav möts, där flr vi kust l titta hlr ska du se 
utefter norra Norrland dlr sl har du llng kust, titta, det lr kust 
hela vllgen .. 

276 P: ,()HÖRBART/ 
T: vad heter .. vad heter vattnet utanför kusten 

277 P: utAnför? 
278 T: mm 
279 P: hav 
280 T: hllr, vid norra Norrland, vad heter .. vad heter .. 
281 P: Bottenviken 
282 T: javisst, dl vet du vad kust llr, alltsl där hav l land möts lr 

kust. Dl tar du nilsta bit. 

(52) (fhe subject of the preceding dialogue is the meaning of the word ~ 
the solution is arrived at in 275/ 

L7:275 T: good, where land and sea meet, there we have a coast and look 
here all along northem Norrland you have a long coast, look, 
it's coast all the way .. 

276 P: /INAUDIBLF./ 
T: what is it called .. what is the water outside the coast 

called 
277 P: outside? 
278 T: mm 

l Certainly. when not attended to and repaired by the participants, the existence 
of a leve! conflict is disputable since the sequence in question is interpreted as 
such only by the observer; (11) above is such a - possible - case. 
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279 P: sea 
280 T: here, outside northem Norrland, what is il called .. what is it 

called .. 
281 P: The Gulf of Bothnia 
282 T: that's it, then you lmow what coast is, so where sea and land 

meet is coast. So you take the next bit. 

In 279, P gives an answer to the question that would be appropriate if the 
question were a level 2 question, i.e. be gives the word-item "sea" for the ab
stract, general description "the water outside the coast". Thus, he continues to 
operate on level 2, but in the meantime, T has left level 2 - hence a teacher
initiated levet shift - and ber question isat levet 1, contributing to the ge
ography tesson from which the ~-sequence has originally parted. Hence, 
(52) is a level conflict - the two parties contextualize their utterances in 
completety different ways. The level conflict is repaired immediately: T 
rephrases ber question and P gives the correct answer. By the way, one can note 
how the typical ambiguity is reflected in T:s summing up move; though, 
apparently, ber last question was not a level 2 question, the sequence is 
summed up in typical level 2 terms. It is also noteworthy that the level con
flict results from the teacher operatingat levet 1, the pupil at levet 2, wbich is 
perhaps unexpected (cf tbe citation from Krumm above), but happens a1so in 
(54) below. 

In order to show that the.distinction between levets entails a qualitative shift 
of perspectives and that. hence, a levet conflict is qualitatively different from an 
ordinary, erroneous answer toa teacher question, we may look at a sequence in 
L8 that perfecdy well parallels and contrasts with (52): 

(53) L8: 19 T: jaa just det .. 
20 P: ,OHÖRBART/ 

T: /SAMTIDIGT/ vet du vad havet heter som ligger 
utan.för där 

21 P: Östersjön 
22 T: vad kan det heta 
23 P: Bottenviken 
24 T: det llr just vad det heter 

(53) L8: 19 T: yes that's it .. 
20 P: /INAUDIBLF./ 

T: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/ do you lcnow what the sea is 
called that is outside there 

21 P: the Baltic 
22 T: what can it be called 
23 P: The Gulf of Bothnia 
24 T: that's precisely what it's called 

Thougb P's answer in 21 is wrong and not accepted by T, the error does not 
involve any problem with contextualization. Both operate clearly at levet 1, 
talk:ing about geographic names with speci.fic reference. This is radically differ
ent from what occurs in the level conflict found in the otherwise almost 
identical sequence cited above as (52). Another example of a levet conflict 
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(54) /When T is about to note in her calendar at lhe end of the lesson, she 
asks for today's date, which leads to the following:/ 

L8:308 T: mm, l vilket Ar 
309 P: niuonhundraåttifem 
310 T: ja, kan du säga nlt annat i stllllet för sjlltte i femte 
311 P: (3s) 
312 T: du kan oclcsl säga ... 
313 P: tionde i eh 
314 T: ja du kan ju ocksl säja sjätte i .. sjätte ... 
315 P: (3s) 
316 T: vad har du för mlnad 
317 P: fem 
318 T: jaa vilken mlnad llr det egentligen 
319 P: januari .. eller lD.1i 
320 T: maj ja, vad kommer efter maj 

(54) {When T is about to note in her calendar at the end of the lesson, she 
asks for today's date, which Ieads to the following:/ 

L8:308 T: mm, and what year 
309 P: nineteen-hundred-eighty-five 
310 T: yes, could you say something else instead of /sjätte I femte/ 

(literally: the sixth of the fiflh; dates are often expressed in 
Swedish as ordinal nwnbers) 

311 P: (3s) 
312 T: you could also say ... 
313 P: tenth of er 
314 T: well you could also say sixth of .. sixth ... 
315 P: (3s) 
31 6 T: what month is it 
317 P: five 
31 8 T: yes what month is that actually 
319 P: January.J mean Mu 
320 T: May yes, what comes alter May 

Here, P seems to work within the enclosure, taking the question to ask for the 
display of just any ordinal numbers in order to show bis mastery of ordinals, 
i.e. be is talcing the paradigmatic relation of ordinal numbers as word-items to 
be the target of the question. As he Lhereby does not consider how what he says 
is connected to the actual, concrete circumstances of the utterance, his contex
tualization of the sequence is within the enclosure. Since this does not seem to 
hold for T, who eitpects him to give an answer that is true under the actual cir
cumstances, (54) represents a level conflict. 

As was said earlier when trying to find sequences where language is un
ambiguously treated at level 2, such a state of affairs is very fragile. In the 
pronunciation excrcise where we found such an activity, we also find a level 
conflict 

(55) L7:149 T: ( ... ) sen skriver du åill, l sl tlnlter du efter om det lr /6/ 
eller /fi/, om jag säger skiva 

150 P: (7s) det llr s k 
151 T: det tycker du, det var ritt. Å nu slger jag skynda dej 
152 P: (3s) 
153 T: kan du skriva det oclcsl (2s) schschynda dej 
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154 P: /SKRIVER/ (7s) sA där 

(55) L 7: 149 T: ( ... ) then you wrile /skjva/ (slice), and you try to find out if it 
is /5/ or /<;/ if I say /~ (slice) 

150 P: (7s) it is s k (<sk> being the most frequent spelling of /5/) 
151 T: that's what you think. you were righL And now 1 say /~ 

sk.il (hurry up) 
152 P: (3s) 
153 T: can you write that too (2s) /schschynda dej/ (hurry up, with 

very extended articulation of the initial consonant sound) 
154 P: /WRITES/ (7s) like that 

Here, P seems not to take skynda dej (hurry up) as a word-item to be written 
down, but - possibly - as a word used and T has to make explicit the task 
that is implicitly given in 151. lf this interpretation is valid, (55) represents a 
leve! conflict. 

Levet conflicts may also be found that are due lo the covert ambiguity 
between a leve! 1 perspective and a levet 2 perspective: 

(56) L2:308 T: 

309 P: 
310 T: 
311 P: 
312 T: 

(56) L2:308 T: 

309 P: 
310 T: 
311 P: 
312 T: 

ja vi ska ta å skriva nu meningar om dom hllr, kan du hitta på 
nån mening, om du tiuar på den här svampen nu /P:mm/ hur
dan ser den ut nu 
(3s) stor 
den är stor ja, vad kan du skriva dA (2s) svampen har ... 
svällt 
javisst kan du göra det, bra 

well now we'll write sentences about these, can you think of a 
sentence, if you look at this sponge now /P:mm/ what does it 
look like now 
(3s) big 
it's big yes, what can you write then (2s) the sponge has ... 
swelled 
of course you can, good 

In this example, T's formulation of the task is very explicit, "these" in 308 
referring to the words /s::Jjjj/ (starvation) and/~ (swelled) that have been 
the topic of the entire lesson. Still, this does not prevent P from interpreting 
the question as a real level 1 question, not asking him necessarily to come up 
with a sentence containing the word-item swe1led, but to report on how he 
flods the sponge. The enclosing of the word-item is not successful and the 
result is a levet conflict. 

4.4 Leve/ fuzzyness 

In the case of level shifts and level conflicts, analyzed above, the boundaries 
between the levets are clear-cut - the enclosare, as it were, rather well-estab
lished (though, in the case of a level confäct, for one of the parties only). The 
most frequent kind of mismatch between the participants, however, is that 
wben the boundaries are not very neat, when the enclosing is incomplete and 
unclear. This phenomenon will be Iabelled leve/ fuzzyness. 
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As for level shifts, there are good reasons to distinguish between the teacher 
and the pupil with regard to their contributions Lo leve! fuzzyness. The frequent 
ambiguities in the teacher's fonnulations of tasks, questions and cues, closely 
analyzed in section 3.3 above, are to be seen as Ts principal contribution to 
levet fuzzyness: T seems to aim at leve! 2, but her fonnulations are reminis
cent of ordinary level 1 use of language. Leve! fuzzyness in the perspective of 
Lhe pupil's actions is that often he is more inclined than the teacher to remain 
closer to level 1. 

In (52) and (54) above, T's switching to leve! 1 leads to leve! conflicts, hut 
this does not seem to have to do with leve! fuzzyness. Whereas in the case of a 
level conflict, the separation is complete, the communicative partners clearly 
operate each at a different levet - a difference of kind, as it were - leve) 
fuzzyness is a maner of degree. Whereas the level conflict tends to be momen
tary, level fuzzyness can endure, giving rise to longer sequences of partial 
mismatch between the conversational partners in the sense that the dialogue is 
imperfectly tuned. In contradistinction to leve! shifts from leve! 2 to leve! 1, 
level fuzzyness does not have tbe character of a side-step. In the case of such a 
leve! shift, the enclosure is temporarily abandoned; when there is leve! fuzzy
ness, the enclosure is not abandoned but is not sufficiently tight. 

The examples that have been given of word definition tasks - &h1 in (14) 
and (15), ~in (21), more meciselY in (22), suitable in (31) - can be said 
to exhibit leve! fuzzyness as P seems more inclined to remain within the level 
1 context where the word was used, than T, who strives for further decontextu
alization, i.e. word definitions in more general and abstract tenns, though this 
is not necessarily obvious in her original formulation of the question. Also 
(19), where it isa question of the paradigm of the verb~. P's "mixing up" 
~ with faJI asleeJ> because of their close relationship in everyday experience, 
should be interpreted as leve! fuzzyness. P is striving to do the task and give a 
verb paradigm; the linguistic enclosure, however, is not tight enough to ex
clude his everyday thinking about related matters and he is not able to treat 
~as an isolated word-item. 

To give a another couple of examples of leve! fuzzyness, let us first retum 
to the sequence in lA where P is to underline useful phrases: 

(57) L4:216 T: jaa, just det. å eh då tänker han att .. det var nog dumt, nllrn
ligen det att han inte gav henne nånting, /P:mm/ det var nog 
dumt, det stryker vi under 

217 P: /STRYKER UNDER/ (Ss) 
218 T: vad menar han med det, det var nog dumt 
219 P: ah, han slarvar till exempel han kom inte ihåg henne jllrnt. 

han bryr sej inte sej om henne 
220 T: nää just det, det var .. det var nog dumt /P:mm/ det var inte så 

bra, /P:mm/ eh, vi stryker under nästa rad också, jag kom inte 
ihåg det 

221 P: /STRYKER UNDER/ (6s) så 
222 T: kan du tänka dej å säga det på ett annat sätt 
223 P: (3s) eh jag glömde 
224 P: ja bra Yousuf. ( ... ) 
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(57) L4:216 T: yes, thal's right, and er then he lhin.lts . . thal was kind of silly, 
namely lhal he didn'l give her anylhing, /P:mm/ that was kind 
of silly, we'll undcrline lhat 

217 P: /UNDERLINES/ (5s) 
218 T: wbal does he mean by that, that was kind or silly 
219 P: ah, he negleclS for example he didn'l aJways remember ber, he 

doesn't care aboul her 
220 T: no that's right, that was .. lhal was kind of silly /P:mm/ lhat 

was not so good, /P:mm/ er, we'll undcrline lhe next Line too, 
I didn't rcmember that 

221 P: /UNDERLINES/ (6s) okay 
222 T: can you think of another way of saying lhal 
223 P: (3s) er I forgot 
224 P: yes lhat's good Yousuf. ( ... ) 

In spite ofT's formulation in 218 "What does he mean by lhat", the task is not 
primarily one of interpreting or talking about Lhe content of the text, in whlch 
case natura! paths of everyday thinking such as developing, motivating and 
explaining what has been said with reference to intentions, motives, cause
effect etc would be appropriate to follow (cf above, p 7lf) . The task is ralher 
one of giving a precise, prototypical synonym or paraphrase. However, T's 
rcferring by means of "he", but apparently preferring a more pure level 2-
answer, imbues the question wilh ambiguity. In 224 T gives praise to P for 
having found a single synonym, while his more eloquent interpretation of what 
the phrase "it was kind of silly" might mean in the context of the text read, is 
received with less enthusiasm and complete<I by a parapbrase "that was not so 
good". P's answer in 219 - "he doesn't care about her" - is the kind of infer
ence one would draw at levet l, but it does not correspond very well to leve! 2 
demands. The sequence is an example of level fuzzyness, both through the 
ambiguity of T's question and the level 1 flavour of P's answer. In 233, how
ever, P is perfectly on apar with the task: note that be does no longer talk 
about "he", referring to the main character of the text, but renders the sentence 
with the pronoun unchanged. One could also interpret T's question in 222 as 
more explicitly asking for level 2 treatment of the item talked about. 

In L5, there is an interesting tension between P's message-orientation (levet 
1 tendency) and the item-orientation of the exercise book followed by T (levet 
2 tendency). The point of the tale about Gudbrand that P has read is (at least in 
one possible interpretation), that although Gudbrand did lose everything when 
bartering during his joumey to town, he regains the corresponding sum from 
bis neighbour, through a bet on his wife's expiatory character. After all, his 
joumey to town had been a success. 

In the exercise that follows lhe reading of the story, interpretation of the tale 
is needed only at a very superficial levet. P is to answer yes/no on a sentence
to-sentence, or paragraph-to-paragraph, basis. To each such item, in the order 
they occur in the tale, corresponds an isolated question: 

(58) L5: 102 P: nu är jag pA nian, /LÄSER/ Tyck.le grannarna au det hade gill 
bra för Gudbrand i stan? Nlle. Jo, efteråt. 

1 03 T: mm, men om vi lllnker pA del här? 
104 P: nej 
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(58) L5: 102 P: now I'm on number nine /READS/ Did the neighbours think 
that Gudbrand had been successful in town. No. Yes, after
wards. 

103 T: mm, but if we thinlc of it here? 
104 P: no 

In 102 P seems Lo give an interpretation of the poinl of the story that is 
message-oriented ("afterwards", the neigbbour has to change bis mind, though 
initially he thoughl that Gudbrands trip to town bad beeo a failure). In so 
doing, he acLS in a levet 1 manner, drawiog inferences and interpreting the 
message of what he has read. Hereby, he breaks the course of the exercise, 
which - in levet 2 manner - concentrates on the story as isolated sentences 
to which a yes- or a no-answer, and noth.ing more, applies. Via T, however, he 
is immediately drawn back to the course of the exercise, and answers a simple 
"no". The question in lhe exercise book does not disambiguate between such an 
item-oriented reading and an ordinary reading, where the answer is dependenl 
upon a more global interpretation of the story. The level fuzzyness consists of 
this uncertainly beLween item-orientation and message-orienLation, two oppos
ing aspecLS of leve! 2 and leve! l, respectively. 

A couple of other examples of leve! fuzzyness: 

(59) /P has read a passage from "The Tugboat"/ 

L6: 62 T: mm tack ska du ha. Du, var det nånt.ing här som du tyckte var 
konstigt. nAl ord ord som du inte har hört förut 

63 P: ja bogsera 
64 T: mm just det bogsera /P:ja/ de .. man kanske inte tlnker sej en 

bAt som bogserar en arinan båt. det tänker man sej inte sA ofta, 
för dA har vi talat om nAl annat. vad gö .. om det lr en liten bAt 
som drar en stor blt. vad kallar vi en sån liten bAt.. 

65 P: /SAMTIDIGT/ aaa 
T: vad gör den lille blten dl 

66 P: sånt sA att inte den krockar mot kajen 
67 T: ja just det sA inte den .. för att deL.stora fartyg kan /P:ja/ ju inte 

köra in i hamnarna /P:nä/ all..utan .. för dA..dom kan inte 
bromsa in ... i tid va /P:ja/ utan dl måste man ha ett litet.. 

68 P: /A VBRYTER/livbAt 
69 T: ja det skulle man kunna säga men det lr inte riktigt en livbAt 
70 P: bogserbAl 
7 1 T: jaa det är det vet du, en .. en som lotsar in ( ... ) 

(59) /P has read a passage from "The Tugboat"/ 

L6: 62 T: mm thank you very much. Listen, was there anything here thal 
you found strange, any word that you haven'l heard before 

63 P: yes tow 
64 T: mm I see tow /P:yes/ tha .. perhaps one doesn't think of a boat 

taking in tow another boat, that you don't think of that so 
often, 'cause then we've talked about something else, what 
doe .. if it's a small boat pulling a big ship, what do we call 
such a small boat .. 

65 P: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/eee:rr 
T: what does the small boat do 

66 P: so that it doesn't run into the quay 
67 T: ycs okay so tltat it doesn't .. in order to .. big ships cannot 

/P:yes/ drive into the harbours /P:no/ al .. buL.'causc thcn .. they 
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can't slow down... in time right /P:yes/ but then they must 
have a small .. 

68 P: /INTERRUPTS/ lifeboat 
69 T: well you could say that but it's not exactly a lifeboat 
70 P: tugboat 
71 T: yes that's what it is you see, one .. one that pilots ( ... ) 

T apparently expects the word-item ~as the answer to ber second question 
in 64. As it is fonnuJated, though, the question is inevitably ambiguous 
between item-orientation, i.e. aslcing for a particular synonym, and message
orientation. The sequence represents a case of level fuzzyness, since P seems 
not to fully reach level 2; his answer is an example of remaining in the natural 
attitude: the boat that pulls another boat makes it avoid running into the quay. 

(60) /P works with the "Search for the word! It can be found in the text"-exer
cise/ 

L8:241 T: sil~ dl, om man slAr sönder nlt, kan man ocksl säga att 
man ... 

242 P: gl igenom 
243 T: jaa man kan ju göra .. mos av det hela, man kan säga att man ... 
244 P: krossar 

(60) /P works wilh the "Search for I.be word! It can be found in the text"-exer
cise/ 

L8:241 T: and break, if you brea.lc something, you can also say that 
you .. . 

242 P: go through 
243 T: well you can smash .. the whole thing into pieces, you can say 

that you ... 
244 P: crush 

P's first answer, "go through" is not drawn verbatim from the story he has read 
and where the word-items counted as the only correct solutions have to be 
taken (bmak = kDlSh; the lauer word is used in the text). The word rio throurih, 
on the contrary, is not in the text but is fully compatible with the course of 
events evoked, though not explicitly stated in the story: 

(61) Nlgra sekunder senare krossade loket träporten. Längre in i stallet stod 
ett annat och större lok. Där blev det stopp. 

(61) A couple of seconds later I.be engine broke the wooden gate. Further in 
the shed there was another, bigger engine. There it came to a stop. 

Thus, P remains in message-orientation, giving an answer based on how be 
interpreted the story, instead of searching fora particular word-item; there is 
level fuzzyness, since he has to deal simultaneously with word-items in 
abstracto and concrete instances of use of these words in the story read. 

(62) /Exercise on transformation of reported speech to dircct speech, cf (13), 
(41), (42) above/ 
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313 T: hur sllger han dl dl, hur säger hon dl dl, nllr hon sliger det lill 
honom 

314 P: /SAMTIDIGT/ han 11r duktig 
315 T: slger hon s!. han llr duktig, sliger hon .. 
316 P: /AVBRYTER/ du llr duktig 
31 7 T: mm, vad sliger hon mer dl 

(62) /Exereise on transformation of reported speech to direet speech. ef (13), 
(41), (42) above/ 

L5:312 P: /READS/ His wife says he is elever and that they can have 
wool and clothes now that they have got a sheep. Well, she 
says he's elever 

313 T: and how does he say it. and how does she say it. when she 
says it~ him 

314 P: /SlMULTANEOUSLY/he is elever 
315 T: is that how she says, he is elever, is that how she .. 
316 P: /INTERRUPTS/ you are elever 
317 T: mm, and what else does she say 

ln 312 P answers by stating the message of the sentence-item to be trans
fonned - in a tone that seems to reveal the tiredness and impatience you feel 
when you have to state the obvious. He thereby remains at level 1, as if he 
were actually reporting to T what Gudbrand's wife said. The taslc, though, has 
level 2 character. it isa maner of displaying direct speech. 

The last example of levet fuzzyness shows how the lack of tuning can 
endure for quite a long sequence. The problem encountered in (63) is again the 
difficulty of obtaining enclosing fora word-item that is to be subjected to Jevel 
2 treatment in an exercise. When a linguistic item has to be enclosed, i.e. that 
this one and only item is to be uttered, reliance on level 1 use and level 1 atti
tude are at the best unfruitful, at the worst misleading. This means that when 
T's questions are arnbiguous and P remains in the level 1 perspective, pro
longed sequences of levet fuzzyness may appear: 

(63) /An exercise on prepositions, taking as point of departure the text read/ 

L6:565 T: mm. Sen finns det en förfärlig massa smlord, /P:mm/ hllr f!r du 
lite I snyta dej i, snyt ordentligt 

566 P: ..OHÖRBART/ 
567 T: mm, A dom kan ju vara kluriga, dllr står till exempel J2J 

kvällen, var var det han .. va .. hur kröp han, han kröp ... 
568 P: (2s) under 
569 T: jaa, han kröp ... 
570 P: /SAMTIDIGT/ nä pi knäna 
571 T: pi knä ja l var kröp han 
572 P: pLpl gol.. 
573 T: om du tänker på mej 
57 4 P: pi marken 
575 T: jaa just det l .. nllr han har gatlyktorna, var nlnstans vid 

gatlykt .. 
576 P: /AVBRYTER/ pl vägen 
577 T: jaa I vid gatlyktorna var deL .. mmm ... ellan gatlyktorna va. 

/P:mm/ Ska du .. hlr har du dom smlorden 1 det lr inte sllcert du 
behöver använda dej utav .. titla pl dom /P:nl/ utan du kan 
kanske bara läsa, men du får faktiskt försöka lisa meningen 
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först inn1n. du sätter in det, för dA får du kanske /P:ja/ inte 
klart för dej hur det är 

578 P: aa tvA gatlykt .. utan .. nä melJan tvi 
519 T: bra 

(63) /An exercise on prepositions, taking as point of departure the text read/ 

L6:565 T: mm. Then there are an awfu] lot of small words, /P:mrn/ here's 
something to blow your nose in, blow hard 

566 P: ,llNAUDIBLFJ 
561 T: mm, and those can be lriclcy, the.re it says for example .in. the 

568 P: 
569 T: 
570 P: 
571 T: 
572 P: 
573 T: 
574 P: 
515 T: 

576 P: 
511 T: 

evening, where was he .. wha..how was he creeping, he was 
creeping ... 
(2s) under 
yes, he was creeping ... 
/SIMULTANEOUSLY/ no on his lcnees 
on his lcnees yes and where was he creeping 
on .. on the flo .. 
if you think of me 
on the ground 
yes that's it and .. when he's got the streetlamps, where by the 
streetla .. 
/INTERRUPTS/ on the road 
yes and by the s treedamps it was ... bbb ... etween the streel
lamps right. /P:mm/ Can you .. here are those smalJ words and 
it's not certain you'll need to make use of..to look al !hem 
/P:no/ but perhaps you only need read, but actually you'll have 
to read the sentence first ~ you insert it, 'cause then you 
don't perhaps /P:yes/ realize bow it is 

578 P: well two streeda .. without .. no between two 
519 T: good 

An enclosure of the word-item between can scarcely be conslrued through mere 
precision of the content described. T's question in 567 ("how was he creep
ing?") does not disambiguale between an interpretation where it can be 
answered by reference to the story, anda level 2 interpretation where the solu
tion consists of finding a particular word-item. In fäet, all P's suggested 
answers are compatiblc with the scenery depicted in the story. However, to be 
able to solve the task one has to remember the exact wording of the text where 
between was initially osed. It has to be treated in the level 2 perspective as a 
word-item. The whole sequence exhibits level fuzzyness. 

4.5 Summary 

I have tried to demonstrate how the distance between, on the one hand, an 
everyday perspective on language and linguistic communication (level 1 per
spective and attitudes) and, on the other hand, a system-view of language 
underlying language lessons (Level 2 perspective) creates ambiguities and leads 
to tension of various kinds that may result in communicative dysfluencies in 
the course of a lesson - level shifts, level conflicts and level fuzzyness. It 
should be clear that the boundaries between the three dialogue processes that 
have been identified are not always perfectly sharp: the notions of levet 
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eonfiiet. levet shift and levet fuzzyness are used to eaplllre some partially dif
ferent, partially similar phenomena in the eommunieative process of a lan
guage lesson. The differences, as I have tried to show above, lie in the fäet that 
levet confliets lead to serious misunderstandings whieh are usually detected and 
repaired. This is not necessarily the case when it eomes to level fuzzyness and 
levet shifts. Levet fuzzyness rather leads to a certain degree of mismatch 
between the two conversational partnecs and their contributions to the dialogue. 
Levet shifts, finally, need not be the result of, or lead to misunderstandings or 
to mismatch, they just temporarily alter the focus of the activity. 

The similarities between the lhree phenomena lie in the fäet that they all 
have to do with the way utterances are eontextualized. More specifieally, they 
have to do with diserepancies in the way in whieh the linguistic enelosure, 
created in order to make it possible to talk about language in the levet 2 per
spective, is handled by the conversational partners at a partieular stage in the 
dialogue process. 

Obviously, the difference between the two levels does not obligatorily lead 
to problems - whether it does or not depends primarily on the degree to which 
the pupil is eapable of taking the right attitude at the right moment, how 
willing he is and how familiar with the demands of the situation. In the 
lessons of the corpus there are certainly sequences where the tuning is perfect, 
P manages to do his tasks and the dialogue runs smoothly: 

(64) L5:198 T: mm. bra. Ha, ska vi träna Ute grann pL. 
199 P: /SAMTIDIGT/ motsatSen 
200 T: motsatsord där ja, ska du läsa 
20 l P: /LÅSER/ Dra en linje mellan de ord Lord som är motsatsen till 

varandra, se p! exemplet 
202 T: mm, bra dllig är motsats 
203 P: /SAMTIDIGT, OHÖRBART/ 
204 T: du vet vad motsatsord är för nlt? 
205 P: ja jag vet {f:mm/ linjal dl? 
206 T: nle det behöver du inte /P:nä/ det blir si sml streck du drar s! 
207 P: /DRAR STRECK/ 
208 T: nä sA flr du inte göra 
209 P: nä men det var inte meningen, jag skulle dra dit sA .. 
210 T: blev det lite längre ner /P:ja/ än du ville, llng ! kort, du kan 

gott tala om .. 
211 P: /SAMTIDIGT/ hungrig ... mäll 
212 T: /SAMTIDIGT, OHÖRBART/ mm 
213 P: lätt, svAr 
214 T: ja 
215 P: snäll, stygg 
216 T: mm 
217 P: stor, l liten 
218 T: mm 
219 P: tidig, sen 
220 T: hja 
221 P: fin!ful 
222 T: ja, det är bra, det där var inga svlrigheter 
223 P: naä 

(64) L5: 198 T: mm, good. Okay, let's train a bit with.. 
199 P: /SIMULT ANEOUSL Y/ opposites 
200 T: antonyms yes, can you read 
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201 P: /READS/ Draw a line between the words i .. words which are 
each other's opposite, look at the example 

202 T: mm. good bad are antonyms 
203 P: /SIMULTANEOUSLY,INAUDIBU,/ 
204 T: you know what antonyms are? 
205 P: yes I know (f:mm/ the ruler? 
206 T: no you won't need it /P:no/ the lines you'll draw are so short 
207 P: /DRA WS UNF./ 
208 T: no you can't do it like that 
209 P: no I didn't mean to, I was drawing a line over there and .. 
210 T: it came a bit further down /P:yes/ than you wanted, long and 

short. you can very well tel! .. 
211 P: /SIMULT ANEOUSLY/ hungry ... /mätt/ (satisfied; there is no 

word in English exactly corresponding to Swedish mlli., 
meaning 'having bad enough lo eat') 

212 T: /SIMULTANEOUSLY, INAUDIBU,/mm 
213 P: easy, difficult 
214 T: yes 
215 P: kind, evil 
216 T: mm 
21 7 P: big, and small 
218 T: mm 
219 P: early, late 
220 T: yes 
221 P: nice and ugly 
222 T: okay, that's fine, there were no problems 
223 P: nope 

However, the fact that P goes through this exercise (discussed above, page 
70f), without any occurrences of levet shifts, level conflicts or level fuzzyness, 
does not mean that the difference between the levets is annihilated - the dis
tance between negating or saying the opposite of something uttered at level I 
and giving prototypical antonyms to word-items out of context. is as huge as 
ever - only that this time, the problems have been sonnounted. 

Earlier I called auention to a double problem of transition, connected with 
the existence of two levels in the language classroom. Only one of them, that 
of substituting the level 2 perspective for a naive, everyday attitude towards 
language has been investigated in this chapter. In this connection, I would like 
to stress that the question, as it has been posed in this chapter, does not con
cem whether the pupil is capable or not in an absolute sense of handling lan
guage at leve! 2 or of working within the levet 2 perspective. A growing body 
of literature on children's met.a-linguistic awarcness (e.g. Hakes, 1980) rather 
suggests that, by the age of 10-12, they would be - at least under favourable 
circumstances. Especially bilingual children have been shown to be already 
capable of met.a-linguistic observations at an early age (Aronsson, 1981; 
Hakut.a & Diaz, 1985). As should have been clear, however, the preceding 
investigation concems how the levet complexity is handled in the actual course 
of the dialogue, in a situation which is characterized by ambivalence and 
ambiguity. Thus, to t.ake up Hundeide's (1977) distinction: lhe study has been 
carried out in a perspective of commU11ication rather than a perspective of 
competence. 

The second problem, how level 2 knowledge can be transferred to everyday 
situations of language use, cannot be treated here, since the data does not per-
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mit any conclusions about what happens after the Iesson. Different authors 
have expressed radically different convictions on the matter (see chapter II, sec
tion 2). In this study, there is no need to take a stand in a debate on the effects 
of teaching. Instead, the aim has been to work out a thorough description of 
how language works and is used during lessons and to relate this to what is 
talked aboul and lo different activities that take place in a language classroom. 
Hopefully, such a characterization can constitute the ground for pondering on 
what might be leamt or not through teaching. In this respect, the study aims at 
making that ground more solid, in that it procures more precise knowledge 
about the language lesson as a communicative event. 

In the next chapter I shall carry out a different kind of analysis of the dis
course that is connected with different activities during lessons and conversa
tions. lnstead of picking out selected, pertinent sequences of dialogue and sub
mitting them to a qualitative analysis, I shall engage in a quantitative analysis 
that includes every single tum at talk in the lessons and the non-didactic con
versations of the corpus and make comparisons between activity types across 
situations as well as between subtypes of activities within the lessons. 
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V DYNAMICS, COHERENCE 
AND DOMINANCE IN THE 
DIALOGUE 

1 Introduction 

In the previous chapter, an analysis was undertaken of particular dialogue 
processes specifically connected with the way Janguage is trcated as a topic in 
the language lessons, i.e. with the content of the lessons. Though I was able 
to show that leve/ conflicts, leve/ fuzzyness and leve/ shifts appear to a greater 
or lesser extent in all of the lessons in the corpus where language per se is the 
focus, i.e. treated at leve] 2 in the tenns introduced in this study, the analysis 
proceeded only through commenting upon selected, illustrative examples 
picked out here and there in the lessons. In this chapter, Ishall tum toa com
pletely different method of analysis. Now, Ishall scrutinize the totality of the 
corpus; each single tum will be classified in terms of its contribution to the 
dialogue as it unfolds. The method to be used is the "Initiative-Response 
Analysis" (henceforth cal1ed the IR analysis) presented in Linell & Gustavsson 
(1986, 1987). 

Obviously, when replacing discursive commentaries of a limited subcorpus 
by a comprehensive, classificatory analysis of the corpus in its totality, we can 
no longer expect to uncover such subtle details or delve as deeply into the 
description of particular dialogue processes as was attempted in the previous 
chapter. Instead, the aim is to give an overall analysis of characteristics of the 
dialogue in different activity types, mainly in quantitative terms. Together, the 
two methods of analysis are intended to make the picture of the language 
lesson as a communicative event more complete, as each of them is designed 
to capture partially different aspects of the dialogue process, partially the same 
aspects from different angles. 

What is of interest in this chapter is to investigate whether teacher domi
nance, regularly observed in interaction analyses in classrooms, is more im
portant in the lessons than in the non-didactic conversations and whether 
teacher dominance varies as a function of different activity types within the 
confines of a lesson. I will also be concerned with possible variation between 
activity types conceming coherence in dialogue: fragmentary vs locally coher
ent, oblique vs straight progression of the tallc, and finally I shall pay attention 
to features of dialogue dynamics such as tempo and fluency. In order to do this, 
Ishall operate with quantitative measures of dialogue characteristics, measures 
applying to sequences of dialogue, or to activity types in their entirety. 

Before I present the hypotheses examined and the results of the analysis, I 
shall give a relatively detailed account of the method as such, its theoretical 
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foundations, its aims and its scope, which, of course, includes a presentation of 
the categories of classification, with dialogue material from the corpus used as 
an illustration. The data will be related lO the variation in situation represented 
in the corpus by the different activities; on the one hand lessons versus 
conversations, on the other hand different didactic and non-didactic activities 
within the lessons. 

2 The Initiative-Response Analysis 

2.1 Theoreticalfoundations and methodological 
characteristics 

The method for conversation analysis presented in Linell & Gustavsson (1986; 
1987)1 - the IR analysis - is designed lO be applicable in principle to all 
kinds of dyadic conversations. Il has been worked out and tested on a rather 
wide range of discourse types: court trials (for a description of this corpus, see 
Adelswärd et al, 1987), police interrogations (Jönsson, forthc.), doctor-patient 
consultations (Aronsson & Sätterlund Larsson, 1987) dialogues in experimen
tal settings, in social psychology (Blakar, 1984) and in communication studies 
(Adelswärd, 1983), on casual conversations between colleagues and between 
husband and wife (Nortn & Löfström, 1977), on lessons and conversations of 
the kind used in this study, namely those collected in the pilot studies, as well 
as, of course, fragments of other scattered conversations observed and written 
down by the authors. 

The theoretical conception of language and conversation underlying the worlc 
is identical to the one of this particular study, already presented in chapter Il. 
To recapitulate briefly, it owes a great deal to ethnomethodology, to particular 
variants of language game theory and to those works in pragmatics and 
conversation analysis that emphasize the importance of accounting for the 
activity-embeddedness of language and the process character of linguistic 
communication. 

The most marked difference between the IR analysis and the sources of the
oreticaJ inspiration referred to above, is the attempt to let such a conception of 
language fonn the basis fora classificatory analysis of complete corpora and to 
use quantitative methods of analysis. By doing this, the authors by no means 
wish to depreciate qualitative approaches to conversation analysis, not even to 

lThe entire coding, as well as the reliability testing, has been carried out on the 
basis of Linell & Gustavsson (1986). In the following version, Linell & 
Gustavsson (1987), the category system and the guide-lines for the coding have 
undergone only minor changes and sHght refinement: a couple of definitions 
have been sharpenecl, some precisions added, some lacunz filled. When, how
ever, it comes to the use of coded data in deriving global measures of different 
dialogue dimensions, the latest version is considerably more elaborate and that 
is why it will be fo!lowed here, in those respects. 
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question their primacy, hut ralher to supplement whal is known about lan
guage use in different settings. Building upon the insights gained through 
thorough qualitative analyses, the quantifications should make it possible to 
swdy to what extent various features of interaction are present or absent in 
various contexts. 

Classificatory analyses are also used in the linguistic branch of discourse 
analysis (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975, and a number of scholars taking the 
work of "the Binningbam school" as point of departure, e.g. Lörscha, 1983; 
Stensb'Om, 1984; cf also Smbbs, 1983), and in communication and interaction 
studies springing from behavioural sciences (e.g. Thomas. Bull & Roger, 
1982; D'Andrade & Wish, 1985). In the latter category of research, quantitative 
methods have traditionally been used. The same can hardly be said about the 
fonner category. where the major research interesl is one of working out a 
descriptive apparatus for discourse structure. 

Traditionally. the gap is huge between research traditions using qualitative 
methods and those using mainly quantitative methods. Since, in order to fulfil 
the aim of a srudy like this one, it is necessary to compare dialogue processes 
and features of conversation across situations, and since it is desirable to 
describe to what extent there is variation and how much variation, the need for 
quantitative estimates is self-evident. On the other hand, the theoretical 
foundations of the study, taken frQm research traditions where quantification is 
not brought under cultivation, must not be betrayed. In these respects, the IR 
analysis provides a possibility to bridge the gap. 

In comparison with most other classificatory analyses of conversation, the 
IR analysis is less atomistic, since it is based on tbe "doubly contextual" 
(Httitage, 1984:242) character of each contribution to the dialogue. Further
more, the classification reflects the fäet that acts can have several functions at 
the same time (e.g. have botb initiative and response properties), whaeas in 
many classificatory analyses one would have to treat them as uni-functional, or 
resort toa more abstract level of analysis. Secondly, to the extent that other 
classificatory methods tend to treat conversation as static - "the text-as
product" view, in the terms of Brown & Yule (1983a) - the IR analysis is 
more apt to preserve throughout the analysis the dynamic character of 
conversation (Brown & Yule, ibid: "the discourse-as-process" view), since the 
classification is intended to capture the local dynamics of the communicative 
acts at the stage of the interaction at which they are performed. Thirdly, in the 
IR analysis an attempt is made to approach the participanls' perspective on 
their reciprocal actions (cf Gustavsson, 1985a), where most lypes of discourse 
analysis, at least those which have their roots in linguistics, do not seem to 
bother about the differences in perspective between observer and participant, or 
among the participants themselves. These three features of I.be IR analysis -
non-atomism, process orientation and perspectivization - all correspond to 
fundamental aspects of I.be nature of linguistic int.eraction. emphasized in those 
research traditions which have served as its theoretical bases. A fourth impor
tant fearure of the IR analysis is that the categories of classification are placed 
on a six-step, ordinal scale, i.e. that results of the analysis do not tum out only 
as frequencies and unrelated quantifications, hut a1so as global scores which can 
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be used to compare symmetry, coherence etc between clialogues and clialogue 
sequences. 

2.2 Characteristics of dialogue to be captured 
through the analysis 

Before presenting the categories of classificatioo, I shall discuss cliscursively a 
couple of sequences from the lessons and conversations of the corpus, in order 
to draw auention to those dimensions of dialogue processes that the IR analy
sis is intended to measure. The extracts have been selected for their ability to 
illustrate maximally what is meant by cliscourse dynarnics, coherence and 
dominance in the sense in which these tenns will be used later on. As far as 
possible, material from these commented sequences will also be used to 
exemplify lhe category system, as well as the measures derived from the coding 
into these categories. 

Two things should be added about lhe example sequences. First, a melhod
o logicaJly important matter: Il is only for practical and pedagogical reasons 
that I use material from the corpus under investigation in the presentation of 
the melhod. As pointed out before, the method as such has been Lried out on 
independent data and is intended Lo be applicable to a wide range of dicourse 
types (see e.g. Adelswärd & al, 1987, where lhe IR method has been applied to 
a large corpus of cowt trials). Thus, it has not been developed prirnarily for the 
kinds of communicative activities which constitute the subject matter of this 
study. If thls bad been lhe ca.se, the results would have been of considerably 
less value. Second, though very useful for illustrative purposes, the two 
extracts must not be taken as representative of their respective situation types 
in the corpus: the smoolh and fluent dialogue exemplified here by an extract 
from a lesson, is actually more typical of the non-didactic conversations, and 
the disharmonious, non-fluent dialogue, exemplified by an extract from one of 
the non-clidactic conversations, is more similar to lhe average language lesson 
in certain respects. 

To begin wilh, lhe two sequences will be presented and some impressionis
tic remarks made. The first sequence is taken from a lesson, L6. P has just 
finished reading the story from "The Tugboat" (see chapter m. p 34t), correc
tions of his reading have been made and those words with which P was not 
familiar have been explained: 

(65) L6: 117 T: jal Du, Yousuf, vad var det Eta skulle göra den hllr lcvnllen 
118 P: (3s) 
119 T: ska du försöka berlltta för mej /P:jaha/ vad du minns nu dl, vad 

var det hon skulle göra den här lcvllllen 
120 P: hon sprang till eh ner till eh Pressbyrlliosken 
121 T: I vad skulle hon göra dllr 
122 P: l köpa cigarretter till sin mamma 
123 T: jlttebra, eh du det..humt llr det ute, humt llr vAdret ute den hllr 

kvlllen 
124 P: a kall, det var eh vänta, det var vill tretton grader .. kalll 
125 T: ja, det lr kallt ute för vilken Arstid llr det 
126 P: det var lW2n grader kallt 
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127 T: /SMÅSKRATTANDF./ det var det ja, mera exakt var del sexton 
grader kallt, l vilken Arslid llr del fråga om dl 

128 P: aa februari 
129 T: ja men Arstiden, det llr mlnaden det lr rikligt /P:mm/ men 

vilken Arstid, lr det sorrunar, vinter eller 
130 P: ja vinter 

(65) L6:117 T: ycah! Listen, Yousuf, what was it that Eta was going to do this 
evening 

118 P: 
119 T: 

120 P: 
121 T: 
122 P: 
123 T: 

124 P: 
125 T: 
126 P: 
127 T: 

128 P: 
129 T: 

130 P: 

(3s) 
you try and tell me /P:oh/ what you remember now, what was 
she going to do this evening 
she ran to er down to er the news agent's 
to do what 
to buy cigarettes for her Mum 
very good, er listen now it .. what's it like out there, how's the 
wealher this evening 
ah cold, it was er wait, it was about thirtecn degrees .. below 
yes, it's cold 'cause what season is it 
il was ~ degrees below 
/LAUGHJNG A LITTLE/ yes it was, more precisely it was 
sixteen degrees below, and what season is thal then 
well February 
yes but what season, that's the month that's right /P:mm/ but 
what season, is it summer, winter or 
well winter 

The second extract is drawn from an adult-child conversation, Ad3. P has fallen 
back into his clearly non-cooperative attitude with which he started the lessoo, 
but which be changed completely during the work with the kite (see chapter m 
above, p 3 lff). He has just finished the conversation with his class-mate and be 
seems to grasp immediately that the tasks in the two conversations are the 
same, and heoce be anticipates a greal deal. However, his teacher knows no
thing apart from what is given by the researcher in the preceding instruction: 

(66) Ad3: 1 
2 
3 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

17 
18 

126 

A: jaha det var inte llltt du, jag har jobbat hllr ett helt Ar.. 
P: /AVBRYTER/ jag ska ha den, jag ska ha den 
A: ska du ha den, dl tar jag den dl, l jag hittar inte In pi skolan 
(4s) 
P: /SKRIKER/ kastar snöboll 
A: vad sa du 
P: kastar snöboll 
A: kasta snöboll? 
P: mhm 
A: jaha vi ska ta kort pl det menar du. Flr man kasta snöboll på 

skolgården 
P: (3s) 
A: får man det 
P: hnll, vi skriver eh .. 
A: dl kanske vi inte kan visa det .. 
P: /AVBRYTER/ vi skriver fil hllr dl 
A: fel? 
P: (3s) si dllr, vi skriver .. fem m .. fem fel och .. I fem ritt, skriver 

vi, fem bra om Lillskolan l fem dåliga om Lillskolan 
A: /TVEKSAMT/ jaa 
P: kasta snöboll 
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(66) Ad3: 1 
2 
3 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

17 
18 
19 

20 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

27 

A: jaa men eh kan vi .. 
(Ss) 
A: jag funderar alltid på var vi ska börja, precis som när du skulle 

beskriva det där rummet vet du, vad som kan va .. 
P: /A VBRITER/ du ska inte göra't sju fel 
A: nl vi skulle göra tjugefyra bilder 
P: nle vi ~ inte göra tjugefyra bilder 
A: nlle men ungefär 
P: äh men /STÖNAR IRRITERAT/ 
A: vi flr vll se hur m!nga vi kommer på, jag tror inte jag 

kommer på sA mAnga, jag ritar till tolv så länge då 
(Ss) 
A: vi skulle berätta om skolan för n!n som inte har sett den eller 

som inte har varit här 

A: okay, this wasn't easy, l've worked here for a whole year .. 
P: /INTERRUPTS/ 1'11 have lhat one, 1'11 have lhat one 
A: you'll have that one, then 1'11 take this one, and I still don't 

always find my way around in the school 
(4s) 
P: /SHOUTS OUT/ throwing snowballs 
A: what did you say 
P: throwing snowballs 
A: throw snowballs? 
P: mhm 
A: I see we'll take a photo of that you mean. Are you allowed to 

throw snowballs in the schoolyard 
P: (3s) 
A: are you allowed 
P: no, we write er .. 
A: then perhaps we can't show that.. 
P: /INTERRUPTS/ so we write ~ here 
A: wrong? 
P: (3s) lhat's it. we write .. five rrr .. wrong five tirnes .. and right 

five Limes, we write, five good ones about Little School and 
five bad ones about Liule School 

A: /HESITANTLY/yes 
P: throw snowballs 
A: yes but er can we .. 
(5s) 
A: I always thinlc about where to start. just like when you were to 

describe that room you know, what could be .. 
P: /INTERRUPTS/ you shalln't do it seven limes wrong 
A: no we were to take some twenty four picrures 
P: no we don't ~lake twenty four pictures 
A: no but approxirnately 
P: ah but/OROANS EXASPERATEDLY/ 
A: we'll see how many we can !hink of, I don't think fil thinlc of 

that many, so I'll draw twelve so far 
(5s) 
A: we were to describe lhe school for someone who hasn't seen it 

or who hasn'l been here 

The general impression of the two dialogue extracts is strik:ingly different. In 
(66), the beginning of the picture book task in Ad3, the conversationalists 
seem to have considerable problems in fi.nding a common wave-length and thus 
in getting started with the work in an ordered and concerted fashion; the dia-
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logue is fragmentary, dishannonious, and disrupted. There are interruptions and 
silences, clear signs of lack of understanding, starts and restarts and a competi
tive abllosphere. In the first extract, (65), from the beginning of a questioning 
on a text that has been read. no such symptoms of difficulties in interaction 
seem Lo be at hand.l Instead, the dialogue progresses very smoothly, questions 
are asked, immediately answered and the answers positively evaluated. Finally, 
there is also the difference between the two extracts that in the first one, there 
seems Lo be a clear division of labour: T is asking and P is responding, where
as in the second extract neither of the participants seems lO take, or be given, a 
leading role. Rather both try lO impose their view on things and put forward 
their own perspective on the task. In the following, the IR analysis will be 
applied to the two extracts, presenting the notions of the system and the coding 
categories and finally showing how the two dialogues tum out in the dialogue 
measures provided by the IR analysis. 

In the following, the two dialogue extracts will be discussed, tum by turn, 
and the discussion will serve to introduce the distinctions that are made in IR 
coding. It is important to realize that, from now on in the text, the terms 
introduced as technical terms in the IR analysis will be used in their technical 
sense, e.g. 'inadequate' and 'soliciting' respectively mean 'inadequate/soliciting 
as defined in the IR analysis in connection with particular IR categories, not 
necessarily inadequate/soliciting in any other, less specific sense'. The symbols 
for the IR categories used for coding are displayed for each tum (succinct 
category definitions grouped together are given on page 14lf). 

(65a) L6:117 <) •• > 

118 
119 => 

(65a) L6:117 <) •• > 

118 
119 => 

T: ja! Du, Yousuf, vad var det Eta skulle göra den här 
kvllllen 

P: (3 sec) 
T: ska du flSrsölca berlltla för mej /P:jaha/ vad du minns 

nu dl, vad var det hon skulle göra den här kvällen 

T: yeah! Listen, Yousuf, what was it that Eta was 
going to do this evening 

P: (3 sec) 
T: you try and tell me /P:oh/ what you remember now, 

what was she going to do this eve.ning 

At the very beginning of the sequence, T makes a structuring move (cf Sinclair 
& Coulthard, 1975). Very emphatically pronounced, the "yeah!" that starts tum 
117 is the ending of the preceding activity, that of vocabulary explanations, 
and then she starts a new activity with a shift in intonation and by using a 
vocative, "Listen, Yousuf'. All this is interpreted as T's marking of a struc-

lTuough in the comments to the two dialogue extracts, descriptions are given in 
terms that may appear normative, I would like to stress the obvious point that 
these characteriza.tions by no means are to be interpreted as evaluations of what 
is going on in the two dyads. Rather I would like lO have these characteriza
tions accepted as descriptions of features of the dynamics, coherence and domi
nance pauems in the two dialogues. Whether the one or the other could be 
functional or dysfunctional in an absolute sense is dubitablc; of course any 
evaluation depends on the standards against which it is made. These standards, 
in tum, depend on the pwpose(s) the dialogues are to serve - for thc respect
ive parties. 
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tural boundary in the course of the lesson: 'we are now leaving one activity and 
starting another'. After the vocative, T asks a question. Obviously, a question, 
as the first part of an adjacency pair (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973), has proactive 
quaJities; it is an initiative. Furthermore, in the tenns of the IR anaJysis, it is 
a soliciting initiative as opposed to an assertive initiative or a s ubmitting 
initiative (see below), since it solicits from the conversationaJ partner that 
(s)he introduce semantic substance specified by the content of the soLicitation. 

However, P remains silent His period of silence is by no means just any 
absence of vocalization; since T has aslced him a question, thereby requesting 
him to fumish the second part of an adjacency pair, it is an example of what in 
conversation analysis is labelled "significant (or at.tributable) silence" 
(Levinson, 1983:299). T has given the floor to P, and during his silence he has 
the floor, though he fails to make anything out of his tum. In the IR analysis, 
his silencc is counted as a tum, as can be seen from the numbering. 

In 119, T makes explicit what she expects P to do: retell what he remem
bers from the story. P gives a signal of agreement which, however, is not 
considered as interrupting T's tum as she immediately continues by repeating 
her question, word by word, only replacing the proper name Eta by a pronoun. 
P's "oh" is a typical back-channel signal; in the analysis it is not g iven the 
status of a full-fledged lurn at ta1lc and is left out of the IR classification 
(thereforc, it has not been given a separate number in the transcription). T s act 
is one of renewing her initiative (repeated initiative), thereby signalting that 
P's silence is not accepted as an adequate act (inadequate response). 

(65b) L6:120 < P: hon sprang till eb ner till eb Pressbyrlk.iosken 
121 <> T: l vad skulle hon göra dllr 
122 < P: l köpa cigarreuer till sin mamma 
123 <> T: jättebra, eh du deL.huml är del ute, huml lr vädret 

ute den hlr kvlllen 

(65b) L6:120 < P: she ran lo er down to er lhe news agent's 
12 1 <> T: to do whal 
122 < P: to buy cigarelles for her Mum 
123 <> T: very good, er listen now it .. whal's it like out lhere, 

how's lhe wealher lhis evening 

In 120, P answers the question in such a way that T in her next tum can go on 
to the next question. This means that she treats P's answer as adequate. We 
note also that P does not use his tum lO add anything that goes beyond what 
was requested in T's question; accordingly, his tum has no proactive, only 
retroactive, qualities. In terms of the IR analysis it is a minimal. adequate 
response. 

The next couple of tums are exactly parallel - a soliciting initiative 
followed by a minimal, adequate response. The only difference is that T in her 
next turn, 123, makes explicit her positive evaluation of P's answer. This 
follow-up move, by lhe way, has been shown to be a typical feature of didactic 
discourse (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975; Mehan, 1979); unless it is very marked 
as the tennination of an activity or a subgame, it is treated simply as a 
response in the IR anaJysis. Thereafter, before asking the next question, T 
makes some hesitation noises and, just as in hlm 117, she uses a vocative, but 
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this time considerably more restrained. This difference is one reason for not 
treating 123 in the same way as 117, i.e. as a tum containing a boundary 
between two subgames. Another argument is that there is continuity in the 
questioning - the question in 123 also contributes to the same ongoing 
activity that was explicitly introduced in tum 119 as retelling of the story. 

(6Sc) 124 </\ P: aa kall, det var eh vllnta, det var väl tretton 
grader .. kallt 

125 <> T: ja, det är kallt ute för vilken lrstid är det 
126 <=~ P: det var ~ grader kallt 

(6Sc) 124 <I\ P: ah cold, it was er wait, it was about thirteen 
degrees .. below 

125 <> T: yes, it's cold 'cause what season is it 
126 <=~ P: it was ~ degrees below 

In 124, T first gives what could have been a minimal, adequate response. 
However this time, unlike in bis preceding two answers, be wants to add 
something in addition to a minimal response. This tums out to be a mere 
precision. Nevertheless, in the lR analysis, 124 represents an ex.panded 
response since it contains more than would be accepted as minimally adequate. 
An expanded response has proactive quaUties, it introduces semantic substance 
beyond wh3t has been requested by the interlocutor in a preceding initiative. 
There is one important difference, however, between the kind of initiative taken 
by P in 124 and those initiatives from T that we have encountered earlier in 
this sequence: while Ts initiatives were soliciting, i.e. explicitly requesting a 
response, this is not the case in 124. Iostead, P's expanded response is an 
assertive initiative. 

In 125, T accepts P's contribution and asks her next question, i.e. lakes an
other soliciting initiative. lo bis next tum, P acts in a completely different way 
compared to what be has done earlier in this sequence. Instead of complying 
with T's latest request, be builds upon what he was talking about in his last 
tum. Thus, be ignores Ts current initiative. In the tenns of the IR analysis, 
his conversational contribution this lime is self-linked, as opposed to alter
linked. Of course, bis initiative is assertive, not soliciting. 

(6Sd) L6:127 <> T: /SMÅSKRAITANDE/ det var det ja, mera exakt var 
det sexton grader kallt, l villcen lrstid är det frAga 
omdA 

128 < P: aa februari 
129 <> T: ja men lrstiden, det är mAnaden det llr riktigt 

/P:mm/ men villcen lrstid, är det sommar, vinter 
eller 

130 < P: ja vinter 

(6Sd) L6:127 <> T: /LAUGHING A UITLE/ yes it was, more precisely it 
was sixteen degrees below, and what season is that 
then 

128 < P: well February 
129 <> T: yes but what season, that's the month that's right 

/P:mm/ but what season, is it summer, winter or 
130 < P: well winter 
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Both in 127 and 129, T repeats ber question, first asked in 125. The two tums 
thereby also exhibit self-linking, as was the case in P's tum 126. However, 
there is an important difference in that T, before renewing her initiative, 
actually does accept and thus respond to P's immediately preceding contribu
tion. Hence, her tums are alter-linked as well. Obviously, she does not consider 
P's answer in 128 as the correct and expect.ed answer. Nevertheless she does not 
dismiss it completely, e.g. by ignoring it. In the IR coding, alter-linking is 
given priority over self-Link.ing in such c~s where both kinds are at hand. 127 
and 129 are thus analysed in a different way than 119 and 126 where there is 
self-linking, but where the alter-linking is missing. 

In 130, P is able to give the expected answer ("winter") to the question and 
the dialogue continues for another 83 tums in almost exactly the same way as 
we have seen until now, P's recall of the story read being checked through this 
kind of questioning. We can therefore bring our examination of it toan end and 
proceed to some generalizations. These would then be valid for the whole 
activity. Before that, however, I will recapitulate important nations and dis
tinctions in the IR analysis that I have been able to demonstrate through this 
sequence. 

The unit of analysis is the turn of each participant A tum can have exclus
ively proactive qualities, i.e. have no links backwards in the dialogue, but set 
up conditions for the contributions to come. Such a tum is afree initiative. A 
tum can also have exclusively retroactive qualities. i.e. be linked toa preceding 
initiative without in itself constituting an initiative. Such a tum is a minimal 
response. Minimal responses can be adequate, i.e. accept.ed by tbe partner as 
fulfilling the demands of his/her initiative, or inadequate. Initiatives can be of 
different kinds; in the commented sequence, the difference between soliciting 
initiatives and assertive initiatives was shown. In its response aspecl, a tum in 
conversation can be alter-linked, i.e. linked to the immediately preceding con
tribution from the partner, or self-linked, or both, in which case the alter-link
ing is given priority in the classificatory analysis. A couple of other dimen
sions of the analysis will be demonstrated and commented upon when we tum 
to the second sequence to be used as an illustration. 

The IR analysis is intended to reflect the dynamics of the verbal interaction 
(and, exceptionally, non-verbal, in cases where non-verbal actions are integrated 
in a mainly linguistic communicative game) in dialogues and to give measures 
of coherence and dominance pattems. When we look at the sequence cited and 
commented upon above as (65), we find that it represents a kind of discourse 
that is fluent; the communicative partners succeed fairly well in linking their 
contributions to one another, there are few mishearings, misunderstandings or 
hitches, though there are some exceptions to suchi a perfecl harmony (P's fail
ing to answer in 118, the absence of alter-linking, i.e. of reciprocity, in 126). 
Measures of dynamics and coherence should be capable of characterizing such a 
discourse as fluent, coherent and harmonious. At the same Lime, we note lhat 
there is an uneven distribution of initiatives (and of kinds of initiatives) 
between the two parties. T is the one who is responsible for pushing the dia
logue forward and for its direction, while P restricts himself to the role of the 
folJower. The int.eraction thus is asymmetric, a fact which has to be reflected 
by any reasonable measure of dominance. 
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Next in the illustration of the IR analysis, I shall tum to the other dialogue 
sequence, cited above as (()6), which appeared lO be completely different. There, 
we do not find one dominant and one submissive party and neither do the con
versationalists seem to reacb cornmon understanding; rather each of them 
follows a line of hislher own, and hitches and olher dysfluencies are legion. 

(66a) Ad3: 1 ,.. A: jaha det var inte lätt du, jag har jobbat här ett helt 
lr.. 

2 > P: /AVBRYTER/ jag ska ha den, jag ska ha den 
3 <A A: ska du ha den, dl tar jag den dl, l jag hittar inte 11.n 

pl skolan 
(4s) 

4 ,.. P: /SKRIKER/ kastar snöboll 
5 -> A: vad sa du 
6 <A P: kastar snöboll 
7 -> A: kasta snöboll? 
8 < P: mhm 

(66a) Ad3: 1 ,.. A: okay, lhis wasn't easy, I've worked here for a whole 
year .. 

2 > P: /INTERRUPTS/ I'll have that one, rn have that one 
3 <A A: you'll have that one, then 111 take this one, and I 

still don't always find my way around in the school 
(4s) 

4 "" P: /SHOlITS OlIT/ throwing snowballs 
5 -> A: what clid you say 
6 <"" P: throwing snowballs 
7 - > A: throw snowballs? 
8 < P: mhm 

Il is A wbo starts the interaction by commenting upon the task and then she 
apparently starts to talk about how she fmds the school (I remind that the task 
is lO find subjects fora picture book lO present the school). However, she is 
immediately inteaupted by P, who claims the right IO something (one would 
guess a pencil or a pen, but from the audiotape it is not possible lO tell exactly 
what "that one" refers to). P's first tum, number 2, is in no way linked to A's 
preceding contribution. Hence, we find that the conversation starts out with 
two free initiatives, the one taken by A clearly assertive, while the one taken 
by P has been considered as soliciting, as he seems to request a non-verbaJ 
action, that somethjng be given to him by A. A's first turn is interrupted 
before finished and is therefore a borderline case between a full-status tum anda 
turn miscarriage. A tum miscarriage in the IR analysis isa tum thal is inter
rupted either by the speaker him/herself or by his/her partner, before it has had 
any possibilities of influencing the course of the diaJogue. In the case of I , it 
has been considered lhat such an early interruption is not al hand, and, further
more, A herself links up with it in hcr next tum. 

A's next contribution, tum 3, exhlbits alter-linking since she complies with 
P's request, and then she links back IO her own preceding tum and continues il 
This is done in an unmarked way, i.e. without structuring moves or specific 
markers to sjgnal that she retums to something that is no longer on-stage. 
Therefore, 3 is an ordinary expanded response, ending in an assertive injtiative. 
Again, P does not give any sign what.soever of taking into account his inter-
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locutor's contribution. Instead, he throws out what seems to be his first pro
posal for the picture book. Obviously, this is linked to what has been said in 
the researcher's instruction. However, the instruction does not form part of the 
interaction between A and P; in their interaction there is no preceding tum to 
which 4 is linked and it has to be considered as another free initiative. 

In 5, we encounter a particular kind of conversational contribution, the 
deferring question. It is nota minimal response, since it has a certain proactive 
aspect in that it solicits a response. However, it is not proactive in the same 
sense as the soliciting and the assertive initiatives we have encountered earlier. 
Instead, such a question brings the conversation to a temporary standstill, it 
requests a "time-out" to clear out a mishearing, a minor misunderstanding or 
any other slight hitch. A deferring question usually starts a repair sequence 
(Schegloff & al, 1977). In the sequence we are looking at, A is forced to use a 
deferring queslion twice, in tums 5 and 7, the first lime as she cannot hear, the 
second time maybe bccause she is still not certain of what P said, maybe she 
hears but fails to undcrstand, or does not want to believe that this is what P 
proposes. In 6, we see the typical thing happening after a deferring question, 
i.e. that the speaker repeats (or, in many cases, makes more clear) what (s)he 
has said in his/her last tum, the one that led his/her partner to ask the deferring 
question. Hence, contributions like 6 are both self-linked and alter-linked; again 
the classification will give priority to the alter-linking. We can also note a 
difference in strenglh between A's two deferring questions. The second one can 
be - and is, in this case - responded to by a minimal confirmation, while 
the first one must be responded to in a more elaborate fashion. This is reflected 
in the IR analysis in such a way that 6 is coded as an expanded response, 8 as a 
minimal response. Incidentally, the fact that P gives only a minimal response 
in 8 is revealing; a more cooperative conversationalist would presumably have 
tried to make himself more clear, giving e.g. a motivation for his proposal, 
since his partner shows such obvious signs of difficulties in following. 

(66b) Ad3: 9 <> A: jaha vi ska ta kort på det menar du. FAr man kasta 
snöboll på skolgården 

10 P: (3s) 
11 => A: fAr man det 

(66b) Ad3: 9 <> A: I see we'll lake a photo of !hat you mean. Are you 
allowed lo throw snowballs in lhe schoolyard 

10 P: (3s) 
11 => A: are you allowed 

When A finally acknowledges the fäet that P proposes the throwing of snow
balls as the fäst subject for the picture book. she seems to prepare an objection 
by asking a question thal should remind P that the activity in question is for
bidden. The sequence cited in (66b) is of a kind that we are familiar with from 
(65a) above: a soliciting initiative, a significant silence that is analyzed as an 
inadequate response and then the repeated, self-linked initiative. 

(66c) Ad3 : 12 X 
13 ="' 
14 <="' 

P: hnll, vi skriver eh.. 
A: dl kanske vi inte kan visa deL. 
P: /AVBRYTER/ vi skriver kl hlir dl 
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15 -> A: fel? 
16 =,.. P: (3s) s! där, vi slcriver .. fem rrr . .fern fel och .. A fem 

rätt, skriver vi, fem bra om Lillskolan l fem dåliga 
om Lillskolan 

17 < A: {fVEKSAM'f/ jaa 
18 •• ,.. P: kasta snöboll 

(66c) Ad3:12 X P: no, we write er .. 
13 =,.. 
14 <=,.. 
15 -> 
16 =,.. 

17 < 

18 ··"' 

A: then perhaps we can't show that .. 
P: /INTERRUPTS/ so we write .MQ111 here 
A: wrong? 
P: (3s) that's it, we write .. five rrr .. wrong five 

times .. and right five times, we write, five good 
ones about Little School and five bad ones about 
Little School 

A: /HESITANTI..Y/yes 
P: r.hrow snowballs 

In 12, P gives a minimal response, then starts an expansion. However, the 
expansion vanishes in a hesitation signal and is interruptcd definitely as A 
lakes over and continues her line of reasoning: that "throwing of snowballs" is 
an unacceptable subject in the picture book. 12 isa tum miscarriage, 13 a self
linked assertive initiative. 

The objection presented by A in 13 is not taken into accounl by P; he 
interrupts and continues his last tum, the one that was aborted. Once again, we 
are confronted with a self-linked tum. When comparing 13 and 14, both 
characterized as self-linked, we find that with regard to the preceding contribu
tion from the interlocutor - in this case one is tempted to say from the adver
sary - there is a difference in strength. In 13, A solely lakes advantage of P's 
hesitation and his abortion of his tum. while, in 14, P more ostensibly ignores 
a substantial contribution from A. Heoce, 14 isa more offensive move. If the 
classification of conversational tums is to fonn the basis fora valid measure of 
dominance in interactioo, sucb a difference in degree of offensiveness has to be 
represented in the system of categories. Therefore, the IR analysis differentiates 
between =~and<=~. categories H andJ, respectively (see below p 141). 

In the next tum, A again signals thal she has problems with following P's 
line of reasoning. By means of a deferring question, she asks for clarificatioo. 
(With his talk about five good ones and five bad ones, P is probably alluding 
lo the second part of the picture book task, where the task is actually lo select 
five subjects from the many proposals that have come up. At this stage, how
ever, A knows nothing about what will be the nexl task.) However, no clarifi
cation is provided by P. Jnstead, there is a period of silence during which P 
goes on with what he has in mind and when he lakes the floor again, it is just 
to setde things his way - "That's it" - as if A had all the time been follow
ing and agreeing with the course of the events. Thus, in 16 there are no signs 
of alter-linking; again a conversational contribution is classified as exclusively 
self-linked. In 17, A very hesitantly agrees; had it been judged only on the way 
it was pronounced, it is doubtful whether it would have been counted as a full 
status tum, i.e. it isa borderline case towards a tum miscarriage. However, P 
acts as if A were giving a minimal adequate response and lakes this as an 
opportunity to return to the activity of giving proposals for the picture book 
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(actually, he insislS upon his earlier proposal). P's tum is taken as an example 
of a particular category of tums in the IR analysis that we have not yet 
encount.ered in this illustration: the non-locally linUd turn. The tenn non-local 
link refers to a link to a specific tum located further back in the ongoing 
dialogue than the speaker's own or his/her partner's last tum. It is conside.red 
that since a non-locally linked tum does not continue the cmrent (local) course 
of the dialogue, il represents a stronger action than a locally linked tum; it is 
designed to force the interlocutor to leave the current topic and retum to some
thing wruch has been off-stage for a while. On the other hand. it is considered 
as not as strong as a free initiative, since, instead of opening up a completely 
new path, it lies up with a thread that already exists in the history of the 
ongoing int.eraction and, therefore, possibly in the interlocutor's mind. 

(66d) Ad3:19 X 

20 .. A 

21 :> 
22 <A 
23 <A 
24 < 
25 < 
26 <A 

27 •• A 

(66d) Ad3:19 X 

20 .. A 

21 : > 
22 <A 
23 <A 
24 < 
25 < 
26 <A 

27 .. A 

A: jaa men eh kan vi.. 
(5s) 
A: jag funderar alltid pA var vi ska börja, pre<:is som 

när du skulle beskriva det där rummet vet du, vad 
som kan va .. 

P: /A YBRYTER/ du ska inte göra't sju fel 
A: ni vi skulle göra tjugefyra bilder 
P: nle vi .mi.§tt inte göra tjugefyra bilder 
A: nle men ungefär 
P: llh men /STONAR IRRITERAT/ 
A: vi fAr vi) se hur mAnga vi kommer pl, jag tror inte 

jag kommer p1 sl mlnga, jag ritar till tolv sl länge 
dl 

(5s) 
A: vi skulle berätta om skolan för nAn som inte har 

sett den eller som inte har varit hlr 

A: yes but er can we .. 
(5s) 
A: I always think about where to start. just like when 

you were to describe that room you lcnow, what 
could be .. 

P: /INfERRUPTS/ you shalln't do it seven limes wrong 
A: no we were lO take some twenty four pictures 
P: no we don't have lO take twenty four pictures 
A: no but approximately 
P: ah but/GROANS EXASPERATEDLY/ 
A: we'll see how many we can think of, I don't think 

1'11 think of that many, so 1'11 draw twelve so far 
(5s) 
A: we were to describe the school for someone who 

hasn't seen it or who hasn'l been here 

In 19, A starts to object once again but then abandons her att.empl. After some 
silence she tack.les the problems from a complet.ely different angle: she starts 
the whole thing once again, claiming that her problem is wbere to start. as if 
there wer~ no proposal at all fora first picture. 19 isa Lurn miscarriage. Herre
start in 20 gives us another example of a non-locally linked rum. 

When talking, she is, following P's suggestion, occupied with making up a 
list with numbers on which she will note the proposals as they are agreed 
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upon. When P lakes over, once again interrupting A, it is not to build, or 
comment, upon what she is saying bul to protest against the way she carries 
out her accompanying activities. Thus, his tum is not linked to the focus of 
her currenl contribution to the interaction and therefore 21 provides the oppor
tunity of presenting the remaining distinction of the IR analysis not yet 
encountered, that between focal finks and non-focal finks. 21 furnishes an 
example of non-focal linking. It is, perhaps, not an example of the most fre
quent kind; most non-focal links are meta-linguistic or meta-communicative 
comments or qucstions, challenging the form, function or any of the premisses 
of the interlocutor's tum. 

In the rest of this extract from Ad3, the dialogue is quite fluent. All tums 
between 22 and 26 have been interpreted as alter-linked, 22, 23 and 26 as 
expanded responses, 24 and 25 as minimal responses. One important point to 
note in this connection is that a fluent dialogue, with subsequent local and 
focal alter-linking between tums, does in no way presuppose that the 
conversational partners agree upon the substance of the matter they are dis
cussing. Obviously, there is no agreement al all in the sequcnce we are study
ing. However, for a short while, A and P are cooperating at the dialogue level 
in a way that they, or at least P, were not doing at the beginning of the 
sequence. They take into account what the partner says and argue against (more 
or less eloquently, less in the case of 25 which is at the limit of a non-focal 
link, i.e. in this case a meta-communicative comment). A disrupted, non-fluent 
dialogue results from completely different actions than simply arguing on the 
basis of factual disagreement: there has to be perseverance in one's own way of 
putting things, and, at the same Lime, disregard or interruption of the partnec's 
contributions, unwillingness or incapability of complying with what is 
requested by the partner, and links to peripheral aspects ofhis/her activities and 
utterances instead of their foc~ etc. 

The dialogue sequence we have just studied, (66), shows exactly this pattern. 
On measures of dialogue dynamics and cohecence, it should come out as a non
fluent, non-cohecent, i.e. frag:mentary, disharmonious, dialogue, while the firsl 
sequence we had a close look at, the one from a lesson, showed very few of 
these characteristics. On the olher hand, in lhe first dialogue sequence we noted 
a clear asymmetry that is absem in the second. Here, neither of the two 
conversationalists can be said to dominate the other, as bolh of them, more or 
less successfully, try to impose his/her way of handling thc task. When, in the 
next scction, we present lhe global measures of dialoguc that can be derived 
from the IR analysis, we shall retum to the two extracts and look al lheir dif
fercnt outcomes. 

Through (66), I have exemplified the following categories and distinctions 
of the IR analysis: the rurn miscarriage i.e. a tum that is interrupted or over
ruled and thereby does not contribute to the dialogue; the deferring question 
which momentarily makes the dialogue hall and initiates a repair; the non
/ocally linked turns, i.e. tums that are linked to tums further back in the dia
logue than the local co-text, defined as the speaker's own or lhe interlocutor's 
immediately preceding tum, I the non{ocally linked turns, which take up a 

lAs a matter of fäet, physical distance between a tum and the one(s) it links 
back with is not always sufficient for the tum in question lO be coded as non-
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peripheral aspect of the interlocutor's contribution rather than beiog linked to 
its substantial focus, and, finally, the difference between more or less offensive 
self-linking, the difference lyiog in wbether or not an interjacent substantial 
contribution from the partner is ignored. 

2 .3 The category system 

In the two dialogue sequences dissected in section 2.2, all the important dis
tinctions represented in the IR analysis were presented and some principles for 
coding were exemplified, though, of course, in a brief and cursory manner, the 
coding instructions in Linell & Gustavsson (1987) being far more detailed. I 

locally linked; there is also the so-called immediate non-local linking. When 
there has been a shorter, or longer, digression or an embedded subgame (e.g. a 
repair game) and a speaker in his/her tum retums to the ongoing activity, or 
the topic thal preceded the inserted sequence, the tum is coded as if it were 
locally linked, provided that the following two conditions are met: 

- The insened subgame is finished or has tuned out. 
- The speaker does not produce any specific markers or structuring moves. 

An example: 

(67) C3:65 P: å dagisen 
66 C: hur stavar man till squash ... jag måste tänka. squash .. sA 
67 P: hur stavar man det 

( ... ) 
83 P: squash 
84 /SAMTIDIGT/ två I i hallen 

(4s) 
85 A dagisen 
8 6 det är ju inte så bra .. men det har vi skrivit här 

(67) C3:65 P: and the day nursery 
66 C: how do you spell squash ... I have to think. squash .. like that 
68 C how do you spell it 

( ... ) 
83 P: squash 
84 C: /SAMTIDIGT/ double I in hall 

(4s) 
85 C: and the day nursery 
86 P: that's not so very good .. but we've written that up here 

In 65, P makes a proposal for the picture book. However, C does not respond to 
this but retums to an earlier proposal, since he hesitates about how to spell the 
word sqyashhall. The ensuing discussion about the spelling of the word is quite 
long, but in 84 all the problems are finally solved, the inserted sequence 
finished, there is a pause, and in 85, C can link back, in a completely unmarked 
and unproblematic way, to the proposal he made 20 tums further back. Note 
both the similarity and the difference between 85 in (67) and Ad3:18 in (66) 
above. In the latter case, the tum was coded as non-locally linked since in the 
way it is pronounced and the way it relates to the imrnediately preceding 
discourse, it has much less of the unmarked continuation of a topic left open. 
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shall now proceed to the presentation of the category system and, once this is 
done, to the introduction of the dialogue measures based on the lR classifica
Lion of tums in conversation. 

The system consists all in all of 22 categories. Three of them represent 
utterances that, once they have been assigned to one of these categories, are left 
out of further consideration. These are: 

Back-channelling signals, as by definition they are uttered by the party in a 
dialogue who does not have the floor at the moment (nor does (s)he request 
it), and back-chanelling signals thus do not constitute tums at talk. 

Tum miscarriages, i.e. utterances that are masked, interrupted early, aban
doned, or uttered in such a fashion that they do not at all influence the 
immediately ensuing course of the interaction. One example was given in 
section 2.2: 

(68) Ad.3:12 X P: hnä, vi skriver eh .. 

(68) Ad.3:12 X P: no, we write er .. 

Tum miscarriages are symbolized by an X. 

Inaudible contributions, i.e. those inaudible or totally incomprehensible to 
the analyst. These are assigned to a category marked ? . It should be 
stresse.d that ? is reserved for cases where the analyst is irremediably lost ? 
is not use.d for a contribution, to which the reaction displayed by the co
conversationalist is sufficiently clear for the tum in question to be classi
fied into another category, even if it is not audible or comprebensible to 
the analyst in its entirety. 

The remaining 19 categories are built up of six basic features, the absence, or 
presence, of wbich characterize conversational contributions. lltese are: 

a) Proactive vs retroactive qualities, i.e. initiative vs response. In the IR 
notation, the basic features are represented by more or less iconic symbols. 
Proactivity is symbolized by >,an arrow pointing forward, or ,... , an arrow 
pointing upwards (conceming the distinction between the two types, see b) 
below). Retroactivity is symbolized by <, an arrow pointing backwards 
(with the condition that the turn is adequate, locally and focally alter
linked, cf c) - f) below). 

b) Among initiatives, there is the distinction between soliciting initiatives on 
the one hand, and assertive and submissive initiatives on the other. Above, 
quite a few examples of the distinction between soliciting and assertive 
initiatives were given. The submissive initiative remains to be illustrated. 
A submissive initiative has features in common with the soliciting initi
ative as well as with the assertive initiative. Like a soliciting initiative it 
is response soliciting, like an assertive initiative it introduces in itself 
semantic substance, instead of being a request directed to the partner that 
(s)he should introduce semantic substance. Here is an example: 
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(69) Adl:34 <'°" A: men om man bara skulle ha skolan, då måste man 
väl ha en bild på skolan va 

(69) Adl:34 <'°" A: but if we were to have the school only, we should 
have a picture of the school shouldn't we 

A couple of elements in this conversational contribution are clearly 
response soliciting, particularly the final question tag. However, there is 
no doubt that the main function of the tum, rather than to request some
thing from the partner, is to suggest something to him/her. The question 
element, the response solicitation, is not a sign of an effort to dominate 
the partner and to steer the dialogue, rather it has to be interpreted as miti
gating the assertion involved. Submissive initiatives are stronger than as
sertive ones in one respect, i.e. as far as reponse elicitative force is con
cemed - they more explicitly invite the conversational partner to make a 
move - but are weaker than assertive initiatives in another respect, 
namely in that they leave the choice for him/her more open as to content. 
Since the first property is considered to be outweighed by the latter, sub
missive initiatives are categorized together with assertive initiatives. 

The symbol for soliciting initiatives is the >, as they strongly point 
forward, and for assertive and submissive initiatives the "", as they princi
pally come up with something that the conversational partner is free to re
act upon more on his own conditions; responses are invited rather than 
demanded. 

The remaining four basic features of the IR category system have to do 
with retroactivity and correspond to different aspects of the way conversa
tional tums can be linked to preceding tums in the dialogue. 

c) There is the difference in adequacy of the way a tunt is linked to the 
preceding tum. Adequate response ... are those which are accepted by the 
initiator, e.g. the one who produced the fi.rst part of the adjacency pair, as 
fulfilling the conditions defined in his/her initiative. lnadequate responses 
are those which are not produced at l\ll (the "significant silence", c' :Wove) 
or responses that are no: taken up ;,-.\ ~u. There are three things to note 
about the category inatJw uate re.spnn.s~. First, for a period of silence to be 
counted as an inadei{u<:.?<; .response, it must be preceded by a soliciting 
initiative and followed by some kind of reaction that shows that the partner 
treats the silence as the absence of an expected response. Second, the 
distinction between an adequate and an inadequate response is overrufod in 
the case of expanded responses. Accordingly, the distinction between ad
equate and inadequate responses is operative only in the category of "pure", 
i.e. minimal responses. Third, the mere fäet that a minimal response is not 
considered as expected, correct, true etc by the initiator does not suffice to 
make it an inadequate response; it has to be ignored or bluntly rejected by 
him/her. As soon as a response is taken up as a possible response, built 
upon or argued against, it is considered as adequate. One example of this 
was given above, section 2.2: 

(70) L6:127 <> T: ( ... ) å vilken årstid är det fråga om då 
128 < P: aa februari 
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129 < > T: ja men årstiden, det 11.r månaden det 11.r riktigt 
/P:rnm/ men vilken årstid, 11.r det sommar, vinter 
eller 

(70) L6: 127 < > T: ( ... ) and what season is that then 
128 < P: well February 
129 < > T: yes but what season, that's the month that's right 

/P:rnm/ but what season, is it summer, winter or 

Had Ts reaction in 129 been only to repeat her question without taking up 
P's proposal to discussion, 128 would have been classified as an inadequate 
response (the routinized tum-initi.ating "yes but" does not on its own count 
as an acceptance of the preceding contribution, namely if it is followed by 
a contribution that does not lake into account what the partner has just 
saict). 

Adequate responses are symbolized by the backward-poinling arrow, <, 
inadequate by a dash, - . The dash is used also in the global symbol for the 
deferring question, ->. 

~ The second feature of retroactivity is the difference between local and non
local linking. The local linking is the unmarked case, i.e. conversational 
contributions are nonnally linked to the partncr's, or, in the case of self
linking (cf below) to the speaker's own immediately preceding tum. When 
there is non-local linking instead of local, the retroactive aspect of the tum 
is marked in the coding by two points, replacing the backward-pointing 
arrow. A couple of examples of non-local linking were given and discussed 
in section 2.2. 

e) Third, there is the distinction between alter-linking and self-linking, 
demonstrated on several occasions in section 2.2. Alter-linking, as being 
the unmarked case, is contained in the symbol <, while a tum that is not 
alter-linked, but linked to the speaker's own preceding tum only. is marked 
by the symbol =. As demonstrated in (66) above, there are two types of 
self-linking: a more offensive one, which goes together with the ignoring 
of a substantial, interjacent tom from the interlocutor, anda less offensive 
one, which is at hand when the interlocutor has not had the floor, or has 
produced only a minimal response. The two types of self-linking are coded 
into two different categories (see below, categories I and J vs G and H). 

f) Finally, there is the distinction between focal links and non-focal links. 
The latter category comprises meta-linguistic and meta-communicative 
comments and other tums that change the course of the dialogue by bring
ing into focus peripheral aspects of the partner's preceding contribution. 
The symbol < presupposes focal linking; non-focal linking is symbolized 
by a colon. 

In addition to these six basic features, the IR analysis comprises the marking 
of two discourse structuring moves. These are subgame boundary markers, one 
that is the explicit termination of a subgame and one that is preparatory, i.e. a 
premonition that the speaker is about to lake an initiative (in his/her next 
tum). The first one was illustrated in (65a) in section 2.2, where Ts fäst con
tribution contained sucb a structuring move. The preparatory initiative is a 
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tum, whereby a speaker signals his/her intention, or asks for permission, to 
say something substantial in his/ber next tum. This pre-initiative does not in 
itself contain semantic substance, it functions merely as a summons. The 
termination move is symbolized by a right parenthesis, the pre-initiative by a 
left parenthesis. When the right parenthesis is immediately followed by a new 
initiative in the same tum, the tum is counted as if it were made up of two 
separate tums. 

On the basis of the features described above, a system of 19 tum categories 
is built up: 

A. > free, soliciting initiative 
B. "" free, assertive or submissive initiative 

Henceforth, categories containing initiative symbols are paired; each time it is 
this distinction between soliciting vs assertive/submissive initiative that is 
refenedto. 

c. . • > non-locally linked initiatives 
D. ··"" 
E. <> "classical" tums, exhibiting a local, focal, alter-linked response 
F. <A and an initiative 

G. => self-linked initiatives 
H. =A 

I. <=> same as G and H, with the difference that the conversational 
J. <=A partner has had a tum containing an initiative that is not talcen 

up at all hut ignored, disregarded or bluntly rejected 

K. !> non-focally linked initiatives 
L. !A 

M. < minimal, adequate response 

N. ..< non-locally linked, minimal response. The category is used in 
cases where the speaker does not respond to an initiative in the 
partner's immediately preceding tum, hut to an earlier initiative, 
or, when after a digression or a side-track, a speaker in a marked 
way links back to an earlier initiative. 

0. =< minimal response to the speaker's own question. (In the latest 
version of the method, Linell & Gustavsson, 1987, this category 
has been collapsed with category H.) 

P. inadequate response 

Q. -> deferring question 
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R. <) the mark.ed tennination of a subgame. <) may be followed with-
in the same tum by a free initiative or a non-locally linked 
contribution. In such cases, the whole tum is lreated as if it 
consisted of two units. 

S. ( > pre-initiative 

2.4 Measwes of dialogue characteristics based on 
the IR ana{ysis 

As stat.ed in the introduction to this chapter, the IR analysis aims at diagnosing 
various aspects of entire dialogues, or dialogue sequences of a certain length, in 
a variety of aspects: symmetry. coherence, straightness in progression and flu
ency. This is done by·means of global measures of dialogues, computed on the 
basis of the IR coding. The measures will be presented in this section, with the 
two example sequences, (65) and (66), the coding of which was shown in the 
previous section, again serving as illustrations. 

When a dialogue has been coded, several measures can be calculated on the 
basis of the coding, measures which, as point.ed out above, serve as a diagnosis 
of the dialogue in different aspects and which can fonn the basis for compari
sons betweeo different types of dialogues under various circumstances. 

The measures are: 

I . The IR profile, which is merely a summary of the raw data in tenns of the 
incidence of all the tum types for each participant. The profile is the basis 
for computing all the other measures. 

2. The IR index, whicb is a numerical value, the mean streogth of the con
versational contributions on a scale from strong initiatives to pure 
responses. 

3. The IR difference, which isa measure of difference in dominance in the 
dialogue, calculated on the basis of IR indices. 

4. The 0-coefficient, whicb isa measure of obliqueness in dialogue. 

5. TheR-coejficient, which isa measure ofthe frequency of (certain kinds of) 
repairs. 

6. The F-coejficient, which isa measure of fragmentization. 

7. The S-coefficient, which is a measure of the degree to which the dialogue 
proceeds througb the conversationalists soliciting responses from each 
other, rather than just offering something for the partner to react upon. 

8. The S-difference, which isa measure of asymmetry, calculated as the dif
fereoce between tbe S-coefficient for the two interlocut<XS, respectively. 

9. The B-coe!ficient and theB'-coefficient, which are measures of the fre
quency with whicb the tums in the dialogue are balanced between 
proactivity and retroactivity. 
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2.4.1 The IR profile 

The IR profile is fonned simply by setting out the 19 categories (plus possibly 
the categories X and ? , to the extent that these carry any information), and 
indicating for each of them the number of tums per participant that has ~en 
classified under each category. The profiles ofthe two sequences that serve as 
illustration material are present.ed in table 5; for Ad3 only the 27 tums ciled, 
for L6 also the continuation of the lesson activity from which it is drawn, as it 
is totally similar to the cited sequence. 

Table S 

Category 

> 

"' 
•• > 
: > 
<=> 

··"' 
: "' 
<=I\ 
<> 

=> 

<) 

<I\ 

=I\ 
(> 

.. < 
=< 

-> 
< 

X 
? 
Total 

IR profiles for the two sequences used as illustrations 

L6 
T 

2 

39 
2 
2 
2 

2 

50 

p 

16 

1 
27 
3 

48 

A 

1 

2 

1 
1 

3 

3 
2 

1 

15 

Ad3 
p 

1 
1 

2 

2 

1 

12 

There are a couple of things that strike one immediately when the two profiles 
are compared. Though the extract from L6 is four limes longer in tenns of the 
number of tums, there are only 10 categories represented against 13 in the 
short extract from Ad3. This has proved lo be typical ofthe difference between 
smoothly running dialogues and dialogues wbere such fluency is not at hand. 
The difference becomes even more clear when one considers the dusters repre
sented in the profile of L6: 82 out of 98 tums fall within the three categories 
<, <""' and<>. i.e. those who are characteriz.ed by adequacy, local and focal 
alter-linking in the retroactive aspect. 

The second thing that stands out in the profile of L6 is that the dusters are 
placed within different categories for the two parties in the dialogue. Whereas 
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the most frequent category in P's profile is <, the minimal (adequate) response, 
followed by <" , the expanded response with an assertive or submissive initi
ative, T has very few tums in these categories. Her cluster is very distinctly 
placed in the category <>, tums linked to the partner's preceding tum and con
taining a soliciting initiative. These differences in the profiles of the two par
ties are the reflection of the huge asymmetry belween them: T pushes the dia
logue forward by solicitations, thereby deciding its direction. P follows, most 
of the time by giviog nothing more than whal was requested. occasionally by 
exceeding the minirnally requested bot never going so far as to solicit anything 
in his tum. No signs of such distribution of rotes are present in the profile for 
Ad3. There, both parties have their contributions widely spread over the whole 
spectrum of categories. 

Clearly, a great deal of information can be immediately gained only by 
looking at the IR profile. However, for more spocific information to emerge, 
measures of particular aspects of the dialogue as it is represented in the profile 
may be useful. The first such measures I shall introduce are the dominance 
measures: the IR index and, particularly, the IR difference. 

When, in the followiog, I present the various coefficients and the way they 
characterize the example sequences, I shall also include the values obtained for 
another discourse type to which the method has been applied on an extensive 
corpus, namely court trials (Adelswärd & al, 1987). The aim of this is mainly 
to give an idea of the range of variation of the various coefficients and to be 
able to relate the isolated values of the two sequences to something else than 
each other. 

2.4.2 IR index and IR diff erence 

The idea behind the IR index is that the IR categories can be ranked on a 
numeric, ordinal scale, one extreme representing the most proactive tums 
showiog the least dependence upon the preceding dialogue, the other extreme 
representing the most dependent tums with the least of proactive qualities. The 
scale which forms the basis for the two measures has six steps, i.e. the cat
egories are assigned an IR value ranging from 1 to 6. 

Table 6 Tum categories and interactional strenglh 

.. > .. A . . < 
:> : "' (> 

<=> <=A <) 

=> =A - > 
> ,.. <> <A < 
6 5 4 3 2 1 

tums independent tums totally 
and strongly depcndent and not 

proactive al all proactive 
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As should be clear from the table above, there are some general principles of 
symmctry guiding how the categories are set out on the scale between the 
poles, in order to give internat coherence to the scale. So e.g. are the "classical 
tums". those with balance between proactivity and the unmarked fonns of 
retroactivity. placed in the middle of the scale, on levets 3 and 4 respectively. 
Soliciling initiatives are placed one step higher in value than the corresponding 
assertive/submissive initiatives. Non-local linlång is placed between no 
retroactive linking and local linking. Changing the focus of the ongoing inter
action via non-focal tinks is considered to be a stronger act than the 
corresponding focal linking. Inadequate responses are placed lower on the scale 
than adequate ones, since they do not pennit the dialogue to proceed im
mediately. Self-linked tums are placed at the same leve! as the corresponding 
alter-linked tums insofar as they are not of the offensive kind, i.e. ignoring a 
substantial contribution from the partner, in which case self-linked tums move 
one step up the scale. 

Though, in this way, the scale seems internally coherent, the absolute 
values may still not be considered as being at interval leve!; there is no a priori 
basis for regarding e.g. the step between 6 and 5 as equal to the step between 2 
and I. Unlil further testing of the validity of the scale has been undertaken, it 
is used as an ordinal scale. Therefore, the mean computed and presented below 
as the IR index is the median, not the arithmetic mean. 

Now, if we think of a prototypical conversation that progresses straight
forwardly via the sequencing of expanded, affirmative or submitting initiatives, 
or, with constant or changing role specification, via questions and minimal, 
adequate responses, it would have an IR index sitnated at 3,00. In general, IR 
indices around 3,00 could be expected. A higher index for a particular dyad 
would indicate rapid progression and/or high interactional temperature. By rapid 
progression I refer to a situation where new content would be successively 
introduced at a high rate by the two partners, i.e. none of them remaining 
passive and sticking to minimal responses mainly, content I.hat would be im
mediately integrated and built upon without standstills and hitches. High inter
actional temperature would be at hand when both parties made frequent use of 
"strong" acts (e.g. introducing new topics, ask:ing many questions) and, also, 
of competetive moves such as non-focal linking and particular types of self
linking. Low IR indices would result from one (or both) of the conversational
ists refraining from taking (strong) initiatives, giving mainly minimal 
responses, especially if these are treated as inadequate. Also hitches leading to 
standstills in the dialogue through deferring questions that have to be responded 
to before the dialogue can go on, would contribute to a low IR index. The 
indices pertaining Lo the examples are displayed in table 7 below. "CT" in 
tables 7-15 stands for court trials, namely those investigated by Adelswärd et al 
(1987); "mean" stands for the mean value for the 40 dialogues in court trials, 
"max" for the highest value obtained in any of the 40 trials, "min" for the 
lowest value. The results from the court trial investigation will only occa
sionaUy be commented upon; the values are incorporated only to give a rough 
idea of the relative levet on which the two exarnple sequences from the present 
corpus are situated. 
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Table 7 

L6 

3 26 

IR index for the dyad as a whole in the example sequences 

Ad3 
mean 

3 14 3 05 

CT: 
max 

3,37 

min 

2 46 

This measure seems to reveal a fairly high value for both the example 
sequences. Furthennore, the value is rather similar for the two dialogues, 
though this must be interpreted differently in the two ca.ses. In L6, it is the 
fluency of the interactioo that leads to rapid progression; in Ad3, it is rather the 
competitive atmosphere and the frequent use of strong moves by both parties 
that is reflected in the higb IR index for the dyad as a whole. If, on the other 
hand, we compute the IR index for each part of the two dyads, there is no 
longer a similar picture. 

Table 8 

IR index 
IR diff 

Individual IR indices and IR differences in the example sequences 
(Leg = legal professionals, Def = defendant) 

L6 Ad3 er 
mean max min 

T p A p Leg Def Leg Def Leg Def 
3,94 2,25 3,00 3 ,33 3,94 2,36 4,18 2,88 3,37 2,00 

1,69 0,33 1,58 2,08 0,78 

In L6, the IR differeoce is as great as 1,69, which, as can be scen in table 8, is 
somewhat bigher that the mean obtained for the interrogation in the court 
trials. This is the global quantitative measure given by the lR analysis to 
mirror the asymmetry between Tand P t.hat was informally discussed when the 
extract was presented, in section 2.2. As was said then, no such obvious 
asymmetry seems lo be present in the extract from Ad3. Actually, this is indi
cated by the indices. The perfectly symmetric, "ideal" dialogue, obviously, 
would have the IR difference 0,00. Low differences, i.e. dialogues between 
equal parties, are certainly found also in the real world, although the exact 
value of 0,00 would, of course, be much of a coincidence. When the IR differ
ence is as low as 0,33, the conversational partners are contribut.ing to the dia
logue on relatively equal tenns. (As can be seen in table 8, the lowest IR dif
ference found in a court trial is considerably highec.) 

2.4.3 Fragmentization; the F-coefficient 

One dimension which differentiates between dialogues is whether the inter
åction proceeds step by step via locally coherent tums, or via contributions 
that lack the coherence-creating linJcs to the immediately preceding tums. In 
other words, dialogues can be characterized by a high degree of local coherence 
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or by fragmentization. The IR analysis provides a measure of this property. lhe 
F-coefficient (F for fragmentization). The F-coefficient is lhe percentage of 
tums out of the total number of tums lhat do not exhibit linlcs to lhe spealcer's 
own, or lhe partner's immediately preceding, tum. The following six categories 
are lherefore considered to contribute to fragmentization: >, ,.. , •• >, ··". (> 
and .. <. 

Table 9 

L6 

2 

F-coefficicnts in thc example sequences 

Ad3 
mean 

24 12 

er 
max 

20 

min 

4 

L6, lhus, is characterized by an extremely low degree of fragmentization, or, 
altematively, by local coherence. As could be seen from the extract, T drives 
the dialogue forward by acknowledging P's latest contribution, then asking the 
next question, to which P in tum responds, whereupon P links her next ques
tion to lhis answer and so on. This kind of local linking is to a great extent 
absent in the extract from Ad3. There, instead, unrelated issues are raised on 
several occasions and lhe conversationalists go back to, and persist in, what 
they have said earlier. This results in a bighly fragmented dialogue; its F-coef
ficient is extremely high. 

2.4.4 Obli.!J.w;ness; the 0-coefficient and the R
coejficient 

Dialogues can proceed along a straight track insofar as the dialogue partners 
linlc their contribulions to the focus of what the partner advances at each stage 
of the dialogue process. When such progressive linking is less frequent and, 
instead, conversationalists often link lheir contributions to peripheral aspects 
of the partner's utterances, e.g. commenting upon how something is said rather 
than what is said, challenging what is presupposed rather than accepting it etc, 
or when they both follow their own line of reasoning, failing to talce into 
account the partner's contributions, the dialogue has no such straight track. 
Rather, it is characterized by a high degree of what may be termed obliqueness. 

The measure of obliqueness in the IR analysis, tbe 0-coefficient, is defined 
as the percentage of tums out of tbe total number of tums exhibiting non-focal 
linlcs or self-links, i.e. those categories that contain either of the symbols : or 
=. The 0-coefficients for the examples are presented in table 10. 
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Table 10 0-coefficients in the example segucnces 

L6 Ad3 er 
mean max min 

4 20 5 13 0 

The non-cooperative cbaracter of Ad3 is reflected in a higb 0-coefficient, the 
smooth, straight character of the dialogue in L6 in a low 0-coefficieot. 

There are other properties of dialogues that could be seen as signs of 
obliqueness but which are left out of the 0-coefficient, e.g. the presence of tum 
miscarriages, inadequate responses and repairs. The tum miscarriages are left 
out since the category X in the coding is not a very oeat one. It comprises 
utterances that are incomplete, interrupted, rnasked etc and the reasons for a 
tum to be assigned to the category X arc heterogeneous. However, in cases 
where a tum is aborted through an offensive action by lhe partner, this is typi
cally reflected in lhe coding in such a way that this latter curn is coded with =, 
which makes the sequence as a whole contribute to the 0 -coefficient 

lnadequate responses and repairs are also symptoms of problems in the dia
logue. The inadequate responses contribute indirectly to the 0 -coefficient to the 
extent that they are followed by a tum classified with = (when followed by 
->, they indirectly contribute to the R-coefficient, see below). Rcpairs in a 
restricted seose, i.e. deferring questions, in contradistinction to lhe categories 
included in the basis for the 0-coefficient, are not offensive moves. Their inci
dence is therefore given as a separate coefficient, the R-<:oefficient Tilereby, the 
0-coefficient is lcept as a more pure measure of offensive obliqueness. The R
coefficient is simply the percentage of the category -> out of the total 
number of tums. For tbe two sequences that serve as illustration, the R-coeffi
cient, too, points to the lack of flueocy in Ad3 compared to L6. 

Table 11 R-coefficients in the example seguences 

L6 Ad3 

1 12 

mean 

5 

er 
max 

11 

m in 

0 

Obviously, the different kinds of dysfluency measured by the 0 -coefficient and 
the R-coefficient respectively, can be collapsed by simple addition toan OR
coefficient 
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2.4.5 Soliciting or ojf ering; the S-coefficient and the 
S-difference 

As has been pointed out on several occasions, a dialogue can proceed by two 
different mechanisms. Either one party (or both) request(s), tt demand(s), con
lributions from the interlocutor, or else the two of them, or occasionally only 
one party, voluntarily provide(s) contributions, thereby perhaps implicitly 
inviting the partner to respond and to give something in return. It seems 
plausible that the former type of progression in dialogues should be connected 
with a high degree of goal-orientation and often found in institutional settings 
with distinct role repartition, while the latter would correspond to informal 
situations where equals interact without far-reaching role specialii.ation or with 
less specified goals. 

The S-coefficient is the percentage of tums out of the total number of tums 
that contain a soliciting initiative, i.e. those where the symbol > is represented 
(except the deferring question, ->, which, in contrast to other categories con
taining >, brings the dialogue to a temporary standstill rather than pushing it 
forwards). In this dimension, there is also a huge difference between the two 
sequences extracted from L6 and Ad3. 

Table 12 S-coefficients in the example sequences 

L6 Ad3 

44 16 

mean 

39 

er 
max 

46 

min 

24 

Furthennore, soliciting initiatives are not always distributed in the same way 
between the two parties in the dialogue, which is indicated by the S-difference. 

Table 13 Individual S-coefficients and S-differences in the example 
s~uences 

L6 Ad3 er 
mean max min 

T p A p Les Def Les Def Le,g Def 
S-coeff 86 0 14 18 74 90 11 47 0 
S-diff 86 4 73 90 47 

In Ad3, the S-coefficient is at the same level for both parties (low S-differ
ence). In L6, Ts S-coefficient is not far from the maximal value, whereas P's 
value is zero - he has no soliciting initiatives at all, and the S-difference is 
consequently high. This is another reflexion of the asymmetry already revealed 
by the IR difference. Obviously, a higb S-coefficient on the part of the 
individual tends to go together with a high IR index and a low S-coefficient 
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with a low index. The correlation, thus, between the S-difference and the IR 
difference in this case, has nothing surprising in il {However, there are, of 
course, Olher means by which IR differences can be obtained.) 

2.4.6 Balanced twns; the B-coejficient and the B'
coefficient 

Finally, I shall introdace two measures that occasionally yield information not 
contained in the measures already presented. As pointed out earlier, in the dis
cussion of the S-coefficient in section 2.4.5, a high frequency of soliciting 
initiatives is often connected with rote differentiation and speciali7.ation. What 
seems to be a characteristic feature of ordinary conversation between equals in 
informal settings is a relatively low frequence of soliciting initiatives 
(something which may be explained in terms of "face-preservation" , Brown & 
Levinson, 1978, since frequent asking of questions is pot.entially face-threaten
ing behaviour). Therefore, a measure of the degree to which a dialogue is 
"conversation-like" is the B-coefficient the percentage of tums out of the total 
number of tums belonging to the category <A., i.e. tums with local, focal 
alter-linking and an assertive or submissive initiative. The B-coefficient for the 
two examples is very similar - neither of them bear a close resemblance to 
ordinary conversatioo in this respecL 

Table 14 B-coefficients in the example scqucnces 

L6 Ad3 

18 20 

mean 

22 

er 
max 

41 

min 

3 

The B'-<:oefficient is the percentage of both types of balanced tums out of the 
total number of tums, i.e. the "classical" tums, those which contain local and 
focal alter-linking in the retroactive dimension as well as proactive qualities, 
irrespective of the kind of initiatives. A high B'-coefficient would be character
istic of a fluent, coherent, cooperati.ve dialogue anda low B'-coefficient would 
mirror the fäet that lots of energy is spent on other interactional work rather 
than on making the dialogue progress in a straight-forward diroction. According 
to this, the B'-coefficient comes out with a clear difference between the 
examples. 

Table 15 B'-coefficicnts in lhc example seguences 

L6 Ad3 er 
mean max min 

58 24 46 64 27 
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It should be clear that the different measures presented above are to some extent 
interdependent. So e.g., high F-coefficients, 0-coefficients and R-coefficients 
lead to a corresponding lowering of the B-coefficients. A high S-difference 
should lead to a high IR difference. This is a necessary consequence of the way 
these measures are constructed. The covariation, on the other hand, in the 
samples from a dozen different discourse types, reported in Linell & Gustavs
son (1987), between high B-coefficients (not so much the B'-coefficient as the 
B-coefficient) and a low IR difference and, also, between a high S-coefficient 
for the dyad as a whole and a high IR difference, are empirical fäets. That is the 
way interaction seems to work - in the types of situations studied - but it is 
not a priori given that this must be the case. Low IR differences can be 
obtained by other means than frequent use of balanced tums (cf e.g. the extract 
from Ad3 above). S-coefficients can be equally high, or low, for both parties(= 
low S-difference) and not Ieading to high IR differences. However, all the 
values computed on the basis of the lR coding obviously cannot be used as 
independent measures of completely different aspects of a dialogue. 

2.4.7 Summary 

In section 2.4, some of the dialogue measures that can be computed on the 
basis of the IR coding have been presented and applied to the two extracts that 
were informally commented upon and reproduced with their coding in section 
2.2. Mean values, maximal and minimal values found in an investigation of 
another discourse type, court trials, were given in order to locate the relative 
level in the different measures for the two example sequences and to give an 
idea of the range of variation. 

The asymmetry between teacher and pupil in the lesson showed up in a high 
lR difference, while the impression that both parties tried equally hard to 
impose their way of viewing the task in the adult-cbild conversation, was 
reflected in a relatively low IR difference, somewhat surprisingly in favour of 
the child. The impression that the lesson presented a well-functioning, fluent 
type of discourse whereas the picture book task confronted the conversational
ists with huge initial problems of cooperation, was mirrored in the 0-coeffi
cients, the measure of obliqueness, that was low for L6 and high for Ad3, as 
well as in the R-coefficients - R symbolizing repairs in the form of deferring 
questions - that showed the same picture, high for Ad3, low for L6. 

The fäet that the participants fail to agree upon a basis as to how to go 
about solving the picture book task, Ieading to frequent fresh starts, restarts and 
initiatives thrown out in various directions, is taken care of by the F-coeffi
cient This measure of fragmentization showed a high value for Ad3, while the 
smooth dialogue without dramatic shifts or breaks in L6 comes out with a Iow 
F-coefficient 

The goal orientation in the lesson led to a relatively bigh S-coefficient, 
measuring the degree to which the dialogue is driven forward through solicita
tions rather than offers. The S-coefficient in Ad3 tumed out to be considerably 
lower. Furthermore, neither of the two interactants in Ad3 seemed to be con
ducting the activity, which was very clearly the case in the lesson. This rote 
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specification is measured by the S-difference; whercas the S-coefficients in Ad3 
were similar for the two parties, the teacher's S-coefficient in the lesson was 
not very far from maximal and that of the pupil actually zero. The B'-coeffi
cient, corresponding to the frequence of tums where there is balance between 
proactive elements and the typical reiroactive elements, which is a measure of 
coherence and fluency, was considerably higher for L6 than for Ad3. Finally, 
the B-coefficient, showing the degree of resemblance lo an aspect of ordinary 
conversation in everyday life, namely lo what extenl the conversationalists 
offer something to the partner which is built upon his/her latest contribution, 
was similarly low for both dialogues. 

2.5 

2.5.1 

Coding practices 

I ntroduction 

The most basic theoretical foundation of this study is that language, i.e. the 
way linguistic utterances function, are designed and interpreted, is connected 
with the type of activity in which the utterances serve. This creates a problem 
when it comes lo comparing dialogues from different activity types, which is 
the ultimate aim of the IR analysis. If an utterance has to be interpreted, let us 
say, as a question in activity type A, but the "same" uuerance typically does 
not function as a question in activity type B, one is faced wilh a dilemma when 
having lo decide wbether it should be coded as a question or not. Either, it 
seems, one must build this sensitivity to situational variation into the category 
definitions, in which case results indicating differences between the situations 
become analytic. Or can one try lo make the coding neutral to situational 
variation, in which case one, al times, will have to code against better 
judgement It is clear that a principled position towards this problem needs to 
be taken. It will be discussed in section 2.5.2. 

A second problem is that, as should have been clear in the presentation of 
t.he method in section 2.2, utterances are coded globally and, toa certain extent, 
intuitively. Linell & Gustavsson (1987) stress that a complete specification of 
categories is in principle impossible lo work out and, furthennore, that a far
reaching operationalization of categories entails a risk for over-emphasis on 
fonnal, viz lexical and grammatical, features al the cost of less well-described 
and less palpable features of utterances such as prosody and function in context, 
features that are equally important. "Many conversational contributions are 
interactionally ambiguous, and the borderlines between categories - no maner 
what they are - must be partly vague and indetenninate" (Linell & Gustavs
son, 1987:112, my translation). I insist upon the impossibility of making 
conversational analysis into an exact science not because the IR analysis 
should necessarily be more subjective and intuitive than other, in certain 
aspects comparable, methods. Instead, the reason for this insistence is to be 
found in the conception of linguistic communication from which the IR 
analysis starts out Vagueness and indeterminacy are, accordiog to this view, 
inherent characteristics of human language. 
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lo practical coding, one is sometimes annoyed with a degree of uncenainty 
and at limes one can easily see more than one interpretation of a tum, or a 
sequence of tums. This is inevitable. On the other hand, there is no reason to 
exaggerate these difficulties. In most cases, cooversationalists do actually pro
vide the analyst with converging signals as to how they interpret each others' 
contributions. As Levinson (1983:321) puts it 

Conversation, as opposed to monologue, offers the analyst an invaluable 
analytical resource: as each tum is responded to by a second, we find dis
played in that second an analysis of the first by its recipienL Such an 
analysis is thus provided by participants not only for each other but for 
analysts too. 

Especially whcn the dialogue leaves the expected, unmarked type of progres
sion this is typically signalled (cf Vuchinich, 1977). When there are no such 
signs, the analysL must stick toa "normaHty assumption", i.e. that there is 
nothing for the moment that breaks the ordinary, routine-like course of the 
interaction, which means, in IR tenns, that the dialogue progresses via the 
"classical" categories of contributions. In this connection, it should be pointed 
out that such far-reaching interpretations of what is going on in a dialogue, as 
those given in conncction with the above presentation of the extract from Ad3, 
are by no means necessary for the IR classification to be carried ouL Tbey are 
to be taken more as an informal, post-hoc discussion of the extract when it was 
presented, in order to illustrate the various dimensions taken care of by the IR 
analysis and the different measures of dialogue that it offers. 

However, the problem of the intersubjectivity of a particular analysis is 
continuously raised. In section 2.5.3, I shall proceed toan analysis of the inter
rater tests of the IR coding that have beeo cooducted withio this s111dy. 

2.5.2 Comparing dialogues across situations 

In section 2.5.l, it was pointed out that, for instance, what isa question in one 
type of situation or context, would not be a question in a different context. 
Obviously, this has consequences for the IR analysis and for the way compari
sons are made by means of the IR measures between dialogues taken from dif
fcrent contexts. As pointed out by Linell & Gustavsson (1986: 162), the con
text dependent naturc of linguistic commonicatioo creates something of a 
dilemma for any interaction analysis with a claim to more general appUca
bility: 

On the one hand, the definitions in the coding system must be sufficient
ly precise, which leads to a striving for setting up fonnal criteria for the 
coding. On the other hand, it isa well-known fäet that the same fonns are 
interpretcd differently indifferent situations. (my translation) 

For practical purposes, the solution recommeoded for this dilemma is that 
special rules may be fonnulated for the treatment of phenomena specific for the 
particular situation under investigation, special rules that specify how the gen-
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eral rules should be applied to particular cases. It is self-evident that the mini
mal exigencies in such a case are that the special rules are as much as possible 
in harmony with the general principles of the IR analysis, and that the con
siderations leading to the choice of particular rules, or a particular set of rules 
rather than others, are presented and accounted for. l 

In the corpus of the present study, there are a couple of such phenomena for 
which the general coding manual (i.e. Linell & Gustavsson, 1986, in this case) 
was not sufficient and for which specific principles bad to be laid down. One 
such problem with the lessons is, generally spealång, the existence of teaching 
materials, readers and exercise books, from which part of what is uttered in the 
dialogue is fetched, indeed often directly read. This means that often the prop
ositional content of what is uttered does not have the same (relatively) direct 
relationsship to the illocutionary and interactional act as in ordinary conversa
tion (cf chapter IV above, the discussion of language at two levets in the lan
guage lesson). Let me show an example: 

(71) /P has just finished an exercise on antonyms/ 

L5:222 < > T: ja, det är bra, det dlir var inga svårigheter 
223 < P: nal 

(l ls) 
224 ,. P: /LÅSER/ V ad säger mannen och hustrun? Skriv vad 

Gudbrand och hans hustru säger. Se först på 
exemplen. Jag har bytt kon mot en häst. Vi kan 
köra till kyrkan med hästen. 

225 < > T: mm, nu ska vi se, du kan läsa det där 
226 < P: /LÅSER/ Gudbrand säger att han har bytt kon mot 

227 <> 

228 :> 
229 <> 

230 < 

231 : ,. 
232 < 
233 <> 

234 
235 => 

T: 

P: 
T: 

en häsL Hustrun säger att de kan köra till kyrkan 
med hästen. 
mm, det lr det hlr som dom slger, det har dom 
ändrat om då /P:mm/ sl att det llr pratbubblor, sl att 
han sllger det va /P:mm/ Jag har bytt kon mot en 
hllst l hustrun sllger, vi kan ju köra till kyrkan med 
hästen. Dl ska vi läsa vidare där 
vad ska jag skriva där? 

nu ska vi skriva det i pratbubblan först, 
men vi får läsa vad det lr för nlt vi ska skriva om 
P: /GÄSPAR, LÄSER/ Hustrun sliger att barnen alltid 

ska gl och ställa in hästen. 
T: mm hustrun säger lill barnen 
P: mm 
T: vad säger hustrun nu dl, kommer du ihlg vad hon sa 

dllr i boken, gl... 
P: l 
T: vad ska vi skriva här dl 

(71) /P has just finished an exercise on antonyms/ 

L5:222 < > T: OK, that's fine, there were no problems 

1 Comparisons of IR measures across widely dijferenJ dialogue types must be used 
with caution, namely if activity types contain a considerable amount of 
mutually incommensurable elements. Such important differences are not 
considered to be at hand between the three situational types in the present 
corpus. 
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223 < P: nope 
(1 ls) 

224 ,... P: {READS/ What do the man and his wife say? Write 
down what Gudbrand and his wife say. First look at 
the examples. I have bartered the cow for a horse. 
We can go to church by horse. 

225 <> T: mm, now let's see, you can read this 
226 < P: {READS/ Gudbrand says he has bartered the cow for 

a horse. His wife says they can go to church by 
horse. 

227 <> T: mm, this is how they say, then they've changed it 
/P:mm/ so that it is bubbles so that he's saying it 
you see /P:mm/ I have bartered the cow for a horse 
and the wife says, now we can go to church by 
horse. Now we can go on reading there 

228 :> P: what shall I write there? 
229 <> T: now we shall write it down first in the bubble, but 

we have to read what it is that we'll write about 
230 < P: fY A WNS, READS/ The wife says that the chi!dren 

should always lead the horse into the stable. 
231 : ,... T: mm the wife says to the children 
232 < P: mm 
233 <> T: and now what does the wife say, do you remcmber 

what she said in the book, lead ... 
234 P: and 
235 => T: so what should we write here 

There are several things in the type of discourse represented by (71) that com
plicate the analysis and the extract is well suited for the illustration of how the 
lessons have be.en coded (see also appendix B). 

In 226, P reads two sentences from the exercise book. They comprise sev
eral references to different referents and one proposition each. However, the 
interactional act perfonned by P is not one of asserting something about Gud
brand and his wife, he is merely complying with the request made by T in her 
immecliately preceding tum that he should read a passage. What is coded is, of 
course, the interactional acts; hence, 225 is a soliciting initiative, <>, 226 a 
minimal, adequate reponse, <. This is by far the most fre.quent situation in the 
lessons as far as reading is concemed: the teacher asks the pupil to read a pas
sage, the pupil does so and nothing more during his tum. 

In 224, however, we are confronted with a completely different case. There, 
no request has been made and P starts reading on his own initiative (the possi
bility that T actually has made a request by nodding, pointing or in any other 
non-audible way, is, of course, conceivable; since the kind of data I am work
ing with, the audio-taped lesson, does not provide any indications whatsoever 
that this is the case, postulating such an act is not justified). In this case, P's 
reading is coded as a free, assertive initiative, ,.. . Through the reading he is 
introducing a new topic, more precisely a new exercise. Reading, thus, is not 
coded on the basis of what is read, but according to what the act of reading 
stands for in the local context wbere it is performed. This, of course, is applied 
to both parties in the interaction. In one case, actually the sequence that had to 
be omitted in the inter-rating tests (cf below, section 2.5.3), Tand P read a 
dialogue together. Both Ts and P's contributions to the dialogue read are then 
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treated as minimal responses (as far as they do nothing more than read during 
their tum). 

In (71) there are also a couple of non-focal links in the typical form they 
lake in lessons. In 231, T's correction of a mistake in reading is coded :~ -
colan for the aspect-changing character of the correction, upwards-pointing 
arrow since the correct form is offered by T. Only when T asks P to correct 
bimself, is the tum classified as a soliciting iniliative. In 228, P's question has 
been treated as non-focally linked; T has asked him to go on reading but, 
instead, he asks what be is supposed to write when doing the exercise. 

A more intricate problem is the way in which the tasks formulated in the 
teaching materials relate to the teacher and the pupil, rcspectively. Often a 
question is directed to P e.g. in the exercise book. His answer, however, is 
evaluated by T. The most adequate way of analysing such a sequence is to treat 
Tas the representative of the exercise book, or perhaps the other way round, to 
consider the exercise book as a representative of the teacher. This means that, 
in principle, the tasks are given by T and that having them pre-printed in the 
exercise book for P to read, is just another way of presenting the task. Such an 
analysis is supported by what we can see in (71). There, T clearly lakes over 
the task as it was formulated in the exercise book; it is her right {and duty) to 
repeat the task, to reformulate it if necessary, to break it down into smaller 
parts, give clarifications and cues and, finally, to evaluate the answer. In the 
coding, this may lead to sequences where T's first intervention on a particular 
task is a repeated initiative: 

(72) L5:31 l <) T: nu suddar du ut det här dl, jag har bytt geten IJl.IU ett 

(72) 

fh punkt, punkt ocksl hja 
(2s) 

312 P: /LÅSER/ Hustrun sliger au han är duktig och au de 

313 

314 
315 
316 
317 

L5:311 

312 

313 

314 
315 
316 
317 

kan fl ull och kläder nllr de har fAr. Jaa, hon säger 
au han lir duktig 

= > T: hur säger han dl dl, hur sliger hon dl dl, nllr hon 
säger det till honom 

P: /SAMTIDIGT/ han är duktig 
= > T: säger hon så, han llr duktig, sliger hon .. 

< P: /AVBRYTER/ du llr duktig 
< > T: mm, vad säger hon mer då 

<) T: and now you rub out this, I have bartered lhe goat 
.fw: a sheep full stop, full stop also, lhat's it 

(2s) 
P: /READS/ His wife says he is elever and lhat they 

ean have wool and elolhes now that lhey have got a 
sheep. Well, she says he's elever 

= > T: and how does he say it, and how does she say it, 
when she says it 12 him 

P: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/hc is elever 
= > T: is that how shc says, he is elever, is lhat how she .. 

< P: /INTERRUPTS/ you are elever 
< > T: mm, and what else docs she say 

In 311, the solution to one of the tasks involving transfonnation of indirect 
speech to direct speecb is arrived at and T marks the termination of a subgame 
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(coded as a Lenninating tum). The next (sub)t.ask is not overtly fonnulated by 
T, hut read from the exercise book by P. He answers and it is T who evaluates 
his answer. As a maller of fäet, she does not take it up as adequate and this is 
reflected in the coding. The whole sequence is coded as if the question in the 
exercise book were T's question, with the difference that the tum in which T 
performs the act of questioning is non-existent. She only intervenes as the 
response has been provided in order to close the initiative by accepting the 
response, or to renew the initiative, thereby rejecting the response. 

In the non-didactic conversations, there is a1so a problem with wriuen tasks, 
namely the instruction for the discussion given by the researchers. The reading 
of these tasks has to be treated in the same way as when something is read 
during the lessons. However, there are some fundamental differences between 
lhe lessons and the conversations in this respect. In the conversations, neither 
of the participants functions as the representative of the person who fonnulated 
thc tasks, i.e. the researcher. Inst.ead, any of the two interactants can start read
ing, or ask the interlocutor to read and the task that appears through the reading 
is assigned to both on equal tenns. This, of course, does not prevent the task 
from being immediately taken over by any of the participants who may start to 
request an answer from his/her partner. This is actually the case in Ch3 (from 
which a sequence is cited below as (73) in order to show how the coding 
works); whaL is principally irnportant yet, is that such asymmetry is not part 
of the definition of the situation, but created on the spot in the interaction 
between the interlocutors. 

(73) /C and P are just finishing the picture boolc task/ 

Ch3:127 <)> C: mm, dl öppnar du 
128 < P: /OPPNAR KUVERT/ 
129 <A C: vänta ska jag öppna't. jag vet hur det är 

(2s) 
130 < P: ja just det. sl där ja 

(15s, V AR UNDER DET PRASSLAR OCH NÅGON 
SÄGER NÅG<Jf OHÖRBART) 

131 <A C: ska jag läsa för dej 
132 "' P: ett brev lill /OHÖRBART/ 
133 1 C: /OHÖRBART/ 

(l ls) 
134 <A P: vi gör sl här dl 

(19s) 
135 "' C: nu börjar jag l läsa det här 
136 <A P: A.kej då, dl läser jag det här dl 
137 <> C: /LÄSER HOGT HELA INSTRUKTIONEN/ läs inte det 

där /OHÖRBART/ ja nu ska vi göra så här, gjorde 
läraren rlilt. tycker du au han gjorde det 

138 P: hja 
139 -> C: det tycker du? 
140 <> P: aa /C:mm/ gissa varför 
141 -> C: va? 
142 :A P: det blir ju sA här va, om man erkänner då blir det 

ju .. (2s) 
143 < C: /SKRIVER/ ja det ... 
144 <A P: men jag skriver bara .. eu A sen rätt 
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145 <) • • > C: ... gjorde ... han ... mm. Hur ska man göra då när in.gen 
erkärmer, om man ska utpressa som läraren gjorde 
då? 

146 P: nllll 
147 = > C: men llndl gjorde läraren rlllt då? 

(73) /C and P are just finishing the picture book task/ 

Ch3:127 <)> 
128 < 
129 <""' 

130 < 

131 < A 
132 A 
133 ? 

134 <""' 

135 A 
136 <""' 
137 <> 

138 
139 -> 
140 <> 
141 -> 
142 = A 

143 < 
144 <""' 
145 <) .. > 

146 
147 => 

C: mm. you open 
P: ,OPENS ENVELOPP./ 
C: wait l'U open it, I know how to do it 
(2s) 
P: I see, like that 
(15s, PAPERS RUSTLE; SOMEBODY SAYS SOME-
1HING INAUDIBLE) 
C: shall I read to you 
P: another letter /INAUDIBLE/ 
C: /INAUDIBLF./ 
(lls) 
P: let's do like this 
(19s) 
C: now I'll start reading this 
P: okay, so 1'11 read this 
C: /READS THE ENTIRE INSTRUCTION ALOUO/ don't 

read that /INAUDIBLE/ now we're Lo do it like this, 
did the teacher do the right thin.g, do you think he 
did 

P: yes 
C: you think so? 
P: yeah /C:mm/ guess why 
C: what? 
P: this is how it is right, if you admit then it'll 

be . . (2s) 
C: /WRITES/ yes ... he ... 
P: but I write just .. one and then right 
C: ... did ... mm. What should one do when nobody 

admits, if one should use blackmail like the teacher 
did? 

P: no 
C: but all the same did the teacher do the right thing? 

Here, C acts in a very dominant way (ac:tually, Ch3 is the one out of the eight 
child-child conversations that comes out with the highest measures on asym
metry; cf 3.1.3 below). After having read the instruction in 137, he 
immediately directs the question to his partner; in 145 he closes the discussion 
on the first subtask and. again, puts a question to T. Neither in 139 nor in 
147, does he accept the responses given by T. As a matter of fäet, C acts very 
much like a teacher in a lesson. (The fäet that the asymmetry as measured by 
the IR difference does not reach the level it normally reaches during the 
lessons, seems more to be due to the way P acts: the kind of contributions 
given by T in 140 and 144 very seldom occur in lessons, where P typically 
remains passive.) 

The point of the above demonstration is the following: when adapting the 
IR analysis to the lessons and conversations of this study, I have tried to 

establish principles for treating similar phenomena - like the reading of pre-
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printed tasks - in a principally similar fashion across the differenl situations. 
When doing this I have still tried to respect basic features in the very make-up 
of the situation - such as the fäe t that there is asymmetry by definition 
between teacher and pupil in the way they relate to e.g. exercise book taslc.s in 
Lhe lessons, but not LO Lhe experimental t.asks in the conversations. 
Addilionally, through the extracts cited, I have tried to show Lhat the outcome 
of Lhe analysis is not a priori given only through the principles of coding 
adopted, and the results thereby are by no means simple art.efacts of the method 
of analysis. In Lhe lesson, (71) above, it was shown that reading from the 
exercise book may well be an initialive from P - even a very strong one -
and in (73). the extract from a child-child conversation, it was shown that 
though, in principle, the specific t.ask is equally directed at both participants, 
an asymmetric situation can immediately be brought about 

The special rules conceming reading in lessons and conversations and con
ceming the exercise book as a representative of the teacher, as well as a couple 
of other specific solutions to minor but frequently recwrent problems, were 
written down and given to the person who did the coding intended for the inter
rater tests. These instructions are reprinted in appendix. 

2 .5 .3 Reliability of the coding 

2 .5 .3 .1 Procedure 

A sample of 800 tums, i.e. approximately 10% of the corpus, was laken out 
for tests of inter-rater reliability of the IR coding. An undergraduate student of 
linguistics with no previous experience of conversation analysis studied the 
method {the preliminary version; Linell & Gustavsson, 1986) and practiced 
coding on samples drawn from different activity types until she became suffi
ciently acquainted wilh Lhe method to obtain the same leve! of agreement with 
any of the two aulhors as these usually could reach when checking with each 
olher. The procedure for the reliability test of the present corpus was the 
following: 

When thc material had been coded by myself, a series of numbers between 1 
and 3.878 for the lessons, between 1 and 2.440 for the adult-child conversa
tions and between land 1.512 for the child-child conversations were randomly 
sarnpled. These numbers served as st.arting points for the sequences to be test.ed 
for int.er-rater reliability. If e.g. number 175 came out for lessons, the coding 
was to startat Ll:175, if il came out for child-child conversations, the coding 
would startat Ch2:18 and be pursued 100 tums ahead, tums coded X and? ex
cluded (see below). The only restriction inttoduced was that no dyad should be 
represented twice in the sample (if this was Lhe case, the following numbe.r in 
the series was used instead). Four sequences from lessons and two sequences 
each from adult<hild and child<hild conversations were tested 

The coder was provided with the special instructions (cf above, section 
2.5.2), audio-tapes and transcriptions wbere the tums to be coded were marked 
with their numbers and the tums belonging to tbe cat.egories X and ? already 
coded. Thus, inter-rat.er tests have been carried out only for ca1egoriza1ion, not 
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for unitization in Guetzkow's (1950) tenns. This may caU for some comments. 
Theoretically. the actual inter-rater reliability amounts to the levet of reliability 
of unitization multiplied by the level of reliability of cat.egorization. As far as 
the IR coding is concerned. this is not the case in practice. Firstly. as a general 
argument. I claim that cases wbere problems with unitization may occur, i.e. 
where there may be difficulties in determining whether some utterance, or 
fragment of ut.terance, should be given the status of a tum, are accumulated to
wards the weak pole of a scale of conversational contributions: incomplete, re
strained, faint utterances and possibly otterances situated in a zone between 
minimal responses and back-channel items. If these are given tum status, the 
range of possible categories into which they can fall is extremely restricted. 
This means that units which may be difficult to identify reliably are corre
spondingly easy to categorize and thus the difficulty of obtaining a reliable 
rcsult is not a multiplication of two difficulties. 

Secondly, as a more specific argument pertaining to the present corpos, the 
division into speakers' tums is less of a problem in orderly, task-oriented, 
dyadic conversations in institutional contexts of thc kind represented in the 
corpus, than in most other kinds of everyday conversations. Together, these 
two arguments lead to lhe conclusion lhat the risk lhat problems with unit.iza
tion should distort the general pattern of results may be considered as negli
gible; the lime and energy that reliability tests on unitization would have cost 
could be saved (though the possibility of having to carry lhem out was 
seciously considered - in contradistinction to what seems to be the case in 
many other traditions within discourse and conversation analysis). 

When it comes to the categories X and ? , the problem was raised as lo 

whether these should, or should not, be part of the reliability test. First, we 
note that these two cat.egories are different from the others to the extent that 
once a tum has been assigned lo any of these categories, it is excluded from 
further treaunent and thus not included in the basis for any of the dialogue 
measures. 

The aim of the inter-rater i.est. of course, is lo come to an appreciation of 
the degree of intersubjectivity with which the coding system can be applied and 
used, an appreciation as correct as possible. To include the peripheral categories 
X and ? would possibly entail risks for underestimation of the reliability of the 
categories actually used in the IR analysis as they increase the number of 
choices. On the other hand, the reliability may possible be overestimated since 
some X-tums and especially ?-tums are particularly unproblematic in coding. 
There is no guarantee that the risks for overestimation would be counter
balanced by lhe risk for underestimation. Therefore, X and ? were pre-coded in 
the transcriptions oo which inter-rat.er tests were carried out. 

In the analysis of inter-rater agreement, 17 tums had to be excluded. They 
consist of the two text-book dialogues that Tand P read aloud togethec in L8. 
According to the special directives for coding lessons (sce above, section 
2.5.2), tums that consist of mere reading aloud cannot be coded as if they were 
ordinary contributions to the dialogue, but must be coded according lo the 
interactional status that the act of reading takes on in the context where the 
reading occurs. In the sequeoce in question, T gives a directive lo P and to hec
self that they should read the dialogue together: 
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(76) L8:256 T: vi ska se nu om vi hittar ... vi hinner och .. och eh ta lite 
apotekskunskap här ocksl nu när vi ändå är .. lir p! glng, vi har 
lite tid kvar, eh d! kan du vara kunden l sl eh är jag apoteks
bitrlidet 

(76) L8:256 T: let's see now if we can find ... we've got time to .• to er find 
some things out about chemists' shops too now that 
we're .. we've got going, we've got some time left, er you can 
be the customer and er 111 be the shop assistant 

What follows is a sequence of tums where the two participants read the dia
logue and do nothing more in their tums. All these tums should be coded as 
minimal responses {to the directive given by T in 256, cited above). Unfortu
nately, this was not done by the co-judge, who instead coded these tums as an 
actual dialogue between a customer and a shop assist.ant. To include the en
suing discrepancies in coding in the reliability analysis would yield quite 
absurd results, e.g. thal <> is often mistaken for <, somelhing that is virtual
ly excluded in normal coding. Therefore, the whole sequence was left out 
Hence, the analysis is carried out on the 783 tums coded by both coders under 
the conditions described above. 

2 .5 .3 .2 Results 

Results from the inter-rater tests will first be given as the percentages of com
mon codings for each of the eight sequences and some comments on these 
results will be given. Secondly, I shall analyse the degree of concordance in the 
different dialogue measures for which the coding is later to be used. 

Table 16 Percentage of common codings for the eight sequences randomly 
sameled for tests of inter-rater a~eement 

L1 L5 L7 L8 Adl Ad2 Ch5-6 Ch7-8 Mean 

80 68 79 84 74 81 63 65 74 

Note that only complete agreement is counted. Many codings are partially 
common, e.g. one coder may have classified a tum as > where the other has 
classified it .. >, in which case there is partial agreement. viz in the initiative 
aspect, but disagreement on whether the tum exhibits a (non-local} retroactive 
link or not Therefore, the most infonnative results from the reliability analy
sis are those where the effects of the coding divergences on the various dialogue 
measures are displayed (table 17, below). 

We can see from table 16 that child-child conversations present the lowest 
degree of inter-rater agreement, whereas the lessons, with one exception, reach 
considerably higher values. The over-all picture seems to place reliability in IR 
coding at approximately the same levet as is usually reported in dialogue 
studies which use coding techniques (see e.g. Donohue & al, 1984; D'Andrade 
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& Wisb, 1985; McLaugblin & al, 1985), in spite of the fäet that the number 
of categories in the IR system is comparatively high. 

When looking closer into the nature of lhe coding discrepancies, a couple of 
dusters can be discovered, i.e. some pairs of categories tbat are more often in
volved in disagreement than others. These are < vs <A , < vs - and -> vs 
<>. Generally speaking, it seems as if I myself had worked with, so to speak, 
a lower threshold for what should count as expanded responses, <A , as 
opposed to minimal responses, <, from the pupil, than djd the co-judge -
maybe as an unconscioos exaggeration of an attempt not to code in favour of 
my specific bypotbeses (whicb were known to me but not to the co-judge). 
Actually, as will be seen below, the IR differences are somewhat less to P's 
disadvantage in all eigbt dyads (and lhere is a clear tendency towards higher B
coefficients) when they are calculated on the basis of my own codings rather 
than on the co-judge's codings. The effect of the two other dusters does not 
seem to be systematic in the same way. 

The global picture of results from this analysis is satisfactory. For the most 
important measure to be used in tbe study, tbe IR difference as a measure of 
interactional asymmetry, the rank correlation between the two codings is com
plete, i.e. they make exactly the same predictions about differences between 
activity types as well as between different dyads within the same activity type. 
The same goes for the B'-coefficient For the other measures, the correlation is 
lower, lowest for tbe measures based on lhe less frequent tum categories, lhe F
coefficient and lhe R-coefficient 

Table 17 IR measures for the eight sequcnccs, calculatcd on thc basis of the 
two codings used for inter-rater reliability tests. Reliability ex-
pressed as rank correlations (Spcannan) and, whcn applicable, by 
means of Pearson's correlation coefficient 

tbe dyad's index IR diff B'-<:Oeff B-<:Oeff 
A B A B A B A B 

Ll 2,82 2,84 1,17 l,35 24 25 44 48 
L5 2,61 2,36 1,56 1,72 17 7 23 16 
L7 2,97 2,98 1,50 1,55 20 19 37 39 
L8 2,80 2,57 1,97 2.01 5 2 35 31 

Adl 3,01 2,84 0,86 1,10 34 28 54 45 
Ad2 2,99 2,97 0,83 0,93 39 34 62 56 

Ch5-6 2,94 2,84 0,28 0,33 48 39 53 44 
Ch7-8 2,94 2,78 0,14 0 ,05 43 38 49 47 

r rank .77 1.00 1.00 .79 
Pearson not not .85 .81 

aE.elicable aEEiicablc 
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F-coeff 0-coeff OR-coeff R-coeff 
A B A B A B A B 

L1 5 6 9 4 16 8 7 4 
L5 7 6 21 20 24 25 3 5 
L7 11 10 13 11 19 17 6 6 
L8 8 7 7 10 8 11 

Adl 5 5 9 9 11 13 2 4 
Ad2 3 5 6 6 11 13 5 7 

Ch5-6 4 5 17 13 20 14 3 1 
Ch7-8 9 5 14 9 21 15 7 6 

r rank .65 .72 .79 .58 
Pearson .65 .74 .59 .56 

S-coeff S-diff 
A B A B 

Ll 27 31 49 54 
L5 21 22 38 44 
L7 35 34 56 50 
L8 42 45 80 84 

Adl 29 27 45 49 
Ad2 27 29 51 59 

Ch5-6 10 7 11 5 
Ch7-8 14 15 3 

r rank .92 .93 
Pearson .86 .85 

3 Results 

3 .1 Aggregated IR profiles 

In this section, the results of the complete IR analyses of the twenty four dyads 
- the lessons (Ll-8), the adult-child conversations (Adl-8) and the child-child 
conversations (Chl -8) - will be presented. This will be done in two subsec-
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tions. First. I present eleven hypotheses - or rather conjectures 1 - concem-
ing the differences between the discourse connected with the three situational 
types which I will investigate. This will be followed by a discussion of 
asymmetry and dominance in interaction, of the ways in which one party's 
dominance in the dyads is expressed and how different dimensions of dominance 
in lR terms relate to eacb other. Before presenting the particular hypotheses, 
bowever, I sball give an overall picture of the results of the IR analysis by 
means of tbe aggregated IR profiles for the three situations, lessons, adult-child 
conversations and child-cbild conversations. 

Table 18 AsS!esated IR ;erofiles for the three situations 

Category Lessons Adult-child Child-cbild 
conversations conversations 

T p A p c p 

> 56 14 18 12 17 9 
,,,. 32 13 7 12 23 21 
.. > 88 2 25 3 8 4 
:> 53 15 6 12 9 5 
<=> 13 2 7 1 2 2 

··"' 13 10 14 7 23 16 
:,,,. 60 16 10 11 11 10 
<=,,,. 9 9 13 18 12 12 
<> 586 72 376 27 41 46 
=> 214 13 67 4 19 5 
<) 133 2 28 2 6 9 
<,,,. 269 321 318 408 299 271 
=,,,. 31 24 42 29 45 30 
(> 3 1 5 2 1 4 
.. < 0 13 0 1 0 1 
=< 36 0 3 0 0 2 
-> 86 108 63 44 30 34 
< 327 971 210 474 166 183 

15 236 6 74 6 13 

X 32 77 36 39 52 47 
? 3 26 1 10 8 18 

Total 2059 1945 1255 1190 778 742 

lsince the present study is explorative and thus not conducted in a perspective 
of fonnal hypothesis-testing, it is ralher a question of conjectures that guide 
the investigation. Nevertheless, lhis reservation made, I shall use the term 
'hypothesis' in the following. 
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3 .2 Eleven hypotheses 

The asymmetry in teaching situations in terms of power, responsibility and 
also in the use of language is well documenled in literature (cf chapler m. 
Hence, it could be expected thal meas~ of dominance should show decreasing 
asymmetry as we move from lessons lo conversations. However, the relation
ship adull-child, also one of dominance, could still be expected to be reflecled 
in such a way thal adull-child conversations exhibil more of asymmetry than 
the child-child conversations. This expected pauem, measured by the IR differ
ence, is formulated as hypothesis 1: 

Hypothesis 1: The IR difference will indicate child-child conversations 
as the most symmetric situation, the lessons as the most asymmetric 
situation and adult-child conversations as situated between the two. 

The conlcnt of a conversation obviously affecrs the possibiJity for participants 
with various background knowledge, experiences and inlerests lO contribute. In 
chapter IV it was shown how the language teaching activities are, lO a great 
extent, based on a perspective of language that is alien lo everyday experiences 
of language use. The pupil presumably has the least experience of looking at 
tbings this way and will have to rely more exclusively on his experiences of 
language outside the classroom. The teacher is the professional expert when il 
comes to lesson activities, the pupil the layman who is present in the lesson 
because of his needs to acquire some of the knowledge that the teacher already 
possesses. This gap between the two roles is presumably accentuated by how 
much bigger the difference is between the perspective normally taken in every
day activities and the specific perspective valid in lesson activities. This is 
expected to affect negatively the pupil's opportunities of influencing the course 
of the events in the language lessons. 

The different lesson activities, characterized and used for classification of lhe 
Iessons in chapter m, can be ordered on a scale ranging from that which is 
most similar to language use outside the classroom lO that which is most dis
tanL The !au.er would be those activities where, most clearly, language is the 
focus per se and not used to convey messages about anything but language it
self, i.e. where message-orientation (cf chapter IV, section 2.3.1) is reduced lO 
a minimum and the most abstract aspeccs of language itself are prominent .. Al 
the other extreme, "similar to language use outside the classroom", we find, of 
course, the non-teaching activities (category NON), followed by other teaching 
activities (OTHER), where we enter the classroom but where language is still 
primarily a means for creating and conveying messages that refer to phenomena 
outside the language system. The next step leads to TEXT, text-related exer
cises. Here, the activity is oriented towards language itself, but as the focus 
lies on whole texts and the messages they contain, the reduction and abstrac
tion typical of the levet 2 perspective (cf chapter IV) are not yet too pervasive. 
In WORD, vocabulary exercises, the semantic content of the vocabulary is still 
relevant, though, instead of concentrating on global messages in texts, the ab
straction and reduction is driven a bit further through itemization. In grammar 
exercises, category GRAM, the meaning potentials of linguistic items are 
backgrounded and leave the room for a more abstract perspective, where lin-
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guistic items are manipulated primarily in tenns of form and structure. In 
spelling and pronunciation exercises, finally, viz categories SPELL and 
PRON, words and p~ can be uttered and manipulated completely vacoous
ly. This is the other extreme, where the distance to ordinary use of language is 
the greatest. The expectation that the asymmetry between t.eacher and popil 
should reflect this scale of closeness - distance to everyday use of language is 
fonnulated as hypothesis 2: 

Hypothesis 2: In lessons, the /R difference reflects the closeness - dis
tance between lesson activities and typical language use outside the 
classroom. 

Since a six-graded scale NON - OTHER - TEXT • WORD - GRAM -
SPELL/PRON is very fine-cut and all these activity types actually do not 
occur in all lessons (or only in very short sequences), I wiJI have to collapse 
somc categories when testing the hypothesis, and use a tripartite division of 
Iesson activities: 

Hypothesis 2b: In lessons, the /R difference is higher in lesson activ
ities classified as SPELL, PRON or GRAM tlwn in WORD and TEXT 
and lowest in OTHER and NON. 

As the pupil, tak.ing part in all three conversations, is an immigrant child with 
Swedish as a not yet fully developed second language, one would expect bis 
language deficieocies to make him play the more passive role also in the dyad, 
equal in principle, with a Swedish class-mate (cf Glahn, 1985, and Holmen, 
1985, who studied Danish children in conversations in English with British 
native speakers). Forthermore, as tak.ing part in a discussion on relatively 
intricate matters intuitively must be seen as a more demanding taslc than just 
inventing subjects for a picture boolc and introducing proposals (even if the 
proposals at limes have to be defended and motivated), tbe immigrant child's 
possibilities of holding bis ground should diminish in the discussion task 
compared to the picture book task. These suppositions form the basis for 
hypotheses 3 and 4: 

Hypothesis 3: In child-child conversations, the IR dif/erence is in 
favour of the native speaker. 

Hypothesls 4: The IR difference is more clearly infavour of the native 
spealur in the discussion task than in the picture book taslc in both adult
child and child-child conversalions. 

The same reasoning as that which led to the fonnulation of hypothesis 2 leads 
to the next five hypotheses. Misunderstandings, lack of tuning between the 
conversationalists, ambiguities and abrupt shifts in ihe dialogue were scen to 
appear here and there in the language lessons as the result of a conflict between 
two perspectives on language (chapter IV). One could wonder whether the 
lessons as a wbole are cb.aracterized by a less fluent dialogue than the non
didactic cooversations between tbe same participants. (As the child-child eon-
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versations consist of other constellations of actors, they cannot be included in 
this comparison.) By the same token, one conld expect problems and dysflu
encies to increase along the scale that takes us from non-teaching activities to 
activities the most distant from everyday conversation. These expectancies 
fonn the basis for hypotheses 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9: 

Bypothesis 5: Measures of obliqueness (0-coefjicienJ, OR-coefficienJ) 
point 10 a less fluent dialogue in lessons than in adult-child conversa
tions. 

Bypothesls 6: In lessons, 0-coefficients andlor OR-coefficients point 
to a less fluent dialoglU! in teaching activities classified as SPEU, 
PRON or GRAM than TEXT and WORD, which, in turn, are lessfllU!nt 
than OTHER and NON. 

Hypothesls 7: The IR index for the dyad as a whole is lower in lessons 
than in conversations as a result of lack of such fluency that would 
permit a rapidprogressi.on of the dialogue. 

Hypothesls 8: In lessons, the /R index for the dyad as a wholefollows 
the scale oj closeness - distance to language use outside the classroom, 
i.e. decreases as we movefrom NON and OTHER via TEXT and WORD 
to GRAM, SPELL and PRON. 

Hypothtsls 9 : ussons are characterized by a morefragmented dialogue 
than the conversati.ons, i.e. have a higher F-coefficient. 

If, as suggested above, in the non-didactic conversations the discussion is a 
more demanding task than the picture book task. one could expect more of 
communicative problems and dysfiuencies to appear in the discussion: 

Hypothesis 10: The 0-coefficient andlor the OR-coefficient is higher 
in the discussion task than in the picture book task. in both adult-child 
and child-child conversati.ons. 

Finally, one could eitpect that. although all three situations are task-oriented, 
the institutionalized roles of teacher and pupil should lead to a dialogue that is 
to a higher degree driven forward through questions and answers in the lessons 
than in the non-didactic conversations, where instead a pattem with the two 
participants offering something for each other to respond to, without eitplicitly 
soliciting a response, would be more lilcely to occur. Such a conversation-like 
patte.m could be eitpected to be the most frequeot in child-child conversations: 

Hypothesis 11: The S-coefficient is higher in lessons than in adult
child conversations and higher in adult-child conversations than in child
child convusati.ons. 
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3.2.1 Degree of asymmetry in conversations and 
les sons 

My first hypothesis predicted that the IR difference would be Jow in child-child 
conversations, high in lessons, and somewhere in between in adult-child con
vcrsations. In the presentation of dialogue measures below, I shall present the 
results from the lessons in two variants: one labelled L which is the entire les
son regardless of which lesson activities the lcssons contain, another labelled 
LL (language lesson), i.e. what remains of the lessons when non-teaching 
activitites and other teaching activities than language teaching have been omit
ted, hence those parts of the lessons where the focus is on language. This 
makes it possible to make comparisons between results from language lessons 
proper and other lesson activities as well as non-didactic conversations. It 
should be stressed that LL is a (smaller or larger) part of the wholc lesson (L). 
The parentheses around tbe values of LL in R2 and RS mean that in those two 
cases there were no other activities than language teaching activities (see table 
3, p 42) and, hence, that the values of L and LL cannot be compared since they 
represent exactly the same dialogue. Numbers written in italics in the tables 
below are those which run counter to the hypotheses. Plus values are in favour 
of the native speaker, minus values in favour of the immigrant child. Median 
values are given for eacb measure; the most interesting comparisons, however, 
are those within each recording, i.e. dyads with exactly the same, or partially 
the same individuals. 

Table 19 IR differences in the three situation types, plus language lessons 
proper (LL), i.e. those puts of the lessons where the focus is on 
language ~ se 

Ch Ad L IL 

Rl 0,24 1,18 0,53 1,35 
R2 0,14 0,93 1,77 (1,77) 
R3 0,35 0,68 0,28 0,32 
R4 0,20 1,01 1,56 1,66 
R5 -0,03 0,69 1,65 (1,65) 
R6 0,28 0,78 1,67 1,74 
R7 -0,29 0,82 1,64 1,66 
R8 0,00 0,97 1,92 2,01 

Md 0 22 0 88 1 65 1 66 

The predicted pattem is very clearly manifest.ed. There are only two values in 
the opposite direction from what was predicted: the low values in LI and L3. 
Apart from these two, there is not even overlapping between the three situa
tions; the bighest IR difference in Ch is lhat of Ch3 (0,35), the Lowest in Ad is 
that of Ad3 (0,68) and the highest that of Adl (1,18), whereas the lowest value 
in L, if we ignore, for the moment, the two deviant cases, is that of lA (1,56). 
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Through the addition of LL, the language lessons proper, we can also see 
that the predicted pattem is reinforced when we omil from the lessons non
te.aching activities and other te.aching activities tban language te.aching - this 
is the case in all the six lessons where such a comparison is possible (see 
further section 3.2.2). 

If we then look closer into lhe two exceptions from tlris regular pattem, we 
first find Rl. There, the 1R difference in the Iesson is considerably lower than 
in the aduJt-child conversation. Recalling the content of this lesson, we can 
easily understand why: in Ll, 214 tums out of 420 (51%) consist of the figure
drawing exercise, designed especially lO make it possible lO give a dominant 
role to the pupil in a lesson, training him in giving instructions, not only in 
receiving instructions. Actually, in this part of the lessoo, the dominance is 
reversed, the 1R difference being -0,23 (table 20, below). lf, inste.ad, we look al 
LLl, the remaining 49% of the lesson, where there is a short sequence of 
vocabulary training, one grammar exercise and one text-related exercise, the 
expected pau.em reappears (though the difference is not particularly gre.at, as it 
is in Rl that ~e find the highest 1R difference in adult-child conversations and 
the lowest 1R difference in lessons - except, of course, L3). 

R3 is also an exception to the expected pattem. Again, we should not be 
surprised; the exceptional charactet of this dyad has been commented upon sev
eral limes in the preceding chapters. The lesson is almost entirely devoted lO 
the construction of a kite, interspersed with casual conversation about the 
te.acher's freezer - activities that have nothing in common with what goes on 
in the other lessons. Du ring the remaining 11 % of L3 that were actually 
classified as language te.aching activities, P moves around in the classroom 
searching a pretext for not having to work with the task proposed by T. 
Furthennore, in the adult-child conversation, P is extremely non-cooperative. 
In section 2.2 of this chapter, we followed the beginning of Ad3, showing the 
offensive way in which P avoids cooperation (which, as we saw in table 8, 
page 146, gives him a positive IR difference); later on, be will choose a 
radically different strategy, that of saying nothing or just the absolute 
minimum (giving him a low 1R index). 

3.2.2 Degree of asymmetry in dijferent activities 
within the lessons 

My second hypolhesis predicted that the 1R difference would follow the scale of 
similarity - distance to ordinary conversation on which the seven categories of 
lesson activities were placed. When using the tripartite division of lesson 
activities, presented in hypothesis 2b, which gives fewer empty squares and 
avoids having to rely on very short sequences, the following results appear. 
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Table 20 IR differences in different activity types with.in the lesson 

NCN 1EIT GRAM 
OfHER WORD SPEllJPRON 

Rl -0,23 0,95 1,52 
R2 1,75 l,76 
R3 0,26 0,32 
R4 0,84 1.44 1,93 
R5 1,61 1,74 
R6 1,00 1,77 J,54 
R7 1,56 1,60 1,73 
R8 1,67 1,95 2,10 

Md 0,92 1,61 1,74 

The pauem is the hypothesized one. Only one comparison runs counter to the 
hypothesis. Of course, the fäet that some of the differences are quite small and 
that a couple of squares are empty, will make some reservation necessary when 
the finding is claimed. The "perfect pattem" is the one found in IA 
(irnpressionistically described above in chapter III as the most classical lan
guage lesson): not only are all six kinds of lesson activities represented and all 
the sequences reasonably longl , the intervals between the IR differences are 
distinct: NON: 0,70; OTHER: 1,07; TEXT: 1,35; WORD: 1,61; GRAM: 
1,76; SPELL: 2,30. 

3.2.3 Native speaker vs second language speaker 

The immigrant children in the corpus do not have fully developed skills in 
Swedish - so to speak by definition, as the reason for their participation is 
that they are considered to be in need of instruction in Swedish as a second 
language. It was hypothesized, firstly, that their linguistic inferiority would 
assign to them the role of the subordinate party in the otberwise relatively 
equal child-child conversations (hypothesis 3, above), secondly, that they 
would be particularly disadvantaged in the more demanding task of the conver
sations, the discussion, both in the child-child conversations and in the adult
child conversations (hypothesis 4). 

lThe different types of lesson activities consist of 32, 25, 118, 66, 107 and 34 
tums respectively. Tbat the total, 382, exceeds the total number of tums given 
for lA in chapter m is due to the way rums with an interna! boundary are 
counted in the IR analysis. 
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Table 

Chl 
Ch2 
Ch3 
Ch4 
Ch5 
Ch6 
Ch7 
Ch8 

Md 

ll IR differences in child-child conversations 

0,24 
0,14 
0,35 
0,20 
-0,03 
0,28 

-0,29 
0,00 

0.17 

The results are not decisive. The tendency in child-child conversations as a 
whole to show an IR difference in the favour of the native Swedish child, i.e. 
in the hypothesized direction, seems to be corroborated by the second hypoth
esis: we can see from table 22 below, that in six of the child-child conversa
tions, the native child is clearly more dominating in the discussion than in the 
picture book task, while in two of the dyads, there are very small differences, 
one in favour of the hypothesis, the other against. Thus, there is a tendency 
that the native child is dominating, sometimes, as in the discussion ta.sk, 
clearly dominating. When it comes to the difference between the two tasks in 
the adult-child conversations, lhere is no clear pattem at all {table 23, below): 
sometimes the IR difference is higher in lhe picture book task. sometimes in 
the discussion. Obviously, it is possible that the degree of difficulty as a 
means of measuring variation in the possibility for the second language speak
er to come to his rights, is not a very good one (in which case the second hy
pothesis is not motivated), or that in clearly asymrnetric situations, such dif
ferences are outruled. As we shall see later (section 3.3 of this chapter and es
pecially in chapter VI), the adult's interactiooal dominancc in adult-child con
versations is built up differently and functions otherwise than teachcr domi
nance in lessons and dominance by one of the children in child-child conversa
tions. 

Table 11 IR differences in the two different tasks in the child-child conver
sations 

Picture Discussion 
book task task 

Chl 0,13 0,45 
Ch2 0,13 0,60 
Ch3 0,27 0,65 
Ch4 0,17 0,31 
Ch5 -0,06 0,05 
Ch6 0,29 0,26 
Ch7 -0,30 -0,28 
Ch8 -0,04 0,12 

Md 0,13 0,29 
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Table 23 IR differences in the two different tasks in the adult-child conver-
sations 

Picture Discussion 
book task ta sk 

Adl 1,16 1,20 
Ad2 1,04 0,78 
Ad3 0,52 0,89 
Ad4 1,04 0,98 
AdS 0 ,56 0,96 
Ad6 0,84 0,64 
Al!'l 0,85 0,80 
Ad8 1,03 0,77 

Md 0 ,94 0,85 

3 .2 .4 Obliqueness in lessons and conversations 

My next hypot.hesis predicted that obliqueness in dialogue would be rnore wide
spread in lessons than in adult-child conversations. The hypothesis was fonnu
lated in two variants, either obliqueness as rneasurcd uniquely by the 0-coeffi
cient, or obliqueness as the surn of the 0-coefficient and the R-coefficient The 
reason for introducing this latter measure is that the two coefficients correspond 
to two completely different ways of handling communicative problems: one 
offensive and insisting, the other defensive and complying. In the samples 
investigated by Linell & Gustavsson (1987:230), the two coefficients provcd 
to show no correlation. It is likely that, as hitches occur, a domineering party 
will more easily resort to the offensive moves (self-linking and non-focal link
ing), whereas submissive, dominated parties will only have recourse to repairs. 
Therefore, as lessons are clearly asymmetric situations, the OR-coefficient of 
the dyad might - to the extent that the above assumption is correct - be a 
more adequate measure of obliqueness than the 0-coefficient alone. 

Table 24 0 -coefficients in adult-child conversations and lessons, language 
lessons 2ro~r Eesented se2aratel~ 

M L lL 

Rl 6 8 7 
R2 5 18 (18) 
R3 17 12 17 
R4 4 8 9 
R5 8 22 (22) 
R6 9 12 12 
R7 13 13 12 
R8 15 14 13 

Md 9 13 13 
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Table 25 OR-coefficients in adult-child conversations and lessons, language 
lessons I?!:O~r l?!esented sel?aratel~ 

Ad L lL 

Rl 8 19 12 
R2 10 21 (21) 
R3 23 18 24 
R4 9 15 16 
R5 15 25 (25) 
R6 13 14 14 
R7 18 20 18 
R8 16 16 14 

Md 14 19 17 

Once again, R3 tums out to be exceptional. Otherwise, the expect.ed pattern is 
present as a tendency. In Rl, R2, R4 and RS, the differences are quite large, in 
R6 and R7 cons idcrably smaller. In R8, the OR-coefficient shows no differ
ence; the 0-·coefficient eveo is slightly counter to what was expect.ed. The 
comparison with the category LL indicates that, in contradistinction to what 
was found conceming the IR difference, the somewhat higher measures of 
obliqueness cannot be attributed as clearly to language teaching activities par
ticularly; other teaching activities seem LO exhibit as much of communicative 
dysfluencies - measured by the IR analysis - as the language teaching activ
ities. This will be further investigated in the next section. 

3.2.5 Obliqueness in different activities within the 
les sons 

As for the IR difference, it was predict.ed that increasing distance from ordinary 
conversation outside the classroom would show up in increasing obliqueoess, 
measured by the 0-coefficients and/or the OR-·coefficients of the different 
activity types within the lessons. The picture that emerges from such an 
analysis is the following. 
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Tab1e 26 0 -coefficients in different activity types within the 1essons 

~ 'IBXT GRAM 
OIHER WORD SPEUJPRON 

L1 8 14 3 
L2 17 18 
L3 11 14 
lA 2 5 15 
1.5 19 27 
L6 9 10 17 
L7 16 13 Il 
L8 15 13 13 

Md 10 14 15 

Tab1e 27 OR-coefficients in different activity types within the lessons 

~ 'IBXT GRAM 
OIHER WORD SPEU/PRON 

Ll 27 23 5 
L2 21 21 
L3 17 24 
lA 10 14 19 
1.5 23 30 
L6 17 12 21 
L7 24 19 18 
L8 18 15 14 

Md 18 20 19 

The results give no clear support for lhe hypolhesis. A slight tendency appears 
in the hypothesized direction for lhe 0-coefficients, but notat all for the OR
coefficients. A couple of speculations as to why this is so could be put for
ward. First of all, one possibility is lhat, instead of following the scale of 
closeness-distance to ordinary use of Ianguage as did the measures of symme
try /asymmetry, measures of obliqueness would rather reflect the kind of 
ambivalence and ambiguities which were discussed in chapter IV. In such a 
case, lhe finding lhat there is actually almost as much of obliqueness in other 
activities in lessons as in GRAM, SPELL and PRON, may be interpreted as a 
reflection of a tendency for the most abstract manipulation of linguistic items 
to be less ambiguous than those which are situated somewhere between ordi
nary use of Ianguage and pure manipulation of linguistic items (we recall e.g. 
that spelling and pronunciation exercises were given in chapter IV as examples 
of unambiguous leve! 2 activities, examples (37) and (38) above, page 92t). 

Such a speculation is supported by lhe fact that the R-coefficient shows a 
tendency to be lower in GRAM, SPELL and PRON, than in the rest of the 
lessons (table 28, below). This could be interpreted to say lhat simple requests 
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for clarification (by means of deferring questions) are not much called for, it is 
relatively clear what is the poinl of the activity. Instead, obliqueness in these 
types of language lesson activities is made up of meta-linguistic comments and 
corrections (cf Juvonen, 1987), which is mirrored in the 0-eoefficient. 

Table 28 R-·coefficients in different activity types wthin lhe lessons 

~ 1EXT GRAM 
CJIHER WORD SPELLJPRON 

L1 18 9 2 
L2 3 3 
L3 6 10 
lA 8 9 4 
L5 3 3 
L6 8 1 3 
L7 8 6 7 
L8 3 3 1 

Md 8 5 3 

3.2.6 IR index in the dyads as a whole 

Arnong the three situations investigated in this stndy, the dyad's IR index tends 
lO form a regular pauem, differentiating between the non-didactic conversations 
on the one hand, the lessons on the other (table 29, on the next page). 

First. we can see that there are no systematic differences belween the two 
non-didactic conversations. There the dyad's IR index is fairly stable; it is situ
ated around 2,90 with just a couple of exceptionally low values in the adult
child eonversations. In R3 and R6, there are small differenees (but they run 
eounter to the hypothesis); in the other six dyads there is a quite sensible fall 
in the IR index as we move from eonversations to lessons, especially if we 
look at language lessons proper. Thus, in spite of the fäet that, in the language 
lessons, the teaeher makes frequent use of strong moves - the individual IR 
indices for the teachers range from 3,87 to 3,55, exception made for the short, 
atypieal sequenee of language teaching in L3, where il is no higher than 3,00 
- the IR index is systematically lower in the language lessons than in the 
non-didactic conversations. 

When we look within the lessons, making use of the same triparlite 
eategorization as in section 3.2.2 and 3.2.5 above, we also find the pattem 
clearly manifested (table 30). This should remove the hypothesis that the result 
presenled in table 29 is an artefaet, due to the fäet that reading from text-boolcs 
often comes oul in the eoding as minimal responses, whieh, of course, lowers 
the IR index. Reading is a frequently occurring activity also in OTHER-activ
ities and, especially, in TEXT-activities during the lessons. By the way, read
ing also oceurs in the conversations, where the written instruetions have to be 
read (cf 2.5.2 above).) 
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Table 29 IR index, dyads as a whole 

Ch Ad L lL 

Rl 2 ,81 2,99 2,53 2,67 
R2 2,90 2,84 2,53 (2,53) 
R3 2,82 2,98 2,99 2,78 
R4 2,96 2,87 2,74 2,69 
R5 2,91 2,62 2,43 (2,43) 
R6 2 ,88 2,72 2,77 2,71 
R7 2,93 3,01 2,80 2,78 
R8 2,93 2,91 2,73 2,64 

Md 2,91 2,89 2,74 2,68 

Table 30 IR index for the dyad as a whole in different lesson activities 

l'-oN 'TEXT GRAM 
OI1iER WORD SPELI.JPRON 

Ll 2,36 2,72 2,64 
L2 3,00 2,49 
L3 3,01 2,78 
lA 2,86 2,83 2,42 
L5 2,44 2,40 
L6 3,00 2,82 2,40 
L7 2,84 2,95 2,44 
L8 2,81 2,70 2,49 

Md 2.93 2,80 2,44 

The results indicate: the more of focus on language per se, the lower the IR 
index for the dyad as a whole. What was manifested as a tendency in the com
parison between Iessons and conversations, comes out as a clear difference in 
the comparison between activities within the lessons. One might assume that 
this is because of the teacher making use of many pure follow-up moves, i.e. 
accepting and evaluating P's responses, which, if she does nothing more during 
her tum, would lead to a high frequency of minimal responses in the teachers' 
IR profiles and lower the index. However, no such strong and regular pattem 
can be found. Furthermore, this would be outruled by the higher frequency of 
free or non-locally linked initiatives in the teachers' profiles (leading to a 
higher index as well as a higher F-coefficient), a feature I shall return to later. 
Also the somewhat more frequent use of non-focal linking in the lessons (cf 
the higher 0-coefficient, table 24 above), and the teachers' high S-coefficient 
would rathec contribute to a higher IR index. 

Having thus removed the hypothesis that the lower IR index in the lessons 
is caused by the teacher making less powerful moves, we must conclude that 
this feature of lessons is due to the pupils' extremely modest contribution to 
the progression of the lesson. Not only does he very rarely expand bis 
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responses beyond what was solicited in the teacher's immediately preceding 
tum (giving him IR value 2 instead of 3); his contributions are also often 
treated as inadequale (IR value 1 instead of2 fcr a minimal, adequate responsc). 
Actually, inadequate responses are more frequent than expaoded responses if we 
lake the total of the pupils' IR profiles in the language teaching activities (213 
and 181, respectively). The median for the pupil's individual IR index in 
language lessons proper is as low as 2,07. 

In less technical terms, we can say thal the slower rate at which the dialogue 
in the lessons progresses is due to the passive role in general that the pupil 
plays in the interaction, as well as to bis failure to play this role successfully 
by making his contributions fulfill the demands set up by his conversational 
partner. 

3.2.7 Fragmentization 

In hypothesis 9, it was predicted that the F-coefficient would be higher in 
lessons than in conversations. The variation in F-coefficients, the measure of 
fragmentization, takes place within a quite restricted range as far as the absolute 
levet is concemed. Nevertheless, there seem to be two clear patterns in the 
results, only one of which, however, is in harmony with my bypotheses. Here 
is the complete picture of results: 

TabJe 31 P-coefficients 

Ch Ad L lL 

Rl 8 5 4 6 
R2 7 4 6 (6) 

R3 8 6 6 4 
R4 14 3 7 7 

R5 9 4 6 (6) 
R6 6 4 6 6 
R7 11 7 7 7 

R8 10 5 8 8 

Md 9 5 6 6 

In all cases, the F-coefficient of the child-child dyad is higher than that of the 
adult-child conversation and, with the exception of R6, than that of the lessons 
(in R6, the F-coefficients of Ch, L and LL are the same). The second point is 
that, with the notorious exception of L3, the highest F-coefficient in the adult
child dyads is thal of the language lesson. 

The higher F-coefficient in the children's conversation is easy to account for. 
In contrast to the adult-child conversations, where the adult very naturally lakes 
on a leading role, there is no such respoosible authority in the child-child con
versations (although exceptionally there is a tendency for the native child to 
assume the leadership, most clearly in Ch3, where C acts very authoritatively, 
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cf (73) on p 157f). Often the children do not keep striclly lO the point but 
make digressions, jokes and rapid comments in a much less orderly fashion 
than in the dyads with the adult In Ch4 and Ch7, for instance, the atmosphere 
is very relaxed and the children repeatedly switch between wodc with their 
tasks, and frolics, tittering and burst.s of laughtel'. The resulting F-<:oefficient is 
extremely high, compared with the rest of the corpus. It could be retained as a 
suggestion for future research to investigate whether a bigh degree of fragmen
tization in dialogue is a regular feature of juvenile conversational style (cf 
Nordberg, 1984). 

The higher F-coefficient in lessons compared to adult-child conversations 
must be explained otherwise. Looking closer at the instances of categories 
contributing to the F-coefficient, at least two factors which jointly could make 
up an explanation can be distinguished. First there is, to a small degree, a more 
frequent changing of activities in lessons. Whereas the picture book task and 
the discussion are pursued for quite a while in the adult-child conversations 
(picture book 93 tums minimum, 204 tums maximum, Md 165; discussion 64 
turns minimum, 151 tums maximum, Md 129), lesson activities tend to be 
shorter, according to the classification presented in chapter III. For instance, in 
L8, there are twelve transitions between types of activities, in lA nine 
transitions, talcing the median length of an activity in these lessons to be 20-
25 tums. Obviously, this must contribute toa somewhat higher F-coefficient. 

On the other hand, this kind of fragmentization is not at hand in all the 
lessons. Another determining factor is to be found in the structure of the activ
ities in lessons. Very often, the use of teaching materials leads to switches 
baclc and fonh between contexts. In lA and L6, e.g., "today's text", read at the 
beginning of the lesson, constitutes the ground for almost all the different, 
subsequent activities. The context of the story in the text is therefore reactual
ized on a number of occasions; the dialogue develops in one direction for a 
while, then, starting again in the context of the text, follows another thread 
that exploits another aspect of the text, then comes back etc. This is a typical 
feature of the activities that start out from texts or exercises in various kinds of 
teaching materials or from a specific theme, as the two words sväl(!)t 
(starvation/swelled) in L2. It gives a more fragmented structure to lessons of 
this kind than to activities with a more linear, simple structure, represented by 
the tasks as they are acted out in the adult-child conversations of the corpus. It 
should be recalled, however, that the variation in F-coefficients is rather small. 

3.2.8 0 bliqueness in diff erent tasks in the 
conversations 

Hypothesis 10 predicted that discussions, as being a more difficult task, would 
contain more of obliqueness than the picture book task in both adult-child 
conversations and child-child conversations. This hypothesis is borne oul. 
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Table 31 0 -coefficients in different tasks in the non-didactic conversations 

Ad Ch 
picture discussion picture discussion 

book task task book task task 

Rl 3 11 10 25 
R2 3 9 6 16 
R3 16 19 10 11 
R4 2 8 15 15 
R5 5 13 7 21 
R6 10 8 13 5 
R7 14 11 13 19 
R8 13 20 10 15 

Md 8 11 10 16 

The pauem is the same, if, as we clid in sections 3.2.4 and 3.2.5, we consider 
the OR-coefficient. 

Table 33 OR-coefficients in different tasks in the non-didactic conversa-
tions 

Ad Ch 
picture discussion picrure discussion 

book task task book task task 

Rl 6 12 15 28 
R2 9 12 14 19 

R3 21 26 16 18 
R4 7 12 19 17 

R5 13 17 10 21 

R6 14 11 17 8 
R7 22 15 17 26 

R8 14 22 16 18 

Md 14 14 16 19 

3.2.9 Requests and offers 

It isa well-known fäet I.hat clidactic conversations are to a great extent charac
terized by question-answer paueros. In this section, I shall investigate the S
coefficients and the B-coefficients, i.e. the measures of the degree to which the 
dialogue progresses via requests or offers respectively, in the dyads indifferent 
situations. Hypothesis 11 was expressed in terms of the S-coefficients: A 
higher S-coefficient was predicted in lessons than in adult-cbild conversations, 
for which, in tum, a higher S-coefficient was expect.ed than in child-child con
versations, the !att.er situation being supposed to be the most conversation-
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like. In the B-coefficient, roughly the same phcnomenon should be possible to 
investigate. First, we look at the S-coefficient for the dyad as a whole. 

Table 34 S-coefficients1 the d:t:ad as a whole 

Ch M L lL 

Rl 13 31 28 27 
R2 13 26 35 (35) 
R3 15 21 20 22 
R4 10 26 34 35 
R5 12 19 24 (24) 
R6 9 19 33 34 
R7 16 30 34 36 
R8 12 22 36 37 

Md 13 24 34 35 

The S-coefficients within each of the different situations are quite stable. The 
most clear difference is that between the child-child conversations on the one 
hand and, oo the other hand, the dyads where the adult participates. There is no 
overlapping at all, the highest S-coefficient in Ch being 16, the lowest in Ad, 
L (or LL) being 19. There is also a difference between adult-child conversations 
and lessons, though less regular. With the S-difference, the picture becomes 
more clear - though Ll still stands out as an exception and, to some extent, 
L3. In the S-difference, a clear distinction is drawn between adult-child conver
sations and lessons, in addition to the even more salient difference between 
child-child convecsations and adult-child conversations that was captured already 
by the S-coefficient 

Table 35 S-differences 

Ch M L lL 

Rl 2 54 15 51 
R2 -4 50 60 (60) 
R3 8 15 14 25 
R4 -1 47 53 58 
R5 -3 26 38 (38) 
R6 12 33 63 65 
R7 6 34 58 59 
R8 38 66 69 

Md 4 36 56 59 

The S-difference in Ch is low and, furthennore, it can go in either direction. In 
all the adult-dyads, the S-difference is very markedly in fävour of the adult and 
(with the exception of Ll and L3) increases as we move from conversations to 

180 



lessons to Janguage lessons. Obviously, the teacher's almost exclusive privi
lege of asking questions is an important factor behind the very high IR differ
ences in lessons (sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 above). In the adult-child conversa
tion, the dyad's S-coefficient decreases, and even more markedly, the S-differ
ence, either by the adult soliciting less, or the child soliciting more, or both. 
Still, the demarcation line in this respect goes between the children's conversa
tions on the one hand and the dyads with the adult on tbe otber. 

The same phenomenon is captured from aoother angle in the B-coefficients, 
the percentage of conversational contributions belonging to the category <A, 
i.e. turns in which the speaker offers, as it were, sometbing which is focally 
linked to the immediately preceding contnbution from the conversational part
ner, without explicitJy soliciting a response (table 36, below). In 3.2.6 above, 
we noted tbat such expanded responses from the pupil are relatively rare in 
lessons, accounting for the high IR difference and, particularly. for the low IR 
index of the lessons as a whole. It is striking that the category is even less 
frequent in the teachers' profiles; the teachers' contributions to the educational 
dialogue are aimed at doing other work than just providing the substantial 
content asking questions, correcting, evaluating and structuring the interaction 
(but cf chapter VI). 

As pointed out earlier (section 2.4.6 above), the B-coefficients presented 
below do not, at this stage, add much new information: they are highly pre
dictable as the complement to S-coefficients, F-coefficients and OR-coeffi
cients. They will only briefly be commented upon as another illustration of the 
overall picture of the results. 

Table 36 B-coefficients 

Ch Ad L IL 
c p dya1 A p dya1 T p dya1 T p <hOO 

Rl 34 32 33 22 40 31 14 15 15 16 22 19 
R2 49 45 47 17 46 31 6 10 8 (6 10 8) 
R3 35 36 36 37 26 32 37 43 40 11 42 25 
R4 46 27 37 25 46 35 10 19 14 8 15 11 
R5 48 43 45 24 28 26 11 8 9 (11 8 9) 
R6 50 43 47 29 31 30 12 19 15 9 17 13 
R7 30 41 36 29 31 30 13 13 13 11 12 12 
R8 42 53 47 29 35 32 7 8 8 4 5 4 

Md 44 42 41 27 33 31 12 14 14 10 14 12 

The B-coefficients are higher in Ch than in Ad, which is the complement to 
the picture concerning the S-coefficients (though of course other factors a1so 
come into play). In botb cases, the coefficients are situated at a quite stable 
level; the variation around 30 in Ad is very small, the variation aroond 40 in 
Ch a liltle bit larger. With the exception of R3, where the cooperative, fluent 
dialogue occurs in the kite-construction during the lesson and where the adult-
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child conversation lakes place in an atmosphere of battle, there is a dramatic 
decrease in B-coefficients in lessons. This kind of conversationaJ contribution, 
the prototypical one in infonnal, cooperative diaJogues between equals, has 
very little room in instiwtional settings like teaching. 

3.2.10 Summary 

In this sectioo, I bave investigated dialogue processes on the basis of eleven 
conjecwres concerning dominance pattems, fluency and coherence in the dia
logue of the lessons and conversations. Clear differences in degree of asymme
try were found between child-child conversations (relatively equal dyads), via 
adult-chlld conversations (considerably higher degree of asymmetry) to lessons, 
particularly language lessons in a narrow sense {high degree of asymmetry). 
Within the lessons, there was also an increasing asymmetry as we moved on a 
scale from the most conversatioo-like activities, the non-teaching activities, to 
the most abstract manipulation of language structure - grammar, spelling and 
pronunciation - via teaching activities with no focus on language per se, or 
with moderate focus on language, i.e. text-related exercises and vocabulary 
training. These findings suggest that teacher dominance is clearly sensitive to 
lypes of lesson activities. 

There was aJso a tendency for obliqueness and dysfluency to be higher in 
lessons than in lhe adult-child conversation with the same two actors involved. 
Thls difference, however, could not be retraced along the scale of lesson activ
ities, as was the case with the measures of domirlance. Differences in oblique
ness were observed between the two different tasks represented in the child-child 
and adult-child conversations: the more demanding task, the discussion, came 
out with higher measures of obliqueness than did the picture book task. 

Even though the measures of obliqueness did not differentiate very much 
between lesson activities, there were other pattems in the results that point to 
an incrcasing lack of fluent progression of the dialogue in activities where lan
guage per se is focused and manipulated in what was labelled, in chapter IV, 
the levet 2 perspective. The IR index for the dyad as a whole was lower in 
lessons, especially language lessons proper, than in non-didactic conversations 
and the decrease in the IR index was shown to follow the scale of focus on 
Janguage. Since this could not be attributed lo the strength of the teacher's 
interactional moves, it was interpreted as resulting from the pupil's passive 
rote and his increasing difficulties in complying with the demands of the situa
tion, as he could no Jonger rely on his everyday experiences of language and 
language use. 

The somewhat higher fragmentization of the diaJogue in lessons was inter
preted as mainly an effect of the frequent switching back and forth from the 
context of the teaching materials. The most salient result conceming fragmen
tization, however, was the systematically higher F-coefficienl in child-child 
conversations, which was tentatively explained as a feature of juvenile conver
sational style. 

Clear differences in the way the dialogue progresses were found between, oo 
the one hand. cbild-cbild conversations and, on the other hand, the dyads where 
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the adult participates. Mosl clearly lessons, but actually also adult-child con
versations, progress via soliciting initiatives, i.e. questions and directives and 
responses LO these (high S-coefficient and Jow B-coefficient), whereas child
child conversations were found LO be more conversation-like in that they 
progress via assertive and submitting initiatives (low S-coefficient and high B
coefficient). Though not completely dissimilar as to the level of the S-coeffi
cient., thece was a diffecence between lessons and adult-cbild coovecsarions when 
it came LO t.he S-diffecence. In lessons the distribution of roles was more clear
cut: it was almost exclusively the teacbez who made use of soliciting initiat
ives, whereas in adult-child conversation the S-difference was found to be 
lower. 

Finally. a tendency could be noled for the native speaker lo dominate 
(moderately) the interaction in child-child conversations, a tendency that was 
reinforced when moving from the picture book task to the discussion, con
sidered as a more demanding task. However, as far as this second point is con
cemed, there was no such increase of asymmetry in the adult-child conversa
tions; there, sometimes the picture book task, sometimes the discussion turned 
out to induce the highest IR differences. 

Obviously, eight dyads isa very small sample and, as stressed earlier, the 
present study is not aimed al fonnal testing of specific hypotheses - the 
reason why no statistical methods have been used.1 Principally, this study is 
LO be taken as explorative and the results will bave to be considezed as prelimi
nary. as suggestions LO which confinnation or refutation may be sought in 
studies in a larger scale. Wbat se.ems to be the most firm indication according 
to the results in this chapter, is that the degree of global asymmetry varies very 
clearly between the three situational types of the corpus and that teacher domi
nance is not a st.able phenomenon within lessons, but that it varies as a func
tion of lesson activities. Through the more specific IR measures, I have been 
able to give a fairly substantial description of the ways in which these domi
nance pattems are brought into being and of several aspects of the dynamics 
and coherence of dialogues under various circumstances in different activity 
types. 

3.3 

3.3.l 

Dimensions of interactional dominance 

The relationship between different types of 
dominant behaviour 

The notion of dominance isa complex one and dominance can be exercised in a 
number of dimensions and be expressed indifferent ways (cf Linell, Gustavs
son & Juvonen, 1988; Linell, 1988). Dominance can scarcely be totally cap
tured by any single method of analysis. In this section, I shall look into those 
aspects of dominance in dialogue that are taken into account by the IR analysis 

1 Also, as pointed out when the different IR measures were introduced in section 
2.4, these are to some extent interdependent and therefore they could not, in a 
strict sense, be unproblematically used for testing independent hypotheses. 
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and explore the relationship belween different expressions of dominance as they 
emerge in the present corpus. 

The measures of dominance in the IR analysis is the amalgation of several 
dimensions in which the course of a dialogue can be influenced or govemed, 
equally, or unequally, much by the interactants through the contributions they 
exchange. A bigh IR index for one party in a dialogue, and as a probable con
sequence an IR difference indicating hislher dominance, can be auained in sev
eral ways. First, there is the general necessity of playing an activt role, i.e. of 
talång initiatives of some kind. The conversationalist who, in the tums 
assigned to biro/her, never, or seldom, gives contributions that go beyond what 
his/her partner explicitly has solicited, will inevitably come out as the sub
ordinate party. Secondly, among conversationalists taldng equally many 
initiatives, the measures of dominance will be in favour of those who take 
strong initiatives, i.e. those who explicitly solicit pnrticular contributions 
from the partner, rather than just offer, or submit, something to him/her, in 
the latter case less reslricting the partner's field of manoeuvre. Thirdly, a con
versationalist will emerge as more dominant (or less dominated), if, in his/her 
initiatives, (s)he shows less of complia11ce, i.e. if (s)he does not follow 
straightforwardly the path indicated by the partner's moves, but traces bis/ber 
own path and/or challenges the grounds for the partner's contributions and the 
way they are made, i.e. using self-linking or non-focal Iinking. Final ly, estab
lishing topics of conversation is taken to be more dominant behaviour than 
just to cootinue on an already established topics. 

The particular conjecture to be investigated in this section, is that these dif
ferent kinds of dominant behaviour go hand in hand, more precisely that the 
party in an interactioo who, through the analysis, has come out as globally 
dominant, wiII be the dominant party not only in one dimension, but in all 
dimensions. This is the way I shall proceed. For each dyad (eitcept Ch8!) we 
have a dominant partyanda subordinate party in terms of the IR differences 
presented in section 3.2.1. It is hypothesized that the percentage of minimal 
responses (adequate and inadequate) - here introduced as the M-coefficient -
is /ower for the dominant party than for the dominated and that the S-coeffi
cients, the 0-coefficients and the F-coefficients are higher for the dominant 
party than for the dominated. These four measures stand, respectively, for the 
four dimensions of dominance in IR terms, discussed in the previous para
graph. The results are displayed in tables 37-39. 
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Table 37 Individual M-, S-, 0, and F-coefficients, corresponding to differcnt 
dimensions of dominance, in lessons 

lR diff M-coeff S-coeff 0-<:oeff F-coeff 
T p T p T p T p 

Ll (0,53) 26 55 35 20 8 8 7 1 
L2 ( l, 77) 19 76 65 5 30 7 11 2 
L3 (0,28) 16 27 27 13 15 8 6 6 
lA (1,56) 16 65 59 6 13 2 12 3 
L5 (1,65) 25 78 42 4 40 3 8 5 
L6 (1,67) 16 72 64 1 21 2 10 2 
L7 (1,64) 15 64 63 5 20 5 12 3 
L8 (l,95) 9 90 66 0 24 15 0 

Md p.652 16 69 61 5 21 4 11 3 

In lessons, with their extremely high, global asymmetry, the picture is totally 
clear: all comparisons but two (the 0-coefficient in L1 and the F-coefficient in 
L3) go in the hypothesized direction, none in the opposite direction. Except for 
the extremely low 0-coefficient of T in L1 and the low F-coefficient of T in 
L3 (we recall the particular nature of the activities that constitute the major 
part of these lessons, the figure-drawing exercise and the kite construction), 
there is not even overlapping. The picture is almost as clear in aduJt-child con
versations, in spite of the fäet that asymmetry as measured by the IR difference 
is considerably reduced, compared to the lessoos. 

Table 38 Individual M-, S-, 0, and F-coefficients, corresponding to differcnt 
dimensions of dominance, in adult-chlld conversations 

IR diff M-coeff S-coeff 0-<:oeff F-coeff 
A p A p A p A p 

Adl (l, 18) 13 51 58 4 9 3 7 4 
Ad2 (0,93) 28 39 51 1 3 7 7 1 
Ad3 (0,68) 14 42 28 13 19 14 6 6 
Ad4 (l,01) 16 49 49 2 7 1 5 1 
Ad5 (0,69) 27 54 32 6 12 5 4 4 
Ad6 (0,78) 24 54 36 3 11 8 5 3 
Ad7 (0,82) 8 45 47 13 17 9 6 7 
Ad8 (0,97) 12 57 39 1 24 5 7 2 

Md ~0.882 15 50 43 4 12 6 6 4 

It is only for the F-coefficient that the picture becomes somewhat more fuzzy: 
only five comparisons go in the hypothesized direction, one against and in two 
cases there is no difference. 
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Turning to the cbild-cbild conversations, it must be remembered that the IR 
differences are very much smaller, wbich means that the risk of not being in 
position of retaining tbe bypothesis is much greater. 

Table 39 Individual M-, S-, 0, and F-coefficients, corresponding to different 
dimensions of dominance, in child-child conversations. D = domi-
nant l?!!!l'.; S = subordinale l?!!!l'. 

IR diff M-coeff S-coeff 0-coeff F-coeff 
D s D s D s D s 

Chl (0,24) 27 41 14 12 22 6 8 8 
Ch2 (0,14) 20 24 11 15 11 6 11 3 
Ch3 (0,35) 27 36 19 11 11 9 11 5 
Ch4 (0,20) 19 34 9 JO 17 13 16 12 
Ch5 (0,03) 27 28 13 10 9 JO 11 7 
Ch6 (0,28) 16 35 15 3 12 10 5 7 
Ch7 (0,29) 18 37 13 19 19 11 12 10 

Md (0,24) 20 35 13 11 12 10 11 7 

(Ch8 presents the IR difference 0,00 and therefore it cannot be included in the 
comparison. The coefficients are nevertheless given for the sake of complete-
ness: 

Ch8 ~0.002 21 22 12 11 16 6 12 72 

In this small sample, the tendency still holds for M-coefficients, 0-coefficients 
and F-coefficients, but not for S-coefficients. Interestingly enough, it was the 
S-coefficient that showed the clearest ootcome in the lessons and the adult-child 
conversations. It could be advanced as a speculation that these different pattems 
correspond to the different functions of soliciting initiatives in, on tbe one 
hand, settings where the asymmetry is given at the outset and even, as in the 
case of lessons, institutionalized, and, on the other hand, relatively equal situa
tions, represented here by the cbild-child conversations. We need only think of 
a phenomenon like the "exam question", wbich, of course, represents a large 
portion of the soliciting initiatives in tbe lessons, while absent in the child
child cooversations (but not entirely absent in the adult-child conversations). 

Against the above demonstration, someone would perhaps argue that it isa 
priori given that the IR measures of dominance should coincide and show up 
as, on the one hand, great IR differences, and, on the other hand, bigh F-coeffi
cients, S-coefficients and 0-coefficients and low M-coefficients, since the latter 
measures in a sense form the basis of the former. However, such an argument 
must be refuted. It could very well be that the IR difference was so sensible to 
any one of the dimensions and so much less sensible to the other that the pat
tem of the different coefficients was just random. This seems not to be the 
case; according to what was demonstrated above, it is very clearly the case that 
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the global dominance measured by the IR difference corresponds to dominance 
in each of the four particular dimensions identified. 

To sum up then, interactional dominance is a function of several kinds of 
dominant behaviour in dialogue. The IR difference can be taken as a global, 
comprehensive measure of dominance, while more specific measures can be 
computed for constituent dimensions. In this section, I have shown that - in 
the present corpus - a party who is globally dominant is also dominant in 
each of of the following four dimensions of dominant behaviour: 

(S)he is active in general through a vast proportion of initiatives instead of 
remaining passive and conceding the interactional territory to the partner. 

(S)he is soliciting, i.e. takes many soliciting initiatives by which the 
partner's field of manoeuvre is continuously controlled and restricted as the 
soliciting initiatives set up more specific conditions for the next move in 
the dialogue. 

(S)he is persistent in his/her own initiatives, evading or ignoring the 
partner's contributions, or challenging their premisses, as opposed to being 
amenable and compliant 

(S)he takes initiatives also on tbe macro-level of an interaction by closing, 
opening and reopening topics, thus heavily influencing what the conversa
tion will be about. 
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VI 

1 

THE PUPIL'S 
OPPORTUNITIES 
FORTALKING 

Introduction 

This chapter will be devoted to an analysis of the pupil's opportunities for 
talking under the various circumstances and premisses for communication 
provided by the different communicative situations in which he is an actor. I 
shall investigate his amount of speech globally in lessons and conversations 
and in the different types of lesson activities. I shall also provide a special 
study of t.eacher/adult questions and the way they are responded to by the 
pupils. These analyses, as well as the investigations presented in the previous 
chapters, are primarily aimed at throwing light upon some ways in which 
communication and language use are tied to the surrounding activity context 
The fäet, however, that we are concemed with second language lessons -
possibly aiming at promoting communicative competence - lends a particular 
interest to an investigation of the pupil's opportunities for talking. Though 
maybe not the only goal to be pursued in second language instruction (cf 
below, chapter VII), creatiog possibilities for the pupil to use the target lan
guage in (oral) communication dilring the Iessons may be seen as one way of 
worlcing towards the superordinate goal, that of enabling the pupil to handle 
communicative situations outside the classroom where mastery of the target 
language is needed. 

Before I continue, I would like to stress that in the conception of dialogue 
underlying the present study, opportunities for tallcing must be seen as an in
teractional phenomenon. Though it was shown in chapter V, through measures 
of interactional asymmetry, that the pupil is clearly the subordinate party in 
the lessons (as well as in the conversations, though toa lesser degree), that his 
interactional territory is restrained by certain acts by his partner etc, this must 
not be taken as if bis opportunities for talking were exclusively determined by 
his interlocutor and tbus to be seen as opportunities given to him. For 
instance, questions on a given level of openness (in the sense defined below) do 
not determine, in any mechanistic way, the length of the answer; a question, as 
well as any other communicative act, always leaves a margin as to its 
interpretation and the appropriate reaction to it, which is, as it were, nego
tiable. Thus, opp0rtunities for talking in an interaction are not either given or 
taken, they are the outcome of the continuous, mutual adjustments of the 
reciprocal actions of both parties, by which they give and take, offer and accept 
offers, widen and restrict their own, as well their partner's interactional terri
tory. 
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2 Amount of speech in diff erent 
situations 

2.1 Method 

The total number of running words spoken in the 24 dyads was counted. By 
running word I refcr to what in normal Swedish orthography is written as a 
separate entity, surrounded by spaces. To this principle there is one exception: 
phrases like yad heter det (what's its name/wbat's it called) and till exempel (for 
example), were COWlled as just one word wben used as "fillers" (but when used 

in their full sense, so to speak, and pronounced dislinctly, they were count.ed as 
three and two words, respectively}. 

Only words appearing in ratified tums were counted, i.e. tum miscarriages 
(IR coding: X) were left out For obvious reasons, the same goes for 1R cat
egory 1, inaudible tums, as well as for inaudible parts of ratified tums. In cases 
of overlapping speech and interruptions, all audible words were counted: 

(74) L7: 1 T: Dl slca du allra först ha ett papper Yousuf, för vi slca ta l 

2 P: 
repetera det här ... som vi hade med .. 
/AVBRYTER, OHÖRBART/ att dom skulle vara här dl nlr 
,QHORBART/ 

3 T: /AVBRYTER/ ja jag trodde det förstår du 

(74) L7: l T: Then first of all I'U give you a sheet of paper Yousuf, 'cause 
we are going lO repeat this ... which we were doing about.. 

2 P: /lNTERRUPTS, INAUDIBLE/ that they would be here when 
/INAUDIBLfJ 

3 T: /INTERRUPTS/ yes that's what I thought you see 

In 2, P starts his tum before T bas said everything that is rendered in the tran
scripton as clearly pronounced, fully audible words. Hence, there is overlap
ping. Nevertheless all the words were counted, i.e. tum 1 consists of 21 
running words. In contradistinction to this, neither the beginning nor the end 
of tum 2 could be counted as they are inaudible because of the interruptions and 
the ensuing overlapping speech; tum 2 consists of 7 words. (That the prin
ciples for counting clearly disadvantages P in this particular example - in the 
counting T ends up with 27 words, though several are spaken simultaneously 
with P's talking, while P ends up with only 7, though it is obvious that he 
utters more than that - isa mere coincidence.) 

Words uttered as pure back-chanelling signals (and rims not given tum status 
in the IR analysis) were not counted, though words with roughly the same 
lim it.ed feed-back f unction were count.ed when they constituted a separate tum 
or when unered as integrated pans of a longec tum: 

(75) L3:299 T: för dl blir ju draken precis plan, dl tror jag inte att han flyger, 
ja det bygger pi au han blir lite /RIT AR PA TAVLAN/ nu ritar 
jag ~ In det kommer l synas /P:mm/ hja, i verlcligheten men 

189 



det llr .. nånting sånt, som en båge, pappret kommer A !2.Y.k1A 
upp /P:mm/ men om jag klistrar fast det pA dom hllr pinnarna 

300 P: ja jag fattar vad du menar · 
301 T: mmmrn 

(75) L3:299 T: 'cause then the lcite'll be totally flat, then I don't think it'll 
fly, well it's based on that it should be a bit /DRAWS ON THE 
BLACKBOARD/ now 1'11 draw ~ than will be seen /P:mm/ 
yes, in reality but it's .. something like that, like a curve, the 
paper then will ~ /P:mm/ but if I paste it on those sticks 

300 P: yes I see what you mean 
301 T: mmmm 

As indicated by the numbering, P's back-chanelling has not been considered to 
interrupt T's tum; 299 was counted as a 58 words long tum, during which P 
does not utter any words that count. The "ja" (yes) that starts 300 counted. 
Though it may be said to have the same limited feed-back function as a back
channel item, it is part of a full tum at talk, six words long. 301 was also 
considered to be a full status tum and the repeated "mm" was counted as two 
words. 

Hesitation noises, words faltered or interrupted (as in the case of self-repair) 
were not counted. Such phenomena appear in tums 318 and 322 in (76), where 
what is written within parenthesis was not counted: 

(76) L2:318 T: mm .. va sa .. om du .. (eh) .. vi tar dom hllr först nu då, pA den 
sidan 

319 P: 
320 T: 
321 P: 
322 T: 

(9s) 
om du tar det /P:mm/ vad står det dllr 
uppsvällde 
mm, om du (sä de de) hAller pA med svampen, vad kan du säga 
dl 

(76) L2:318 T: mm .. what did .. if you .. (er) .. we'll take those first now, on that 
si de 

319 P: 
320 T: 
321 P: 
322 T: 

(9s) 
if you lake that one /P:mm/ what's written there 
swelled up 
mm, if you (sa tha tha) continue with the sponge, what can 
you say then 

Onomatopoetic "words" (used e.g. by the children in the child-child conversa
tions to imitate the sound of a camera in the picture book task) were counted, 
as well as separate letters or phonemes e.g. in spelling and pronunciation exer
cises and separately pronounced syllables e.g. in grammar exercises: 

(77) Ll:329 T: ( ... ) då tar man ordet som stark, A så ligger man till nånting 
efter det 

330 P: a r, nej, r e 
331 T: jaa. a r e som du sa /P:mm a r e/ A sen om det llr en som 

kommer som llr ännu mer dA, då säger man. .. 
332 P: as t 

(77) Ll:329 T: ( ... ) then you lake the word like strong, and then you add 
something to it 
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330 P: a r, no, r e 
331 T: yes, a r e like you said /P:mrn a r c/ and then if there's one 

coming afLer who is even morc so, then you say ... 
332 P: as t 

Here, 330 counted as five words, "a r" and "r e" being pronounced as single 
letters, and 332 counted as three words. Had the endings been pronounced as 
syllables, i.e. "ar" and "ast", 330 would have count.ed as three words, 332 as 
oneword 

What is read aloud from e.g. a text book, an exercise book or a sheet of 
paper containing exercises in the lessons and, in the conversations, from the 
writt.en instructions, was omitted in the present analysis. Only corrections and 
the repetition of correct.ed items were count.ed: 

(78) 1.5: 10 P: /LÄSER HOGT HISTORIEN OM GUDBRAND/ ( ... ) Gudbrand 
ville hellre ha en häst en ko 

11 T: !!.n en ko 
12 P: lin en kon /FORTSÅ TTER LÅSA/ sA han byte med mannen. Nllr 

han hade gltt en stund till mötte han en man som skulle 
till .. till stan för all sälja get. Gudbrand ville hellre ha. . .ha en 
get lin häst 

13 T: än m häst 
14 P: än e .. en häst /FORTSÄTTER LÅSA/ 

(78) 1.5: 10 P: /IS READING ALOUD THE STORY ABOUT GUDBRAND/ ( ... ) 
Gudbrand would ralher have a horse a cow 

11 T: .lh&n a cow 
12 P: than a cow /CONTINUES READING/ so he bartercd with the 

man. When he had walked on for a while he met another man 
who was going to .. to town in order to sell goal. Gudbrand 
would rather have .. have a goat than horse 

13 T: than A horse 
14 P: than e .. a horse JCONTINUES READING/ 

Here, 11, 12, 13 and 14 all count.ed as three words long, i.e. the words that are 
taken up for correction, first by the teacber then by the pupil, were count.ed, the 
mere reading aloud from the text book was not. This goes, of course, for the 
teacher's reading as well as for the pupil's. 

2.2 Results 

Fitst, we shall look at the total number of running words spoken by the pupil 
in the three different situations. The results are displayed in table 40. 
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Table 40 Total nurnber of runni:ng words spoken by the pupil 

L Ad Ch 

Rl 1079 629 276 
R2 429 1316 558 
R3 1756 607 331 
R4 976 2166 855 
R5 635 599 479 
R6 1509 901 474 
R7 826 707 591 
R8 273 528 429 

Md 901 668 477 

These raw values are comparable only as far as the conversations are concemed; 
in the two conversations, the tasks assigned are exactly parallel. It is clear from 
the table above that the pupil talks a great deal more in the conversation with 
the adult than in the parallel discussion with his class-mate - from 20% more 
in A7 to 153% more in A4 {average: M 82,3%; Md 87%). While in the child
child conversations, solutions to the tasks are seu.led quite quicldy and some
times in a rather superficial way, the adult, as she takes the role of the respon
sible part in the adolt-child conversations, sees to it that the questions are 
taclded from several angles and penetral.ed more deeply. Hereby, more talk is 
needed to solve the tasks in the adult-child convcrsations, and we can see tbat 
the pupils' opportunities far talking increase considerably as we move from 
child-cbild conversations to adult-child conversations. 

Next, we shall consider P's proportion of all the talking that is done in the 
different situations. Table 41 shows the percentage of t.he total number of 
running words in each dyad that is uu.ered by P. 

Table 41 P's share of the total number of running words in the different 
situations, ~rcenta~es 

L lL Ad Ch 

Rl 34,2 28,9 31,0 31,4 
R2 20,3 (20,3) 49,3 49,1 
R3 43,1 53,9 21, l 44,0 
R4 31,7 28 ,4 51,3 57,0 
R5 24,4 (24!,4) 27,9 52,l 
R6 21,7 20,0 29.5 40,4 
R7 20,7 20,8 25,9 53,4 
R8 9,1 10,2 19,8 28,6 

Md 23,l 22.6 28,7 46,6 

The overall pict.w-e is very similar to the one given by the IR difference, 
measuring tbe interactional dominance (see above, chapter V, section 3.2.1 ). It 
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should be pointed out lhat lhere is no necessary correlation between interac
tional dominance as measured by lhe IR analysis and quantitative dominance in 
terms of amount of speech (Linell, Gustavsson & Juvonen, 1988), and lhat 
actually, also in lhe present corpus, lhe relation between interactional domi
nance and quantitative dominance is far more complicated lhan it appears from 
table 41 above (see section 3 below). 

None lhe less, as was lhe case wilh interactional asymmetry, P is strongly 
dominated in the lessons also in tenns of amount of speech, somewhat less in 
the adult-child conversations and only slightly in lhe child-cbild conversations. 
LI and L3 are still exceptional and for lhe child-child conversations we now 
find a third exception (Ch4) added to the ones that were exceptional already on 
interactional dominance. We note that. except for LI and L3, the pupil does 
not reach one third of the total number of running words, a measure that is 
often presented as a rough estimation of lhe pupils' share of the talking in 
classrooms (Flanders, 1970; Heltoft & Paaby, 1978; Einarsson & Hultman, 
1984). Also in the adult-child conversations, P's share is below one third, 
except for two dyads, which are salient exceptions: Ad2 and Ad4, where P ac
tually does half of the talking. This quantitative symmetry does not at all 
correspond to what was found conceming interactional dominance, a fact I shall 
return to and dwell upon in sections 3 and 4 below. 

Also when we consider P's quantity of speech in different activity types 
within lessons, we find a pauem very similar to lhe one found for interactional 
dominance. 

Table 42 P's sharc of the total number of running words in diffcrent activ-
itics within lessons. 2ercentages 

JI0-1' TEXT GRAM 
arn:ER WORD SPELLJPRON 

LI 41.9 32,1 26.9 
L2 33.7 19,0 
L3 42,2 53,9 
L4 45,3 30,5 24,9 
L5 23,8 25,6 
L6 34.0 20,6 16.4 
L7 20,3 21.1 20.1 
L8 7,6 8,5 13,7 

Md 38 0 27 2 20 1 

The pallern is less regular lhan in the case of interactional dominance but still 
strilcing: the more concentration oo language per se, the less P's share of the 
tallcing. Al lhe same time, we can see from lhe table above lhat the correlation 
between interactional dominance and quantitative dominance in tenns of 
amount of speech is far from perfect. In L8, the IR difference indicated a clear 
increase in asymmetry as we moved along the scale from the left to the right of 
the table, whereas in tenns of P's share of the tallcing, the pattem is reversed. 
While in L2 the difference between the two activity types represented was very 
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small in terms of interactional asymmetry, we can now see that P's share of 
the tallcing is considerably less in the spelling exercise than in the vocabulary 
training. In the small part of L3 devol.ed to language teaching, P talks most, 
though the IR difference still indicates Tas the dominant party. In LI, the 
situation is tbe opposite: thougb being interactionally dominant in the figure 
drawing exercise, P is dominated when it comes to amount of speech. 

As a matter of fäet, a correlatioo between interactional dominance and quan
titative dominance is by no means necessary and does not occur in certain types 
of situations, though in the Iessons of this corpus there is such a correlation 
(see section 3 below). In an interview, for instance, the interviewer is 
(typically) interactionally dominant as (s)be is the one who introduces topics, 
asks questions, evaluates answers, closes topics and so fonh, while the inter
viewee (normally) is dominant in purely quantitative tenns - (s)he is the one 
who does most of the talking. This is true on one important condition: that the 
interviewee does not restrict his/her participation to the absolute minimum, 
i.e. responds by extremely short answers and refrains from volunteering infor
mation. This, however, is exactly what P, the subordinate party, does in the 
lessons. T's IR profile (cf above, chapter V, section 3.1) is very sirniJar to 
what one could also expect to find in the IR profile of an interviewer, i.e. a 
high frequency of tums that introduce, reintroduce or closc topics, many sol
iciting initiatives and few tums that only introduce semantic substance into the 
conversation without explicitly requesting from the partner that (s)he introdoce 
something. However, the pupil does not act at all like a prototypical inter
viewee, but remains very passive; we recall that the proportion of minimal 
responses in P's IR profiles in lessons varies between 55% and 90%, exception 
made for L3 (cbapter V, table 37, p 185). While, in principle, there is no 
neccessary general correlation between interactional strength in the IR analysis 
and tum length in terms of nomber of running words, minimal responses are 
by necessity short. Thus, the correlation between interactional dominance and 
quantitative dominance in lessons seems to be principally the reflexion of P's 
extremely high ratio of minimal responses. In the next section, I shall investi
gate further the relation between interactional dominance and quantitative 
dominance. 

3 The relation between interactional 
dominance and amount of speech 

For each of the three situations, the lessons, the adult-child conversations and 
the child-child conversations, two ranking lists were made up, one ranking the 
dyads from the one where P is ioteractionally most subordinate to the one 
where he is the least subordinate (or even dominant, as is the case in two of the 
child-child conversatioos), the other ranking the dyads accocding to P's arnoont 
oC speech, from the one where bis share of the talk:ing is the srnallest to the 
one where his share is the most important. The correlation between the two 
rankings in the different types of situations is the following (table 43). 
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Table 43 Rank order correlation (Spearman) between interactional domi
nance and amounl of speech for the eight dyads in each type of 
situation 

L IL Ch 

.93 .93 -.48 .36 

We ootice thal the two types of dominance, interactional dominance as 
measured by the IR difference and quantitative dominance as measured by the 
percentage of running words spoken, relate to each other in very different ways 
depeoding on the type of situation. In lessons, the correlation is almost perfect: 
thc morc thc pupil talks in thc lcssons, the less he is dominaled. This rcsull is 
in harmony with the djscussion in section 2 above. The facl that P is strongly 
dominated in lessons, both interactionally and quantitatively, is simply two 
sides of the same coin; hjs high ratio of minimal responses is responsible for 
both kinds of subordination. 

In child-child conversations the correlation is positive but fairly weak. The 
mosl striking and interesting result, however, is the negative correlation in 
adult-child conversations between a ranking based on interactional dominance 
and a ran.ldng based on amount of speech. Thus, the situation in adull-child 
conversations is quite the opposite of that of the lessons: the more P is inter
actionaIJy dominated, the less he is dominated in quantitative tenns (at least, 
there is such a tendency; the negative correlation is far from complete). In order 
to further investigate how this comes aboot, I shall look closer into those of 
the adult-child conversations that present the most importanl discrepancies 
between the two measures of dominance. 

Il tums out thal the two dyads where P t.allcs the most, i.e. where his share 
of the total amount of running words spok:en is by far the greatest, namely Ad4 
(51,3%) and Ad2 (49,3%), are among those where the IR difference is highest 
(1,01, rank 2 and 0,93, rank 4, respectively). In chapter V, section 3.2.9, it 
was shown how the teacher's frequent use of questions in lessons accounts for 
much of the interactional asymmetry. ActuaIJy, the different correlation 
patterns reported above become even more distinct, if amount of speech is 
correlated not with the measure of global dominance, the IR difference, but 
with the measure of dominance by means of soliciting initiatives only, the S
difference. 

Table 44 Rank order correlation (Speannan) between interactional dorni
nance in the solicitation dimension and amount of speech for the 
eight dyads in each cype of situation 

L IL Ch 

.90 .96 -.60 .27 
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The adult-child conversations where P's share of the talking is impo.rtant are 
those which are acted out by the two panicipants very much like interviews (cf 
discussion above), with the adult as the interviewer and P as the interviewee: 

(79) A2: 196 A: nej men eh fritis ville du ha med, varför tycker du att fritis llr 
bra 

197 P: /SAMTIDIGT/ det är roligt 
198 A: ja l vad gör ni dllr dl 
199 P: spelar schack A sAnt. olika spel /A:jaa/ sen var vi med A gri .. vi 

ska fA mellanmll, nästa vecka /A:jaha/ fem kronor tror jag det 
var 

200 A: .mt fem kronor, skulle det kosta fem kronor 
201 P: nun 
202 A: jaha, vad tror du att ni fAr dl 
203 P: ja han sa olika soners 
204 A: ha, eh det är nya ledare på fritis nu vill 
205 P: ja jag vet /A:jaa/ Arne det var .. eh han hade brutit benet på 

fotboll 
206 A: jaha 
207 P: men jag träffade honom i stan /A:jaa/ han glr ut pA skola A lär 

gamla 
208 A: jaha, men vad heter dom nya pojkarna dA 

(79) A2: 196 A: no but er you wanted to have the play centre, why do you like 
the play centre 

197 P: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/it's fun 
198 A: yes and what do you do lhere 
199 P: play chess and such things, different games /A:yes/ then we 

had a ba .. we're going to have a meal, next week /A:oh/ five 
crowns I think it was 

200 A: fQr five crowns, would it cost five crowns 
201 P: mm 
202 A; I see, what do you think you11 get 
203 P: well he said different things 
204 A: I see, er there are new leaders at the play centre now aren't 

there 
205 P: yes I know /A:yes/ Arne it was .. er he had broken his leg at 

football 
206 A: oh 
207 P: but I met him in town /A:yes/ he goes out to schools teaching 

old people 
208 A: I see, but what're the names of these new boys then 

(80) A4:230 A: ja vad var det som skulle blinda nu dA 

196 

231 P: ja dom skulle vahetere gA pl resa till Stockholm /A:m.m/ å sA 
läraren sa att dom skulle ha eh femti kronor med sej /A:jaa/ 
sen llr det nlra pojkar som inte ty ... dom tyckte att det var fel 
/A:mhrn/ men de vill att do .. alla skulle ta hur mycket dom 
ville, till exempel hundralapp eller sAnt /A:rnhm/ men jag 
tycker att dom har fel 

232 A; mm, jaa, vad tycker du om det här dA, vad tycker du om eh att 
man ska ha femti kronor med sej 

233 P: jaa jag tycker att eh liraren har rlltt A po .. pojkama fel 
234 A; jaa varför det 
235 P: joo, för att det llr nlra som llr lite sl här fattiga till exempel. 

som inte har sA hllr mycke pengar /A:mm/ sl här till exempel 
jaa.. kan man sllga, till exempel..jaa vi har ju inte bott här sl 



mycke si vi är inte sln här rika till exempel slnt /A:mm/ A si 
lr det dom där pojkarna dom är rika dl /A:mm/ sen vill ha .. vill 
dom ta med sej ch d .. mer än dom då, dl blir det inte roligt för 
dom andra då, jag tycker inte det /A:nU/ jag tycker att alla ska 
ha lika /A:jaa/ mycket 

236 A: mm, mm jaa varlbr det 

(80) A4:230 A: well what was going to happen now 
231 P: wcll they were to what'sitcalled go on a joumcy to Stockholm 

/A:mm/ and thcn thc tcacher said that they should bring er 
fifty crowns /A:yes/ then there are some boys who don't 
thi..thcy thought it was wrong /A:mhm/ but they want to .. 
cvcrybody could take as much as they wanted, for example one 
hundred crown note or so /A:mhm/ but I think they were wrong 

232 A; I see, now what do you think about this, what do you think 
about er everyone bringing fifty crowns 

233 P: well I think that er the teacher is right and the bo .. boys are 
wrong 

234 A: I see, why 
235 P: well, 'cause there are some who are like a little poor for 

example, who don't have that much money /A:mrn/ like this 
for example well .. you can say, for example .. well we haven't 
lived here for so long so we are not like so rich for example 
such things /A:mm/ and then there are those boys they're rich 
/A:mm/ then the .. they want to bring er th .. more than the 
others, then it's no fun for the others, I don't think so /A:no/ I 
think cverybody should have the /A:yes/ same 

236 A: mm, mm, yes, why 

In the c ited sequences, A steers the dialogue by asking questions and P follows 
by answering these questions. In IR terms, A hereby emerges as the dominant 
party, though moderately dominant as P quite often gives his answers in 
expanded responses. In tenns of quantity of speech, P is clearly dominant. 
These characteristics give to Ad2 and Ad4 (and, less pronounced, to Adl) the 
flavour of an int.erview. 

In a couple of other dyads, the adult lries to acl, as it were, in a more 
conversation-like manner, i.e. instead of interviewing P, she comes up with 
her own proposals, typically in assertive or submitting initiatives. As 
suggested in chapter V, this is typical of relatively equal and inforrnal conver
sations, where reciprocity is often found: when one party proposes something, 
the other party acknowledges and proposes something in his/her tum. This 
kind of reciprocity, however, seems difficult to establish in the adult-child 
conversations, where P very often responds to such implicit invitations by a 
minimal acknowledgement but gives nothing in return: 

(81) AS: 5 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

A: mm, tycker du inte man ska börja lite grann med .. med den här 
stora entren här, man ser hela skolan 

P: jaa 
A: tycker du inte det? 
P: joo 
A: det tycker jag, då har vi första bilden man kan börja med, ser 

ganska pampig ut skolan också 
P: jaa 
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(81) A5: 5 A:. mm, don't you thinlc one should stan a little with .. wilh lhis 
big entrance here, you see the whole school 

6 P: yes 
7 A: don't you lhinlc so? 
8 P: yes 
9 A:. that's what I I.hink, then we have the first picture that we can 

start with. looks quite grand the school too 
10 P: yes 

(82) AS: 19 A: det lir inte sl dumt. vad ska vi hitta pl mer tycker du 
20 P: foLbollsplan 
21 A: det kan vi ju ha A det kan ju oclcsl vara dl nllr det lir ... nit på 

glng, ett gllng som spelar ... (3s) fotboll eller .. ja vi kan ju 
La •• man kan ju La olika aktiviteter, det kan ju vara sl alt man 
kan ta nln glng när det lir .. nlr vi spelar brinn boll eller, när 
man har friidrott A, det kan vara .. man kan ju ha olika bilder 

(2s) 
22 A: eh jag funderar pi vad skulle kunna hitta pl mer, som vore 

lämpligt att ta • 
(4s) 

23 A: man skulle ju kunna ha med eh vaktmllstarn kanske när han 
hlller pi 

24 P: mm 
25 A: l sen om man gir in i skolan l titt.ar, har du nit förslag 
26 P: /SAMTIDIGT/ musi.krummet 
27 A: musiken jaa 
28 P: bokrummet 
29 A: jaa dl Il det kan man ju göra om man specialiserar sej sl där, 

ett gllng som hlller pl l !Anar IX!cker ja., man le.an ju hälsa på 
inne i hemkunskapen 

30 P: mm 
(2s) 

3 1 A: nllr de håller pl A bakar sockerkaka kanske 
(2s) 

32 A:. l det lir klart musikrummet dlr ja, dlr kunde man ju eh..man 
kan ju tinka sej man kan ta en bild av eh jaa .. vad ska vi ta, 
nlr det är nAn som siuer l spelar ... trombon eller, fiol eller 
vad det nu kan vara, som sitter med musiklärare 

33 P: mm 

(82) AS: 19 A: that's nota bad idea, what else can we I.hink of do you I.hink 
20 P: the football ground 

198 

21 A: that's okay and that could of course be when there's some
thing ... going on, a gang playing ... (3s) football or some
thing .. well we could take .. you could take different activitics, it 
could be that you could take some lime when thcre is .. when we 
play rounders or something, when there is athletics and, it can 
be .. you can have different pictures 

(2s) 
22 A: er I'm thinking about what else we could I.hink of, that could 

be suitable to take 
(4s) 

23 A: you might have er the school porter perhaps when he's doing 
somelhing 

24 P: mm 
25 A: and then if you go into the school and look, do you have any 

ideas 
26 P: /SIMULATANEOUSLY/themusicroom 



27 A: music yes 
28 P: the book room 
29 A: that's okay Il you can do that if you specialize like that, a 

gang borrowing books yes, you can of course visit domestic 
science 

30 P: mm 
(2s) 

3 l A: when they are making a sponge cake perha.ps 
(2s) 

32 A: and of course the music room there, there you could er .. you 
could imagine having a .picture of er well .. what shall we talce, 
when someone's .playing... the trombone or something, the 
violin or whatever it could be, sitting with a music teacher 

33 P: mm 

In these two sequences, what seems to be A's implicit invitations to conversa
tion do not result in much beyond minimal responses and restrained feedback 
signals from P. Especially in (82), A's tums are mingled with ftllers, hesita
tion noises and even pauses, which fora more active partner could be oppor
tunities for taking ovcr the floor. Even when A clearly marks the termination 
of her turn, P does not go beyond a minimal acknowledgement; at limes he 
does not give even this - tum 31 is followed by a pause (during which P may 
of course have given some kind of feed-back signal, e.g. by nodding, that is 
not caught on the audio-tape. This, however, would not affect the present 
argument). In passages like (81) and (82), A does not steer the dialogue in the 
same way as in (79) and (80); in IR terms she is less domineering, though her 
quantitative dominance is very strong. 

Through the cited sequences, I have demonstrated how the negative correla
tion between interactional dominance and quantitative dominance comes about 
in the adult-child conversations. Certainly, the dialogues in their entirety do 
not exhibit these pauems in such a clear-cut way as in the sequences chosen for 
illustration, but are rather to be seen as tendencies: in the dyads where A steers 
the dialogue, mainly by asking questions instead of giving her own proposals 
in assertive or submitting initiatives, P has a more important share of the 
talking. However, the striking thing is that this is true only in the adult-child 
conversations; in lessons the pattem is completely reversed: the more of sol
iciting initiatives, the less P's share. 

As pointed out at the beginning of this chapter, opportunities for talking in 
a dialogue are created in interaction. Hence, what is said above must not be 
prematurely interpreted in terms of simple, uni-directional causality. For 
instance, it is not necessarily the case that Ts high solicitation coefficient in 
lessons be the cause of P's small share of the talk.ing. It is as conceivable that 
it is P's passivity thatforces T to ask questions in order to maintain the inter
action. What is clear, however, regardless of the direction of causality - the 
view preferred by the present author is, by the way, that causality in such cases 
is bi-directional and symmetric - is that the different situations represented in 
the corpus are clearly different as to pattems of soliciting initiatives and 
responses to these. In the next section I shall go deeper into the comparison 
between lessons and conversations and investigate whether there are any differ
ences in the kind of soliciting initiatives taken by the dominant part and, also, 
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in the way the subordinate party responds to soliciting initiatives of the same 
kind in the two situations. 

4 Questions and answers in lessons 
vs adult-child conversations 

4.1 Introduction 

In the previous section it was shown that strong interactional dominance on 
the part of the teacher/adult goes with low verbal activity on the part of the 
pupil in lessons, but, on the contrary, with high verbal activity in adult-child 
conversations. More specifically, the correlation in lessons is almost perfect 
between dominance in terms of, on the one hand, the ratio of soliciting initia
tives and, on the other hand, amount of speech, whereas in the adult-<:hild con
versations the same correlation is quite high but negative. 

Since in the m. coding the category soliciting initiatives encompasses sev
cral different but retat.ed types of communicative acts - questions of various 
kinds as well as directives - I now propose to look into the kind of variation 
that is not immediately captured by means of the m. analysis, namely variation 
within one class of tums, ondifferentiat.ed in the m. coding. In order to explain 
the different correlation pattems in lessons and conversations, two hypotheses 
are fcxmulated: 

1) In the non-didactic conversations, the adult asks more open questions than 
in the lessons. 

2) P reacts differently to the same type of questions in the two situations. 

According to hypothesis 1, the form of the questions would differ between the 
two situations; the use of more open questions would enhance P's opportun
ities for talking in the non-didactic situation, whereas the use of closed ques
tions in Jessons would tend to inhibit P's verbal activity (for reservations con
ceming causality, see above). According to hypothesis 2, P would himself 
differentiate between the two situations in such a way that questions with the 
same degree of openness would be responded to more abundantly in the non
didactic situation than in the lesson. Obviously, the two hypotheses are not 
mutually excluding, both can be valid expJanations of the state of affairs 
described in section 3. As a matter of fact, both hypotheses can be founded on 
what is previously known about classroom talk. It is commonplace to describe 
teachers' questions in lessons as vecy closed, actually often leaving only a slot 
for the pupil to filt in, which would be in hannony with hypothesis 1. A find
ing report.ed in House (1986) (cf also Grandcolas & Soule-Susbielles, 1986: 
304) could be taken as an underpinning of bypothesis 2. House found tbat 
pupils' uueraoces were "linguistically minimal" {ibid, p 48) and "meagre" (p 
54) in teacher-led, meta-communicative phases of a communicative language 
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course, while more elaborated and native-like in role-plays (espe.cially through 
the use of 'gambits', the primary focus of House's study). 

4.2 Method 

All free or non-locally linked or locally, focally, alter-linked soliciting initia
tives (for definitions of these terms, see chapter V, sections 2.2-3), i.e. IR cat
egories >, .. > and <>, on the part of the teacher/adult were noted. Non-focally 
linked initiatives, category :>, were left out, since the category consists al
most exclusively of tums pointing out the need for corrections of the fonn of 
P's utterances. Self-linked initiatives, =>and<=>, were also left out, since 
they are repetitions of an earlier initiative that has not been responded to 
satisfactorily. For the same reason, i.e. in order to avoid representing the mere 
repetition of a soliciting initiative, <>-tums preceded by -> were left out. 

4.2.1 Questions vs directives 

The soliciting initiatives were first divided into two categories: directives vs 
questions. To draw this distinction I make use of Ahrenberg's (1987) definition 
of a question. As Ahrenberg observes, directives "are like questions in setting a 
frame for the addressee's behaviour" (ibid, p 43) - this is the very reason why 
directives and questions betong to the same categories in the IR analysis - but 
what defines the question is that the domain of specification it sets up is 
"perceived from an ignorative perspective" (ibid, p 66). Whether or not the 
person who asks the question already knows the answer (as is typically the case 
with "exam questions", frequent in lessons) is without importance, since the 
domain is presented ignoratively, i.e. at least as if the answer were unknown to 
him/her. 

Directives typically concem non-verbal actions, such as measuring in (83), 
rubbing out and writing a punctuation mark in (84): 

(83) L3:207 T: jaa du fAr mllla hur långt pappret lir 

(83) L3:207 T: well you have to measure how Iong the paper is 

(84) L5:311 T: nu suddar du ut det där dA, jag har bytt geten JD.21 ett fAr punkt, 
punkt också, hja 

(84) L5:3 ll T: and now you rub this out, I have bartered the goat fQr a sheep 
full stop, full stop also, that's it 

However, in language lessons, such directives may also solicit (exclusively) 
verbal actions: 

(85) L2: 117 T: jag sliger sl här, svampen sväller /P:mm/ ordet svllJler, ska du 
dela det i två bitar 

118 P: zväll och ex 
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(85) L2:117 T: I say like this, the soonge swells !P:mm/ the word /sväller/ 
(swells) could you divide that into two parts 

118 P: /zväll/ (swell) and /er/ (-s) 

Here, P's task is obviously to act verbally, i.e. to utter the constituent partS of 
the word llllkc (swells). The task, though, is not fonnulated by T in an 
ignorative perspective and tbe soliciting initiative in 117 is classified as a 
di.rective. This kind of di.rectives, those which solicit verbal activity, are ofteo 
connected witb me.ce manipulation of linguistic items, hut this is not decisive 
for their categorization as a directive rather than as a question. Such manipula
tion may be solicited as well by a question, (86) below, as by a directive, (87) 
below: 

(86) U: 33 T: nlUl .• 
34 P: /SAMTIDIGT/ ne .. 

T: vad kan motsatsen vara till det 

(86) U: 33 T: no .. 
34 P: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/ne .. 

T: what could be the opposite of that 

(87) L4:220 T: ( ... ) jag kom inte ihåg det 
221 P: /STRYKER UNDER/(6s)sl 
222 T: kan du tänka dej A säga det pA ett annat sätt 

(87) L4:220 T: ( ... ) I didn't remember that 
221 P: /UNDERLINES/ (6s) okay 
222 T: could you think of another way of saying that 

(Conceming tbe classification of 222 in (87) see also 4.2.2.2 below, the treat
ment of questions and ctirectives embedded in idiomatic main clauses like e.g. 
kall.d1I (could you) or m..dil (do you know), often referred toas "indirect" .) 

4.2 .2 Classification of questions 

Questions were then classified into one of the following five categories, based 
(mainly} on utterance form: 

a) open questions 
b) wh-questions 
c) alternative questions 
e) fill-in questions 
~ yes/no-questions 

The above order of presentation is intended to represent a hierarchy from the 
most open to the most closed qoestions (see further 4.2.2.6 below). 
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4.2.2.J Open questions 

Open questions explicitly solicit the telling of a story, the report of an event, 
the description of an object or a state of affairs or the like, i.e. a single phrase 
or sentence would, in most cases, be insufficient as an answer - a fairly 
extended answer seems to be required. So defined, open questions actually have 
much in common with directives, but the difference that motivates that they, 
for the present purpose, be included with the questions rather than with the 
directives, is that the expect.ed response is an elaborated verbal answer, while 
the directives, as defined above, solicit non-verbal actions or, occasionally, the 
manipulation of single, specific linguistic items. A couple of examples of 
open questions: 

(88) Ll :283 T: ( ... ) Nu lltsas vi, nu är jag elev här i klassen l du, du ska 
berätta den här historien /P:ja/ för mej, jag har aldrig hört den 
förut 

(88) L1:283 T: ( ... ) Now we'll pretend, now I'm a pupil in class and you, 
you're to lell lhis joke /P:yes/ to me, I've never heard it before 

(89)Ad3:313 A: dl mlste du berltta 

(89)Ad3:313 A: then you've lO tell 

(90) L6:310 T: ( ... ) kan du beskriva hur det ser ut i ett rum, eh en vanligt 
vardagsrum där man bor, pi. väggar l tak l 

(90) L6:310 T: ( ... ) could you describe what it looks like in a room, er an 
ordinary living room where you live, on the walls and the 
ceiling and 

4.2.2.2 Wh-questions 

This category consistS of questions posed by means of an interrogative wh
word, which, in principle, is a quite straighlforward criterion and the category 
should need no further description or exemplification. However, there are a 
couple of points that need to be commented upon. 

One problem of demarcation appears when a wh-clause is embedded in a 
sentence that has the form of a yes/no-question (a special instance of the prob
lem of "indirect speech acts", which has been much debat.ed in linguistics and 
philosophy of language; fora review, see e.g. Ahrenberg, 1987): 

(91) L1:289 T: 

290 P: 
291 T: 

(91) Ll:289 T: 

290 P: 
291 T: 

( ... ) jaha, kommer du ihlg Yousuf nlr eh du l jag l Simon 
mllle oss, hur lAnga vi var 
jaa 
kommer du ihlg vem som var längst 

( ... ) okay, do you remcmber Yousuf whcn er you and I and 
Simon measurcd ourselves, how tall we were 
yes 
do you remember who was tallest 
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The questions in 289 and 291 are ambiguous between two interpretations: 
either they are yes/no-questions as indicated by the syntax of the main clause, 
or they are wh-questions, in which case the main clause is only a formulaic, 
conventionalized way of mitigating the question expressed in the subordinate 
clause. On the basis of the co-text and the context of the question, its prosody 
as well as semantic criteria, an attempt was made to disarnbiguate such ques
tions. So e.g., 289 is classified as a yes/no-question, 29 l as a wh-question. 

The second problem concems elliptic questions and implicit questions. How 
such problems are handled is illustrated by (92) below: 

(92) Ll:353 T: jaa där har dom alltsl inte gjon sl där att dom har lagt till are 
l ast 

354 P: /SAMTIDIGT, OHÖRBART/ 
T: utan hur har dom gjon här dl 

355 P: dom har s . .lagt till NISKARJ större, e .. r e 
356 T: jaa 
357 P: l sen s t 
358 T: hja Asen har dom gjort nAt mer, dom har bylt ut en sak 

(92) Ll:353 T: well there they haven't done this adding of /are/ and /ast/ 
(endings for comparison of adjectives) 

354 P: 
T: 

355 P: 
356 T: 
357 P: 
358 T: 

/SIMULAT ANEOUSLY, INAUDIBLPJ 
but how have they done it here 

they have s .. added /WHISPERS/ bigger, e .. r e 
yes 
and then st 
yes and they've done something more, they've changed 
something 

In 358, the soliciting initiative is not formulated as an explicit question (or 
directive). On the basis of the earlier questions in the sequence and possible 
answers to it, it has been restituted and classified as a wh-question. 

4.2.2.3 Alternative questions 

Alternative questions are questions where two (or, exceptionally, more) 
alternative answers are presented already in the formulation of the question and 
where the answerer is supposed to choose one of these altematives: 

(93) A7: 8 A: jaa skull .. tycker du vi skulle börja utilcring skolan eller .. inne 

(93) A7: 8 A:. well shou .. do you think we should start outside the school 
or .. indoors 

(94) L6:129 T: ja men Arstiden, det llr mlnaden det är riktigt /P:mrn/ men 
vilken Arstid, llr det sommar, vinttr eller 

(94) L6:129 T: yes but what season, that's the month that's right /P:mm/ but 
what season, is it summer, winter or 
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(94) al.so illustrates another principle for the cla~ificatioo of questions: when a 
soliciting initiative contains several questions on different levets of openness 
(cf below, 4.2.2.6), it is classified according to the most closed of the ques
tions. This means that 129 in (94) above is categoriud as an alternative ques
tion on the basis of the presented alternative answers and not as a wh-question 
on the basis of the presence of the wh-word YilGn (what). 

4 .2 .2 .4 Fill-in questions 

Fill-in questions are soliciting initiatives where the speaker leavcs his/her 
utterance incomplete for the interlocutor to fill in (Clark & Wilkes-Gibbs, 
1986, label this phenomenon 'proxy completion'). Fill-in questions have 
declarative syntax - the syntax of an answer, as it were - and are marked 
paralinguistically for incompleteness and for tum yielding. (lf the partner so to 
speak spontaneously, i.e. when the incomplete sentence is not marked for turn
yielding, fills in a word or a phrase (cf Löfström, forthc.), we are not confront
ed with a soliciting initiative and such a case falls outside the present classifi
cation.) Examples of fill-in questions are found in tums 210 and 214 of (95) 
below: 

(95) L4:208 T: mm i morron lr det onsdag, eh, han tlnker p1 det hlr med att 
mamma ska fylla Ar, A vad lr det han ska göra 

209 P: han ska plocka blommor till henne 
210 T: ja, l dl llnker han, dl blir hon ... 
211 P: glad 
212 T: glad, det stryker vi wtder, dl blir hon glad 
213 P: /STRYK.ER UNDER/ (5s) 
214 T: mm, sl gir vi vidare till nästa stycke l nu tllnlcer han pl ... 

(95) L4:208 T: mm tomorrow is Wednesday, er, be I.hinks about this with 
Mummy's birthday, and what is he going lO do 

209 P: he's going to pick some flowers for her 
210 T: yes, and then he !hinks, then she11 be ... 
211 P: happy 
212 T: happy, we'll underline that, then she'U be happy 
213 P: /UNDERLINES/ (5s) 
214 T: mm, then we'IJ go on to the ne.xt paragraph and now he thinks 

of ... 

4 .2 .2 .5 Y esl no-questions 

Yes/no-questions are those questions that can be answered by a simple yes or 
no. This is also a straightforward definition and we need not dwell upon defini
tions and exemplification (for a definition, exemplification and discussion of 
different types of yes/no-questions, in Ahrenberg's tenns "oexus-questions", see 
Ahrenberg, 1987:97ff). It should be reminded though, that uttezances with the 
form of a yes/no-question in wbich there appear embedded directives or ques
tions of another type (wh-questions, alternative questions etc), were not auto
matically categorized as yes/no-questions, but treated as fundamentally 
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ambiguous and disambiguated according to principles described in 4.2.2.2 
above. 

No distinction was made between questions where neither m nor JU2 seems 
to be preferred ("neutral" yes/no-questions), and "biased" yes/no-questions, in 
which such a preference is expressed. 

Yes/no-questions will be further discussed in 4.2.2.6. 

4.2.2.6 Open vs closed questions 

As briefly mentioned above, the five types of questions are taken to represent a 
scale of openness, ranging, in the order they were presented above, from the 
most open 10 the least open. As the focus of the present chapter is to investi
gate whether the questions are likely to enlarge or limit the answerer's oppor
tunities for talking, openness of a question should be intei:preted as demands on 
the length of a complete answer, Le., in IR terms, on what would suffice fora 
minimal, adequate response. Similar scales have been used in research on other 
communicative situations (cf Adelswärd & al, 1987 and references made there), 
and, of course, the specific research interest may influence the need for diversi
fication of categories. For the study of questioning behavioor in trials, for 
instance, the distinction between neutral and biased yes/no-questions seems 
essential (ibid), whereas in this study it is of little importance (and is not 
made). 

I stress once more that the basis of the classification is mainly the syntactic 
form of the question (with a few exceptions, as the disambiguation of ques
tions with a yes/no-question in the main clause and another type of question 
embedcled in a subordinate clause). Obviously, several other factors would come 
into play if we were to try to give a classification with ecological validity: e.g. 
semantic features of the words used in the question and also various pragmatic 
factors. It seems plausible that questions containing certain verbs rather than 
others would demand more of a minimal response: compare e.g. Wbat js your 
~ to What do you thjnk about thjs. Whether the question concems A
events, B-events or perhaps AB-events (Labov & Fanshel, 1977) may influence 
what kind of .answer is expected. In certain situations an answerer may make 
use of the indeterminacy and ambiguity between several interpretations of a 
question in a specific form: we need only to think of journalists' striving to get 
a politician to answer a simple yes or no, to a yes/no-question. Hålcansson & 
Lindberg (forthc.) report an attempt to create a multidimensional classificatory 
system for questions used in second language instruction. For the present 
purpose however, I have preferred to keep the form factor coostant. The classi
fication reflects the overt fonn of the questions; how they are in fact interpreted 
and reacted 10 by P, in the different situations, is precisely the point of the 
investigation. 
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4.2.3 Responses to soliciting initiatives 

For each soliciting initiative, d.irective or question, taken by the teacher/adult, 
the kind of response given by P in the next turn was noted, as well as its 
length defined as the number of running words spoken. This makes it possible 
to see to what degree P responds to questions of different types and in different 
situations by minimal responses, expanded responses or by some otber kind of 
response and also to investigate the Jength of the answers. 

In the case where P's response is a deferring question, IR category ->, and 
bis answer is given in one of bis immediately following tums, it was this 
latter answer that was counted: 

(96) A7:10 A: ( ... ) vad skulle vi ha med fö .. pl .. pl den .. den allra första bilden 

11 
12 
13 

dA 
P: allra första? 
A: nim 
P: (2s) NISKAR/ vet inte 

(96) A7:10 A: ( ... ) and what should we take fir .. as .. as the .. the very first 

11 
12 
13 

picture 
P: the very first? 
A: mm 
P: (2s) /WHISPERS/ don't know 

In this case, since 11 is a deferring question, tum 13 (a minimal response 
consisting of two running words) was counted as the response given to the wh
question posed in 10. 

Finally, it should be reminded that while the classification of questions as 
described in section 4.2.2 is based on utterance form, the IR coding is less 
exclusively fonn-based (cf chapter V, section 2.5). In (97) below, for instance, 
tum 50 is classified as a yes/no-question, but 51 coded in the IR coding as a 
minimal response, in spite of the fact that the answer goes beyond a simple 
"yes": 

(97) A 1: 50 A: jaa just det, lir det n&t ~ rum man skulle kunna ta 
51 P: jaa vaktmllstarns 

(97) Al: 50 A: yes okay, is there any SUh,tt room we could take 
51 P: yeah the porter's room 

4.3 

4.3.l 

Results 

Types of soliciting initiatives in lessons and 
conversations 

Before entering into the detailed presentation of the results, I shall give an 
overview of the size of the material. Table 45 shows the total number of sol
iciting initiatives ideotified in adult-child conversations and lessons accordiog 
to the criteria described in section 4.2. As I did in chapter V, I present the 
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results for lessons as a whole and for language lessons proper, i.e. parts of the 
lessons characterized by focus on language per se, according Lo the classifica
tion of lesson activities accounted for in chapter m. 

Table 45 Total number of soliciting intiatives taken by the teacher/adult 

L lL Ad 

Rl 66 48 62 
R2 65 (65) 78 
R3 47 7 35 
R4 90 80 73 
R5 51 (51) 35 
R6 187 172 41 
R7 109 90 43 
R8 92 70 37 

Total 707 583 404 

4 .3 .1 .1 Questions vs directives 

Table 46 shows the percentage of directives of all soliciting initiatives in the 
different situations. 

Table 46 Percentage of directives of all the soliciting initiatives 

L IL Ad 

Rl 24 21 8 
R2 49 (49) 4 
R3 19 14 6 
R4 30 34 7 
R5 57 (57) 0 
R6 9 10 5 
R7 40 41 5 
R8 7 6 0 

Md 27 28 5 

The first strilcing difference that we note is that in lessons, dominance in the 
solicitation dimension is exercised to a high degree through the use of direc
tives, whereas about 95% of the soliciting initiatives in the adult-child conver
sations are questions. This pattem seems to be akin Lo the finding reported in 
Long & Sato (1983) that imperatives were significantly more frequent in 
second language lessons than in conversations between native speakers and 
non-native speakers. As directives typically solicit non-verbal behaviour, 
manipulation of a few linguistic items or e.g. reading aloud, (mere reading does 
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not count as words spoken; cf 2.1 above), the high ratio of directives may be 
part of the explanation of the very high correlation between interactional and 
quantiiative dominance in lessons. 

4.3.1.2 Types of questions 

Having established the difference between the different situations conceming 
frequency of directives, we now concentrate on qnestions. Table 47 on t.he next 
page shows the percentage in the different situations of the five types of ques
tions defined in section 4.2.2 (percentages of all questions, directives having 
been excluded). 

To begin with, we note that open questions and alternative questions play an 
equally unimportant role in lessons and conversations, and with their low fre
quency they cannot possibly explain the differences in the correlation between 
interactional dominance and quantiiative dominance. Open questions and alter
native questions will be disregarded in the following investigation. When it 
comes to fill-in questions, we can see that they are osed almost exclusively in 
lessons, more precisely in language lessons (actually all fill-in questions in 
lessons are asked in language teaching activities). However, their use seems to 
vary a great deal with the individual: while T in LL8 asks almost half of her 
questions in the form of fill-in questions and they are fairly frequent in LL6, 
LL 7 and LLl, they are infrequent in the four other teachers' repertoire of 
questions. 

The pattem of wh-questions and yes/no-questions varies considerably across 
the situations. In non-didactic conversations these two types of questions arc 
practically the only types actually used and, furthermore, they are used about 
equally much. In the language lesson, the percentage of yes/no-questions is 
very much lower. l Wh-questions are somewhat more frequent in languagc 
lessons where they are about two or three times as frequent as the second and 
third most frequent types, filt-in questions and yes/no-questions. This is true 
for six of the eight dyads; in L5 the distribution of wh-questions and yes/no
questions is similar to adult-child conversations and, as pointed out above, in 
L8 the fill-in question is the most frequent type (but still the wh-question is 
more than twice as frequent as the yes/no-question). 

This pattem makes the picture somewhat complicated with regard to the first 
hypothesis, where a higher frequence of closed questions were predicted in the 
lessons than in the conversations. As far as questions proper are concemed, the 
pattern shown in iable 47 seems to make it difficult to retain the hypothesis. 
There are, however, two phenomena that still make it plausible that the nature 
of the soliciting initiatives might contribute to explain why interactional and 
quantitative dominance go together in the lessons, but not in the non-didactic 
conversations. Firstly, there is the high ratio of directives reported in 4.3.1.1 
above. Secondly, yes/no-questions can be seen as ambiguous in a way that is 
not treated in the scale of openness that has been used. 

larandcolas & Soule-Susbielles (1986:302) report a "heavy reliance on yes/no
questions by lhe teacher", whlch is clearly not the case in lhe present corpus. 
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Table 47 Percentage of different ~~ of guestions 

open wh alternative fill in- yes/no 
guestions ~estions guestions guestions guestions 

L 2 48 2 12 36 
Rl IL 3 53 3 16 26 

Ad 0 33 0 2 65 

L 0 70 6 6 18 
R2 IL (0) (70) (6) (6) (18) 

Ad 0 44 4 0 52 

L 0 53 5 0 42 
R3 IL 0 67 0 0 33 

Ad 3 39 0 3 55 

L 0 63 6 6 24 
R4 lL 0 70 8 8 15 

Ad 0 60 37 

L 0 41 0 9 50 
R5 IL (0) (41) (0) (9) (50) 

Ad 0 54 0 0 46 

L 1 64 ·o 21 13 
R6 lL 1 66 23 10 

Ad 3 46 3 5 44 

L 6 58 0 15 20 
R7 IL 0 66 0 19 15 

Ad 0 49 2 2 46 

L 0 42 0 37 21 
R8 lL 0 36 0 48 15 

Ad 0 35 3 5 57 

L 0 56 1 11 23 
Md IL 0 66 1 13 17 

Ad 0 42 1 2 49 

Actually, there are several difficulties in establishing a hierarchy of questions 
as the one presented above. The major problem is that of a mismatch between 
fonn and (intended) function. A question may in its explicit form belong 
indisputably to one category and still pragmatically, i.e. in the interactional 
function it is implicitly intended to have, be much more alån to another 
category. The problem seems most acute for yes/no-questions, which are very 
often ambiguous between an interpretation as a "real" yes/no-question, to 
which a yes or a no is actually the expected answer, and an implic it invitation 
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to talk more or less freely on a topic suggested in the question. Let us look at 
an example: 

(98) /fhe topic of lhe ongoing conversation is a joumey thal P's c lass is 
planning/ 

Adl :231 A: mm, Ande.rs kanske inte vill åka Ulli. med er, det blir ju 
mycke för honom I. bA.lla reda pi. dl. Har ni pratat om van ni 
ska llca? 

(98) /fhe topic of the ongoing conversation is a journey that P's class is 
planning/ 

Adl:231 A: mm, perhaps Anders doesn't want to go all ~ with you, 
that'll be a lot for hirn to keep traclc of. Have you tallced about 
wbere to go? 

The question with which tum 231 ends, is undoubtedly a yes/no-question as to 
its form, but it may well be an implicit invitation to P to tell about the plans 
for the joumey - especially if A is quite sure that there has been "talk about 
where to go". In such a case, the simple answer "yes" would seem 
pragmatically rather inappropriate (whereas a lacooic "no" - the answer ac
tually given by P - seems less odd). The question, as it is posed, is ambigu
ous in this respect and there is no way to decide which interpretation is the 
most correct. Another example from the same dyad (the issue is whether the 
picture book should contain a photo of the beadteacher): 

(99) Adl :140 A: I. rektorn, tycker du rektorn llr viktig I. ha med 
141 P: a?a 
142 A: varför dl 

(99) Adl: l40 A: and the headteacher, do you think it's imponant to bave 
the headteacher 

141 P: yes 
142 A: wby 

It seems in no way far-fetched to interpret 140 as intended in the following 
way: "do you think it's important to have a photo of the headteacher and, if so, 
why?", a fortiori as A immediately asks "why" when confronted with the 
minimal answer "yes". 140, then, overtly and superficially a yes/no-question, 
may (but must not) be covertly and implicitly intended as a far more open 
question. In conversation, participants more or less frequently seem to make 
use of such a strategy. Compare e.g. the discussion in conversation analysis 
about the function of pre-sequences (Levinson, 1983:345ft). 

Is it possible that a vast proportion of the yes/no-questions in adult-child 
conversations are not as closed as indicated by their form, but that - covertly, 
implicilly - they are open questions, or tha1 they function as open questions? 
In the next section, we shalJ look at the pattem of responses given to the vari
ous types of soliciting initiatives in the different situations. 
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4 .3 .2 Responses to soliciting initiatives in dijferent 
situations 

4 .3 .2 .1 The scale of openness 

In section 4.2.2.6, a scale of openness was established on which questions of 
different types were placed. According to this scale, the open questions, or 
more precisely, the kind of directives that solicit that the answerer tell or retell, 
describe or report something, should be - as indicated by the tenn - the 
mosl open, followed by the wh-questions, the alternative questions, the fill-in 
questions and, at the other extreme, the yes/no-questions. One may now ask 
whether this scale is actually mirrored in the responses given to the different 
types of questions - situations and dyads collapsed. Since the scale was based 
on what was presumed to be the demands on the length of a complete answer, 
the mean length of minimal responses is displayed in table 48 (directives have 
also been included, in order to make comparisons possible between questions 
and directives). 

Table 48 Mean length of minimal responses (running words) following 
soliciting initiatives of different kinds, situations and dyads 
colla2sed 

02en wh alternative fill -in 'i.es/no directives 

19,0 3,6 2,5 1,6 1,7 1,6 
standard 
deviations 30,1 3,7 2.2 1,9 1,4 2.2 

On the left half of the table, the scale of openness is reflected; on the right half 
there seem to be no systematic differences in the length of minimal responses. 

In the preceding section, I advanced as an alternative hypothesis that yes/no
questions are ambiguous, i.e. that according to their fonn they are closed, but 
that pragmatically they may often function as more open questions. If, accord
ingly, we look at the frequency with which the different question types are 
followed by expanded responses, the scale of openness changes. 

Tllble 49 Percentage of expanded responses out of all responses following 
soliciting initiatives of different kinds, situations and dyads 
colla2sed 

02en wh alternative fill-in yes/no directive 

22,2 19,8 0 30 26,0 9 ,0 

As we can see in table 49, the above mentioned prediction is borne out. What 
we find, actually, is that the yes/no-question, which was seen as the most 
closed type when the scale was based on the length of a following minimal 
response, more often than the other types is followed by an expanded response. 
Thus, the high frequency of yes/no-questions in adult-child conversations must 
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not be interpreted wilhoul reservations as a correspondingly high ratio of closed 
questions. However, as we shall see in the next section, the difference in the 
function of yes/no-questions does not account for all of the variation between 
lessons and conversations. 

4 .3 .2 .2 Situational variation in responses given to wh
questions and yeslno-questions 

In this section, I shall investige the lype and length of responses given to wh
questions and yes/no-questions, the two types of questions that are relatively 
frequent in all situations. The percentage of expanded responses oul of all 
responses lo wh-questions and yes/no-questions in the language lessons and 
adull-child conversations is shown in table 50. 

Table so Percentage of expanded responses out of all responses to wh-
guestions and :i:es/no·guestions 

Wh-guestions Y es/no-gues tions 

Ad IL Ad IL 

Rl 42 15 27 30 
R2 27 4 38 33 
R3 15 25 6 100 
R4 59 22 32 38 
R5 0 0 19 9 
R6 22 20 29 20 
R7 20 3 21 25 
R8 8 0 24 0 

Md 21 10 26 28 

To be able to accounl for the different relationship between interactional and 
quantitative dominance in the two situations, one would have expected a higher 
frequence of expanded responses in adull-child conversations than in lessons. 
This appears to be such a tendency for wh-questions; in six of the eight dyads, 
expanded responses to wh-questions are more frequent in Ad than in LL. The 
differences are in some cases important, namely in Rl, R2 and R4. These are 
precisely the three adull-<.:hild conversations where high interactional asymme
try is connected with high verbal activity on the part of the pupil. Thus, what 
we see in the lefl half of table 50 is, now in quantitative measures, the inter
view character of these three dyads: when A asks a wh-question, P acts like an 
interviewee and frcquently gives a response that goes beyond the minimally 
requested. 

Surprisingly enough, this pattem does not reappear when it comes to 
yes/no-questions. Though, in table 49 above, it was established that yes/no
questions are the type of question that the most often receives an expanded 
response, this seems about equally valid for both situations. Actually, if we 
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collapse the dyads, there are 26,6% expanded responses to yes/no-questions in 
adult-child conversations, 22,9% in language lessons, thus not a very big 
difference. Furthennore, only in four of the dyads does the difference go in the 
expected direction, and except for Ad8, the differences are fairly small. It 
appears that both in lessons and conversations, yes/no-questions are treated as 
real yes/no-questions: only one out of four is answered by an expanded 
response; furthermore, 73% of the minimal responses in lessons and as much 
as 84% in adult-child conversations actually consists of one single word. 

Another aspect of the opportunities for talking, given or taken, is the length 
in number of words per tum. Ideally, one would like to investigate whether 
there is situational variation in the length of the same types of answer to the 
same types of question. Unfortunately, data does not permit such a far-reaching 
division; for the expanded responses one would end up comparing the mean 
length of P's two answers to a particular type of question in one situation to 
his three answers in the other situation. Only minimal responses are frequent 
enough in all dyads to make such an investigation meaningful. As pointed out 
in the preceding paragraph, minimal responses to yes/no-questions show very 
little variation. They consist to an overwhelming majority of one single word, 
and only 12% in lessons and 10% in adult-child conversalions consist of three 
words or more. When it comes to minimal responses to wh-questions, there is 
some variation, as shown in table 51 below. 

Table 51 Median length of minimal responses lo wh-questions, number of 
running words 

Ad IL 

Rl 3,5 1,5 
R2 3 2 
R3 2 1 
R4 5 3 
R5 4 2,5 
R6 4 2,5 
R7 2 4 
R8 5 4 

Md 4 2,5 

In seven out of eight dyads, the median length of minimal responses to wh
questions is higher in the adult-child conversation than in the language Iesson. 
This means that the same types of responses to the same kinds of queslions do 
not necessarily correspond to the same amount of talk in the different situa
tions. 

To sum up this section, we can see, perhaps somewhat surprisingly, that 
the situational variation is greater and more consistent with wh-questions than 
with yes/no-questions, though, in principle, yes/no-questions should be the 
most ambiguous as to their openness/closedness. It is the wh-questions that, in 
ooo-didactic conversations, more ofien receive expanded responses and I was 
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also able to show that wh-questions receive minimal responses that are longer 
in terms of number of running words. 

5 Summary 

In chapter VI, I have investigated how the different situations represented in the 
corpus vary as to the opportunities for the pupil to talk. We noted that among 
the two non-didactic conversations, exactly parallel as far as the tasks assigned 
are concerned, the adult-child conversation presented greater opportunities in 
this respect - narnely if we look at the total number of words spoken, though 
not when it comes to P's share of all the tallcing in the dyad. Quantitative 
dominance, i.e. the difference between the two participants' share of the talking 
in the dyad, showed a pattem similar to what was found in chapter V concem
ing interactional dominance: P is more dominated in lessons than in adult-child 
conversations than in child-child conversations and, within the lessons, more 
dominated the more the focus is on language per se. The 1~ntem was, however, 
somewhat less regular for quantitative dominance than for interactional domi
nance. We could also note tha1 only exceptionally did P's share of the talking 
exceed one third of the total number of words spoken - in lessons as well as 
adult-child conversations - wbich places the dyads of the corpus on a par with 
what has bcen previously reported as a typical feature of classroom interaction. 

While in lessons, interactional dominance and qoantitative dominance go 
hand in hand, the opportunities for P to talk show a radically different pattem 
in adult-child conversations. There, ioteractional dominance on the part of the 
adult seems to enhance P's opportunities for talking. The dyads where P talks 
the most are those which are carried out like ioterviews, with the adult steering 
the dialogue by means of questioM. 

The finding that strong interactional subordination correlates with low 
verbal activity on the part of the pupil in lessons but with high verbal activity 
in non-didactic convcrsations has to be explained by a conglomeration of 
factors. In comparison with adult-child conversations, lessons are characterized 
by: 

A high frequency of directives and fiU-io questions, both categories of 
soliciting initiatives that tend to lead to short, minimal responses. On the 
other hand, lessons, and particularly language lessons proper, exhibit a 
high proportion of wh-questions, which demand more of tallc to be 
answered appropriately. Therefore, the closedness of the soliciting initia
tives cannot be but a partial explanation. There is also: 

The fact that questions, especially wh-questioos, are more seldom respond
ed to by means of expanded responses in laoguage lessons. 

A tendency for answers to be shorter in language lessons than in non
didactic conversations, within the same category of response to the same 
type of question, viz minimal responses to wh-qnestions. 
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Thus, one could summarize the findings in this cbapter in the following way: 
not only is the pupil given fewer opportunities to talk in the lesson, he also 
ref rains from talång the opportunities given. 
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VII SUMMARYAND 
DISCUSSION 

1 The double aim of the study 

The aim of the present work has been twofold. First, I wanted to contribute IO 
the study of the relation between language and context, more precisely how 
interaction and language use depend on the more or less implicit premisses for 
communication that are associated with the activity types in which communi
cation takes place. The originality of the present work in this respect is that it 
focuses on a communicative event where the context dependence of language is 
highlighted in sometimes rather intricate ways. In the language lesson, there 
is, on the one hand, talk about language through language, on the other hand, 
and IO some extent simultaneously, there is talk going on about other mauers. 
A given utterance or part of utterance or aspect of it may either be focused per 
se and talked about, or it may actually be used to talk about something else in 
the way language normally works when it is not itself the primary focus of the 
activity. I have discussed the two concerted functions of language in the lan
guage lesson as two separate levels on whicb language may occur. The co
occurrence of these levels entails a risk for confusion and hence there will be a 
continuous need for disentangling them. As the dialogue unfolds, a sufficient 
degree of consensus must be reached about frames of interpretation, about the 
ways in which uuerances should be contextualized and interpreted. Thus, the 
incessant contextualization work accomplished by the participants can be 
brought under scrutiny in the language lesson. 

My second aim was to give a description of the language lesson as a com
municative event The originality of the study in this respect, compared to the 
main strearn of research on second language instruction has been: 

To background considerations of the effect of teaching on learning and 
instead to study the language Iesson in its own right, as a special variety 
of institutional discourse. 

To study interaction between the participants in the dialogue rather than IO 

focus either on the leamer in an intraindividual perspective oron the input 
received by the leamer. 

To study variation in dialogue processes and interaction pattems as a func
tion of types of activities that occur within the confines of a lesson. 
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2 Summary of the three empirical 
studies 

The first empirical study carried out on the corpus of twenty·four dyads -
eight dyadic lessons of Swedish as a second language, eight non·didactic 
conversations witb the same two participants (adult-child conversations) and 
eight child·cbild conversations, whe.re the same eight pupils carried out a simi· 
lar task as in the adult·child conversations, bot this lime together with a class· 
mate - concentrated on the language lessons. A qualitative, discursive analy· 
sis of salient dialogue episodes was carried out and rich exemplification was 
given by means of extracts from the corpus. Particular dialogue phenomena 
were idcntified as indications of a complexity that derives from the fact that 
language occurs al two separatc levels in tbe language lesson. Language as 
talked about - language al level 2, in the terms introduced in chapter IV -
must not be immediatcly contextualized in the same way as language usually 
is. Rather, linguistic items are used as abstract units, as fragments detached, or 
decontextualized from their normal referential and descriptive lies with the 
world as experieoced in everyday life. In order to capture this phenomenoo of 
isolating language at an abstract levet ("level 2"), I introduced the metaphor of 
linguistic enclosure. Language witbin the enclosure should not be contextual· 
ized as ordinary - level I - utterances; normal devices for refereoce and 
description are not operative. 

Problems with cootextualization, viz the way utterances relate lo the lin· 
guistic enclosure, were seeo to lead lo a certain degree of ambiguity in lesson 
activities in general. Furthermore, three partly similar, partly different dialogue 
processes, labelled level conflicts, level shifts and level fuzzyness, were identi· 
fied. A leve/ conflict occurs wheo there is a complete discrepancy between 
conversationalists in the way they contextualize an utterance. One of them 
opezates at level 1 and talces the utterance as osed in the ordinary way for ref er· 
ence and descriptioo, as conveying a message, while the conversational partner 
contextualizes the uttcrance within the linguistic enclosure, i.e. at level 2. A 
level shift occurs when the linguistic enclosure is suddenly opened and an item 
enclosed comes lo be osed at level 1, which leads toa temporary, momentary, 
or long·lasting, complete shift of perspectives. Leve/ fuzzyness, finally , isat 
hand when there is a mismatch in the degree l.O which linguislic itcms are lifled 
lo Jevel 2. The teacher's contributioo lo levet fuzzyness is a certain ambiva· 
leoce; tasks, questions and cues are often to a certain degree imbued with 
ambiguity between the two Jevels. Much of what goes on during the language 
teaching activities can be seen as a hybrid form of language use; the levet 2 
perspective is more or less established, but, at the same time, this is done as if 
language were osed in the ordinary way. The pupil's lypical contributioo lo 
level fuzzyness is bis tendency to remain in the levet 1 perspective and attitude 
and thus not fully reaching the degree of abstraction and reduclion that is 
characteristic of level 2 treatment of language. 

The second study conducted on the corpus was quantitatively orieoted. By 
means of tbe Ioitiative·Response Analysis (Lioell & Gustavsson, 1987), a 
characterization of dialogue dynamics and coherence as well as dominance rela· 
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tions within the dyads was given and related to the variation in activity types 
within the corpus. The most important results from this investigation, which 
is based on a complete coding of all the tums at talk in the 24 dialogues, were 
that the language lesson stood out as an extremely asymmetric situation, where 
the pupil's rote in the interaction is reduced to that of a passive follower, given 
- and taking - very few opportunities to influence the course of the talk. 
However, more importanl, the degree of asymmetry was shown to be system
atically related Lo the kind of lesson activities going on: the more of focus on 
language per se and the more abstract the aspects of language brought into 
focus - i.e. the stronger the levet 2 perspective - the smaller the pupil's 
share of the interactional territory. And vice versa, as the specific premisses for 
communication typical of the language lesson became less pronounced, the 
pupil's contribution to the interaction was also less restricted. 

Communicative dysfluencies as measured by the "obliqueness-coefficients" 
provided by the IR analysis showed a tendency to increase in lessons in com
parison with the non-didactic conversations, though this difference could not be 
retraced as clearly to language teaching activities as was the case with domi
nance. Different pau.ems were found in the way the dialogues are brought for
ward by the interlocutors, by means of reciprocal, assertive or submitting 
initiatives in the fairly conversation-like child-child conversations, but by 
means of soliciting initiatives from the dominant party (i.e. the teacher/adult) 
and responses in adult-child conversations and, most prominently, in language 
lessons proper. The expected dominance on the part of the native child in the 
child-child conversations showed up only as a tendency, though this tendency 
was seen to be corroborated by the fact that the immigrant child came more to 
his right in the easier of the two taslc:s that made up the non-didactic conversa
tions. 

In the third study, the intcrest was first focused upon the opportunities for 
the pupil Lo tallc: - his amount of speech in purely quantitative terms - in 
the different situations. By means of a comparison between child-child conver
sations and aduh-child conversations, where the taslc:s assigned were identical, it 
was shown that the adult performs what could be seen as a piece of pedagogical 
work in the adult-child conversations, as the child comes to tallc: in average 
almost twice as much as in the child-child conversations, and the tasks are 
penetrated more deeply. The pupil's share of the amount of tallc: in adult-child 
conversations, however, remains small, except in a couple of cases, where 
there is actually symmetry. Interestingly enough, these dyads are among the 
most asymmetric in terms of interactional dominance as measured by the IR 
analysis. Actually, it was shown that interactional dominance and quantitative 
dominance, i.e. dominance in terms of amount of words spoken, go hand in 
hand in lessons, but that there is a considerable negative correlation between 
the two measures of dominance in adult-child conversations. This result moti
vated a special investigation of question-answer pattems in lessons, particularly 
language lessons proper, and adult-cbild conversations. It was shown that there 
is variation in the frequency with which different kinds of soliciting initiatives 
are used in the two situations. The results indicated that directives and fill-in 
questions, i.e. types of soliciting initiatives that tend to lead to extremely short 
answers, were used almost exclusively in language lessons, a pattem that could 
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serve as a partial eitplanation as to why interactional dominance is connected to 
low verbal activity on the part of the pupil in the lessons but not in the non
didactic cooversations. On the other hand, the most closed type of question, the 
yes/no-question, was clearly most frequent in adult-child conversations. It was 
suggested, though the shortage of material requires some reservations, that the 
opportunities given to the pupil through the kind of soliciting initiatives 
addressed to him is not the only faclor that is operant, but that also lhe pupil's 
disposition to malce use of the opportunities could vary between the situations. 

3 Significance of the results - some 
main aspects 

In this section, I would like to discuss some aspects of what appears to be the 
principal significance of the present research effort. Though lhe most substan
tial part of the work has been devot.ed to the three empirical studies, I claim 
that lhe work may be of considerable theoretical significance as well. 

One quality which stands out in the data submitted to empirical analysis, 
and, hopefully, in the analyses provided, is the dynamic character of dialogue, 
i.e. how language simultaneously builds up dialogue and is shaped by dia
logue. This will be discussed in section 3.1. Retat.ed to this point is the fact 
that linguistic meaning is the product of linguistic expressions being embedded 
in specific activities: what people say, what they mean and how their utter
ances will be interpreted is inextricably connected with the activity in which 
they are engaged. Various premisses for communication underlie situated use of 
language; linguistic meaning emerges within the confines of these premisses 
and is communicated between participants in interaction wilhin specific 
settings (section 3.2). 

In addition to these fundamental theoretical points, the discussion of which 
may be motivated by the re.5ults of the srudy, I shall rerurn to the characteriza
tion that has been given of the language lesson as a communicative event and 
discuss it somewhat further (section 3.3). 

3.1 Dialogue dynamics 

Throughout the study - in the qualitative analysis of dialogue sequences in 
cbapter IV as well as in the quantitatively oriented, classificalory analyses pre
sent.ed in chapters V and VI - I have tried lo capture properties and features of 
dialogical interaction as a collective, dynamic process oriented towards specific 
goals and framed by the purposes of the interaction. Hereby, it has been poss
ible lo follow how the meaning of linguistic expressions, as well as interac
tional patterns of various kinds, are determined by the conteitt of the activity in 
whlch they are integrated. It has also been seen thaL, at the same lime, dialogue 
is not sirnply a product of extemal, situational determinants. In the dynarnic 
process between the parties in interaction, activity contell ts are created and 
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maintained, negotiated, changed and recreated - in continuous contextualiza
tion work accomplished by the communicators on a tum-by-tum basis. 

Hence, the dynamics of dialogue reflect the doubly contextualized character 
of language: communicative acts - moves in interaction, conversational con
tributions, linguistic expressions - are simultaneously context-detennined and 
context-creating. Both these aspects were made visible particularly in the 
analysis of language at two levets in the language lesson (chapter IV). By 
means of a close scrutiny of how the interactants display their incessant sense
making activities as they relate each othe.rs' contributions to one or the other of 
the two levets, we could catch a glimpse of the - nonnally attended to bot 
rarely visible, "seen-but-uMoticed" - contextual determination which under
lies the interpretation of linguistic utte.rances. 

Paradoxically enough, what made it possible to study the contextual 
anchorage of language then, was the striving, in the language teaching situa
tion, for treating tanguage as detached from specific contexts, as decontextual
izcd. Particularly revealing were the difficulties in establishing an enclosure for 
linguistic items; the ordinary function of linguistic expressions, that of allud
ing to particular aspects of states of affairs with an open-ended, not-yet-futly
described character, was seen to resist to auempts al treating them as self-con
tained, autonomous items with a pre-determined, lexical meaning. We recall 
e.g. the eff orts which the participants bad to make before arriving at enclosing 
the word ~. when a situation was simultaneously at hand where quite a few 
other, related or unrelated, aspects of what was happening were available and 
possible to bring into focus, and, similarly, the difficulty of enclosing the 
word between as long as the scenery of the story wbere "a man was creeping 
between the streetlamps" interfeced. 

Now, the other side of the coin, as stated above, is that language a1so plays 
a part in building up activity contexts. To give a complex formulation of this 
complexity, one could summarize part of the present work as follows. 
Linguistic items, normally contextualized within the frarnes of specific activ
ities in which they are integrated, are recontextualized in the activity of 
language teaching and treated as decontextualized. And furthennore, this de
contextualization is connected precisely with the language teaching context and 
is not very likely to occur in other contexts. Such treatment of language isa 
constitutive element of the activity type of language lessons. 

However, by means of their communicative actions only, the actors were 
scen to be able to define and redefine the activitity context within stable exter
nal circumstances. A linguistic expressioo, originally treated as a mere, isolat
ed item could serve as a point of departure for creating a new and wider context 
around it, thereby being anew recontextualized as well as being assigned new 
contextual meanings and implying different kinds of commitments endorsed by 
the actors. Such continuous, reciprocal adjustments of communicative 
behaviour are yel another aspect of the dynamics of dialogue. 

In conclusion, then, I would claim that by adopting a more dynamic and 
process-oriented view on language, important insights about linguistic form 
and mearung can be gained, insights which are complementary- al the ve:ry 
least - to what is yielded by an approach to language as an autonomous, 
structural system traditionally fostered in the language sciences. 
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As a separate point, I woold like to mention that the present study also 
contains the application of a particular method of conversation analysis, based 
on the view of linguistic communication advocated above, the Initiative.
Response Analysis. Though the mcthod had been independently developed, it 
has here been exposed lo a large-scale application. Particular investigations 
undertaken, such as the exploration of the relations between different dimen
sions of dominant, interactive behaviour within a specific corpus, and the situ
ational variation in the relation between interactional dominance and quantita
tive dominance plainly in tenns of amount of speech, can be scen as a devel
opment of the method. 

3 .2 Activity bound premisses for communication 

The concept of premisses for communication is talcen from Rommetveit 
(1974) and has been used and elaborated in several studies by Säljö (1982; 
Säljö & Wyndhamn, 1987, in press). Every activity has its own rationality or 
set of relevance conditions; there are special, often tacitly taken-for-granted 
criteria for wbat is relevant, important or acceptable in the activity in question. 
In the present slUdy, we have seen how the activity type of language teaching 
comprises activity specific premisses for communication, i.e. activity specific 
criteria for relevant action and activity specific frames for interpretation that 
differ in several respects from those operant in the non-didactic conversations. 

The study has been conducted as an investigation of the participants' 
behaviour from various angles: their active participation as well as their 
refraining from activity, the specific design they give to their contributions, 
the content of the utterances they are allowed and allow themselves to make, as 
well as the interpretations they display of each others' behaviour. Hereby, it 
has been possible lo uncover several aspects of the premisses for communica
tion valid in the different settings represented in the corpus. 

It stands out clearly that linguistic utterances function differently in different 
activities, that they should be - and are - interpreted differently according to 
the purpose and content of tbe activity in which they are integrated parts. How 
linguistic expressions function in interaction and how they are endowed with 
meaning and interpreted when purposefully used in communication is a, per
haps even the, crucial aspecc of their semantics. Thus, if we are to account for 
the meaning of a word, phrase or sentence, we cannot merely abstract from the 
contexts of its use. Linguistic expressions are routinely associated with con
texts, and when we try to understand what their meanings are, we can hardly 
avoid invoking or constructing contexts for them, be they only fragmentary. In 
the present study, I have tried to contribute to the demonstration of this funda
mental property of language by means of a comparative investigation that 
highlights one concrete communicative situation: language teaching. 

One way of summarizing the results of the study in this respect, would be 
to show how the meaning of any trivial linguistic expression depends heavily 
on the context of the activity in which it is uttered. A kind of question whicb 
is frequently used precisely in language teaching, but also imaginable in vir
tually any other dialogue situation, is tbe following: 
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(100) "What does X mean?" (X being an arbitrary linguistic expression). 

First of all, when posed in a language teaching situation, we might expect its 
pragmatic function to be different depending on the actor role of the questioner, 
i.e. whether the question is posed by the teacber or the pupil. In the latter case, 
it is far from certain that the question be taken as a question to be answered 
directly; instead, it may be immediately played back to the questioner -
something like "what do )'..Ql1 think it means?" - or answered indirectly by 
some hints or clues that serve to make the questioner come up with the answer 
him/herself (cf (14), page 68f, above). Such a scenery seems rather incon
ceivable if the question is a teacher question. Thus, actor roles, and rights and 
duties connected to them, are part of the premisses of communication operant 
in an activity. Specific moves in the dialogue seem more or less exclusively 
connected with a particular role in a particular situation; when another actor 
uses a similar expression, it does not count as the same move. 

Second, what is an adequate answer to "What does X mean?" depends on 
tacit relevance criteria which are to greater or lesser extent activity specific. As 
was shown in chapter IV, references to experience-based, exo-linguistic, speci
fic circumstances that justify the use of X on a concrete occasion - the way 
(100) would be answered in many everyday contexts- are typically treated as 
insufficient answers in the language teaching situation. There, X should rather 
be conceived of as an item of the language system, and answers in general, 
abstract terms, concentrating on its prototypical, paradigmatic relations to 
other items in the system, are preferred. This isa demonstration of the fäet that 
linguistic meaning is contingeot upon the purpose and cont.ent of the activities 
in which language is used. Relevance criteria of the kind demonstrated above 
are important parts of the premisses for communication in specific situations. 

Thirdly, when actually asked by the teacher as apart of a language lesson, 
questions like (100) tend to be answered minimally and in a linguistically not 
very elaborated fashion. The question, then, seems to be interpret.ed as demand
ing one or two single words in answer, whereas outside the language teaching 
activities, questions of roughly the same formulation bnt resting upon different 
premisses, are regularly respooded to more extendedly and are sometimes taken 
as a point of departure for more substantial contributions from the answerer 
(chapters V and VI). 

So, what does 'What does X mean?' mean? Within the context of this dis
cussion, the answer would be: different things in different contexts. A reason
ably precise answer to the question cannot be given without reference to factors 
of the context of the activity where the expression is nsed, the answer taking 
into account the premisses for communication on which it rests. 

In conclusion, I would argue that, if we lake as the theoretical point of 
departure that linguistic meaning emerges in situated use of language for pur
poseful communication within specific activities, we find a huge, interesting 
and urgent task for empirical research on language: to try to uncover the vari
ous premisses for communication which are connected with different activity 
types, and their interplay with the linguistic resources broughl lo use by com
municators. 
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3 .3 The language lesson as a communicative event 

Though inherent complexities in the language teaching situation - what was 
called 'the decontextualization paradox' in chapter I - makes it particularly 
interesling for a study of the relation between language and context, that issue 
is, in principle, as relevant for the study of any communicative situation. 
However, a second aim of tills study was to give a characterization of the lan
guage lesson in its own right. There are two different results that I would like 
to emphasize in this connectioo. The first one is the hybrid character that was 
found to be a typical trait of language use within language teaching activities 
(section 3.3.1, below), the second one is the close relationship between dia
logue patterns and the content of the lesson activities (3.3.2). 

3.3 .1 The hybrid character of language use in 
language teaching activities 

In chapter IV, an effort was made to describe characteristic features of the con
ception of language underlying language teaching activities and the prevailing 
perspective on language that fonns part of the premisses for communication in 
the language lesson. Though I certainly do not want to dismiss the value of 
that description of language-as-talked-about, "leve! 2", I wo1dd not emphasize 
the characterization of levet 2 as an analytical construction as the most 
interesting or noteworthy result of the analysis. Rather, I would like to call 
attention to the repercussions of the levet complexity on the concrete, com
municative practices during language teaching activities. The striking thing in 
the actual dialogue process is not the existence of two distinct levets of lan
guage, bot, on the contrary, a certaio character of continuous vacillation, 
ambivalence and confoundedness, which may be interpreted as a compromise 
between the exigencies of - what is analytically conceived of as - the two 
levets and the particular perspectives connected with them. 

This ambivalence shows up e.g. in the following ways: materials for levet 2 
manipulation of linguistic items are typically fetched from texts wherc facts are 
presented or stories told, the interpretation of which calls for the ordinary, levet 
l, perspective on language and communication. Words and expressions are 
interpreted in the ordinary way when originally used in these contexts, infer
ences are drawn, coherent messages constructed and reconstructed on the basis 
of the texts. However, eventually, when linguistic items are drawn from these 
texts, recontextualized in the language teaching perspective and treated at level 
2, qualitatively different premisses are established in a more or less invisible 
way. What seems to happen, then, is that the ordinary way of using language, 
originally applied to the texts where the items occurred, continues to exert an 
attraction, and, as a result, ambiguity and tension arise between the levets. Let 
me give another, simple, example where the same thing happens: when real 
pencils are presented to the pupil as the material for an exercise on the com
parison of adjectiv~. In an everyday perspective, judgments conceming the 
length of one or two pencils - as well as all other aspects which may be rel
evant to a description of how one finds them - depend on the particular use of 
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Lhe pencils one has in mind. Two not equally long pencils may bolh be con
sidered (sufficiemly) long e.g. for writing - especially if Lhe only one I have 
got is considerably shorterl - in whicb ca.se the difference is irrelevant The 
example may seem somewhat trivial. Still, it points very clea.rly to the im
portant phenomenon under discussion. In an exercise on the comparison of 
adjectives, carried out in the levet 2 perspective, the relevant aspects to 
concentrate on are the juxtaposition and contrasting of the positive, compara
tive and superlative forms of a particular word-item, the adjective km&. and, 
possibly, the form of the endings which makeup the inflected word-forms. The 
presentation of real pencils to compare, however, may (inevitably?) activate 
completely different relevance criteria. The situation is ambivalent, there is 
ambiguity between comparing adjectives as word-items and comparing real
world objects to which, certainly, Lhe particular adjective that is manipulated 
may very well apply, but in a different way and in one out of many possible 
aspects in which they may be seen, described and talked about 

At this point of the discussion, it may be necessary to make explicit an 
important caveat conceming the aim and scope of the present study. What I 
have tried to accomplish in my work, given my particular theoretical perspec
tive and the kind of data available, isa descriptive analysis, as sharp and ver
acious as possible, of pertinent phenomena in the situations under investiga
tion. I have tried to avoid being nonnative - it is up to the reader to judge 
whether or not, or to what degree, I have succeeded. What I would like to avoid 
also isa normative reading. As pointed out in chapter Il (p 23f), research on 
teaching situations is very easily interpreted primarily and directly in terms of 
"good/bad-for-the-leaming". Furthermore, it cannot be excluded that some of 
my descriptive tenns - e.g. ambivalence, ambiguity, confoundedness- sug
gest a nonnative reading, and, in that case, be taken as negative terms. This is 
not the intended effect of the analysis. What I strive for is to present material 
for criticaJ reflection - criticaJ in the sense of unprejudiced, intellectual activ
ity, not in the sense of negative evaluation (see also section 7, below). 

3.3.2 Variation in dialogue patterns connected with 
types of lesson activities 

Though it seems to be an overall feature of the lessons that the pupil remains 
passive and that the teacher exercises an overwhelming interactionaJ domi
nance, as wcll as a huge quantitative dominance, this relation is by no means 
constanl. On the contrary, tbe pupil's interactionaJ territory seems to correlate 
with variation in activities within the confines of the lesson. This result is not 
merely an interesting finding, it may also be an important one for the practice 
of language instruction. 

The ultimate goal of second language teaching is to help the pupil gain 
mastel)· of the target language. Certainly, there is no one miraculous way of 
doing this, nor are there any direct and self-evident ways in which this goal 
may be broken down into more specific goals for particular lessons or lesson 
activities. In general terms, however, ooe could easily think of two such 
guidelines for the teaching activities: 
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1) The pupil should be taught about language. i.e. the lessons should provide 
him with theoretical knowledge about linguistic elements, structures and 
usage. Such knowledge would then be seen as a necessary. or at the least 
beneficial. indirect way to proficiency in the target language. 

2) The lesson should create opportunities for the pupil to take part in rich and 
varied interaction using the target language as the medium. This, of 
course, should be done in a way that is adapted to the student's current 
stage of development In this case, the lesson activities are seen as a more 
direct way to langoage proficiency: there is teaching o/language- teach
ing which aims at leaming by doing - rather than teaching about lan
guage. 

The role of explicit knowledge in language acquisition has been one of the 
most debated questions in second language research during the last decade (see 
e.g. Krashen, 1982; McLaughlin. 1978; Sharwood-Smith, 1981; Biaslystok, 
1981, 1982; Lightbown, 1985; Felix, 1981; Königs & Hopkins, 1986, just to 
mention some of the important contributors to this debate). Those who claim 
that theoretical knowledge is of little or no utility in the acquisition process. 
would of course quite dismiss 1) as a rational goal for second language teach
ing, while others would see both 1) and 2) as worlhwhile. This study is not 
directly concemed wilh the question. Indirectly, however, the results will have 
some repercussions on the issue. 

What the results of the present study seem to indicate is that the two goals 
can scarcely be pursued simultaneously, i.e. within one and the same lesson 
activity. In the present corpus, increasing focus on language per se - taken to 
be the gist of goal 1) above - seems to be incompatible with goal 2). When 
there is teaching about language in wbat was called the leve! 2 perspective, the 
pupil cannot - or does not - give any relevant contributions to the dialogue, 
his participation in tbe interaction suffers greatly and he is actually playing an 
extremely passive role. his utterances being reduced to scanty phrases and 
single words. As soon as the focus of the activity is changed - be it by the 
manipulation of the situation as in the non-didactic conversations, or on the 
participants' own initiative within the very frame of the lesson - the pupil's 
parti.cipation undergoes a clear shifl and it does not seem too risky to say that 
this is where he could find his opportunities for actual practice of the target 
language (we are now only talking about language lessons). On the other hand, 
as there is no longer any particular focus on language, such activities do not 
differ from ordinary conversation and one dimension of the language lesson as a 
particular activity created in order to provide special, 'short-cut' opportunities to 
promote language leaming seems to be lost. Hence, the findings highlight the 
difficulties of reconciling in language teaching the goal of, on the one hand, 
transmitting theoretical knowledge about language, and, on the other, the goal 
of training practical language skills. Again, I would like to stress that the 
statements I make are not per se to be understood in a normative perspective, 
as evaluations of what goes on in the lessons of the corpus or in second lan
guage classrooms in general. Rather, the description could serve as a point of 
departure for a discussion of goals and means in second language teaching, a 
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discussion from which Ido not wish lo withdraw, but for which this study is 
nota suitable forum. 

5 The dev iant cases 

As a necessary consequence of the projected detailed levet of analysis, the 
corpus of the study had to be kept rather small. Together with the undeniable 
fact that language teaching is multi-faceted and may vary in lots of dimensions 
(see e.g. figure in Viberg, 1987:110), this forces one to bear in mind that the 
results are suggestive rather than conclusive. The study is mainly explorative, 
i.e. I have tried to uncover dimensions of the communicative event of language 
teaching, focusing on a notional apparatus for describing what goes on, rather 
than to test specific hypotheses in a perspective of verification/falsification. 

As pointed out in chapter Ill, the material first gives an impression of het
erogeneity, as if nearly all kinds of activities that correspond to what one 
impressionistically Jcnows about what is offered in S2L-teaching had entered 
the eighl lessons. Through the use of a classification of lesson activities in 
terms of their purpose and content. however, this initial impression of hetero· 
geneity gives way to a picture of striking homogeneity in lhe results. It seems 
lhus, that lhe criterion 'focus-on-language' lhat fonns the basis for lhe classi
fication, captures a fundamental dimension of language teaching activities in 
terms of dialogue propetties connected to them. 

As a matter of fäet, lhe heterogeneity of lhe material appears to be of two 
kinds. On lhe one hand we have the variation in subject matter (i.e. what is 
meant to be leamt in a specific moment), teaching materials and modes of 
presentation that lakes place within activities where focus is on language per se 
and where lhe leve! 2 perspective is predominant This kind of variation seems 
not to influence the dialogue lO any important degree. In other words, whelher 
e.g. lhe task is lo manipulate verb forms according lO the mode of presentation 
of exercise book A or to transform sentences from indirect speech to direct 
speech according LO reader B, to treat lhe spelling of a particular sound, accord
ing to one specific melhod of teaching orlhography, or to train a particular dif
ficully of pronunciation, lhe dialogue still exhibits the properties typical of 
grammar and spelling/pronunciation exercises respectively. Only when lhe 
focus is shifted away from language, be this shift partial as in text and 
vocabulary exercises or complete as in non-teaching activities, does the dia
logue change, in the lauer case radically. Hence, this is lhe second type of 
variation that we find in lhe corpus, most clearly manifested in two of the 
lessons lhat slrike one as deviant cases. 

The existence of lhese two deviant cases, the first half of lesson 1 and 
almost the entire of lesson 3, obviously has lhe disadvantage of making an 
already small corpus so lO speak even smaller. As lhey are exceptional in 
virtually all dimensions investigated, lhis leaves us wilh six and a half lessons 
of lhe ordinary kind. On lhe olher hand, the deviant cases can be scen as 
strengthening the arguments put forward in lhis study. Not only do they bring 
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out in full relief the fäet that variation in content of language-centered activities 
has little irnpact on the dialogue, they also provide evidence lhat a shift of 
focus transfonning language from the core contcnt or the lesson to a means for 
carrying out non-linguistic tasks may lead to far-reaching cbanges in dialogue 
processes also within lessons. The result emphasiud above in section 3.3.2, 
that there is a close relation belween the content of language lesson activities 
and dialogue pattems, is thus corroborated by what is found in the two lessons 
that are radically different in content 

6 On some specific characteristics of 
the lessons in the corpus 

The fäets that the lessons of the corpus are dyads, consisting of the teacher and 
a 10-12 year old cbild, where - most of the lime - there is language teaching 
going on, and that the language is taught in a sccond language siruation, not a 
foreign language situation, may necessitate some reflexion on three particular 
points. First, are there any fundamental differences between teaching in dyads 
and teaching in a whole class? Second, is language teaching different from the 
teaching of other school subjects such as geography, history, mathematics etc, 
and more particularly, foreign languages? Third, to what degree are the 
problems that pupils encounter in coping e.g. with the abstract leve! 2 
perspective due to their young age? 

6.1 Dyads vs classrooms 

One of the most prominent results of this study is the similarity between 
communicatioo pattems in the teacher-pupil dyads and what is known from a 
lot of other studies about communicatioo in classrooms of lhe ordioary kind, 
i.e. where lhere is one teacher and many pupils. This is true for lhe amount of 
talk on the part of teacher and pupil respectively (chapter VI) and - even if no 
numerical values like IR diff erences are at hand from studies of classroom 
communication - for the teacher dominance and the pupil's passivity as he 
sticks principally to minimal contributions to the dialogue (chapter V). These 
pauems are strikingly reminiscent of studies of communication in ordinary 
classrooms. 

Objectively thus, not much seems to change between classrooms and dyads. 
Subjectively, however, the difference may be enormous, for lhe teacher as well 
as for the pupil. Several teachers have told me that they experience teaching in 
dyads - for better or worse - as very different from teaching in groups of 
three or four pupils, not to mention classes of 25-30 pupils. For the pupil, the 
difference should perhaps be even greater between having, in principle, every 
second tum at talk in a dyad, and sharing the pupils' tums in a classroom with 
a number of classmates, then being able to bid for the floor when be feels he 
has somethiog to say but staying in the background when this is not the case. 
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In general, one could actually speak of a hybrid character in the very make-up 
of the situation: a dyadic teaching situation does not have some of the charac
teristics that make traditional lessons recognizable as lessons, viz the individ
ual teacher facing the collective of pupils. The dyad pec se, as the constellation 
for a lesson, may activate, or at least give associations to, radically different 
social encounters, while still sharing other fundamental properties with the 
traditional frames for lessons. There may be a built-in ambivaJence between an 
ordinary two-persons' social encounter and the classical format of a lesson. 

One cruciaJ point as far as parallels between dyads and classes are concemed, 
shoold be whether, in a class, there is direct communication between pupils 
(on the official levet of discourse, cf Gransttöm, 1987) or whether each pupil 
addresses his contributions to the teacher only - a pattem that has been 
reported in several studies (e.g. Wagner, 1983; Long & Porter, 1985); Anward 
(1983:55) even formulates such a pattem as a rule for classroom interaction. lf 
that is the case, it does not seem unjustified to conceive of the classroom as a 
quasi-dyadic situation, the only difference being that the role of the pupil is 
acted out by several persons jointly, hut still remaining one single dialogue 
role. In the former case, i.e. when pupils can communicate with each other, 
yield and lake the floor without the teacher's intervention, one could expect 
communication pattems to differ more or less radically from teacher-pupil 
dyads. Wagner (1983) shows, however, that a merely simulated change of roles 
in such a way that one or more pupils temporarily act as teachers, may lead to 
no changes at all in e.g. question-answer pattems. 

Another potential dissimilarity concems the extent to which the pupil can 
influence the content and course of the lesson activities. In principle, it should 
be easier for the teacher to take up explicit or implicit suggestions from one 
pupil with whom (s)he is aJone than to do this in a situation where several 
pupils may have competing interests. For instance, changing from the planned 
lesson activities to kite construction in Jesson 3 was easily done when the only 
persons concerned were the teacher and a pupil who was very eager to bring 
about this change. Things would have been far more complicated if there had 
been many pupils present, some of whom may have preferred story-writing, 
fill-in exercises or whatever classical lesson activities there are. In the lessons 
of the corpus, with this salient exception of lesson 3, the particular possibil
ities in dyads of following the pupil's propositions, suggestions and associa
tions - visible e.g. in level shifts (chapter IV) - are not much exploited. It 
cannot be excluded that this reluctance to indulge in digressions and, so to 
speak, freer lesson activities is at least partly an effect of the presence of the 
tape recorder: as the situation to be recorded was defined as an S2L-lesson. the 
teachers may have been less disposed than usually to accept deviations from the 
prototypical format of a language Jesson. 

6.2 Language lessons vs other subject matters 

A central point in my reasoning, especially in chapter IV. is that there is a gap 
between everyday experiences of language and communication and the concep
tion of language that underlies language lesson activities. The stock of knowl-
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edge about language which is transmitted through teaching is characterized by a 
high degree of abstraction and generalization and is hereby a reduction of tbe 
experiences we all gain when using language under concrete and specific 
circumstances. Similar gaps such as the one investigated in tbis study, tbough 
not specifically conceming language, have been discussed by Anward (1983), 
who conceptual~ teaching as the reproduction of a canonical text, represent
ing a formalized stock of abstract knowledge for classroom use. The discrep
ancies betweeo everyday, common-sense thinJång about certain pheoomena and 
the theoretical conception of them that prevails in didactic situations are the 
focus of studies on other school subjects such as physics (Lybeck, 1981) and 
mathematics (Säljö & Wyndhamn, 1987, in press). The striving for abstraction 
and generalization, thus, does not seem to be specific for the teaching of 
language, but tends to appear in school situations in general. 

However, what makes the language teaching situation particularly intricate 
is that it is the very means of communication, language, that is submitted to 
such a treatment. In the teaching of other subject matters than language, lan
guage is still used for reference and description in principally the same way as 
outside the classroom - though of course constrained by the typical par
ameters of the classroom situation, e.g. the specification of roles as expert and 
ignorant. When e.g. in a natural science lesson the topic is space and the 
planets (cf Anward, 1983), there are certainly lots of restrictions on what 
counts as relevant contributions to the course of the lesson - as "valid talk" 
(Bergqvist & Säljö, 1987)- and lots of everyday associations that (especially 
younger) children may come up with that are disregarded and not ratified, i.e. 
treated as not worthy of being included in the official discourse of the lesson. 
In otber words, the knowledge that is to be transmitted is a regimented knowl
edge which to a high degree makes abstraction of concrete and specific experi
ences, especially of private character (Einarsson & Hultman, 1984: l lOft). 

In conclusion then, language lessons have much in common with the 
teaching of otber subject matters, the striving for abstract and general descrip
tions being a common characteristic of educational settings. It seems however, 
that when this formalization of knowledge concems language, additional 
complexities come into play. Particular dialogue processes investigated in this 
study, viz level conflicts, level fuzzyness and level shifts described in chapter 
IV, presuppose what was labelled a linguistic enclosure and are therefore 
specific for teacbing activities where language no longer is a mere means of 
communication but is focused in its own right, and where linguistic items are 
being uttered which are not to be understood as contextualized use of language. 
Occasionally, in the literature on other aspects of educational discourse, one 
can find examples of these phenomena, occurring when language is manipulat
ed as mere structure and empty form. Sj0rslev (forthc.) discusses a lesson of 
Danish as a mother tongue where the subject matter is grammar, more precise
ly the problem of identifying nouns as a part of speech. The pupils work with 
a picture and are supposed to suggest nouns and put the indefinite article in 
front of them. As one pupil suggests "a boat", another pupil protests, pointing 
out that there are two boats in the picture. However, if the word l2o.ilt is to be 
treated as a word-item, it does no longer ref er to whatever there is in the picture 
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and the commenl by the second child is a complete misunderstanding of how 
the utterance "a boat" should be contextualized. 

What I would like to claim is that language teaching activities - be it in 
foreign language teacbing, or in second language teaching, or in grammar, 
spelling, or reading exercises in mother tongue instruction - create problems 
that are specific to activities where langoage is the core content and linguistic 
items have to be detached from the context in which they are uttered, and no 
longer be used fOf' refereoce and description. 

However, the second language situation may possibly give a particularly 
acute character to some of the phenomena investigated. Again, we may speak 
of a certain hybrid nature of the situation as such. It is clear that much of what 
we have scen in the Jessons of the corpus is modelled on a conception of lan
guage teaching which is predominant also in foreign Janguage teaching: the 
concentration on explicit knowledge of language as a self-contained system. In 
the foreign language teaching situation, this may be seen as fairly natural and 
unproblematic, perhaps even the only option given. In a second language 
situation, however , a great deal of other factors come into play. It is obvious 
that "natural acquisition" can play a considerably more important role in a 
second language than in a foreign language. Furthermore, in the second lan
guage lesson, seen as a social, communicative encounter between teacher and 
pupil, the wget language clearly can ptay a part, and often does, in lots of 
communicative functions where the use of the target language in a foreign lan
guage lesson would hardly come into question. Hence, a certain ambivalence 
between, on t.he one hand, the ordinary, everyday perspective on language, and, 
on the other, a specific language teaching perspective, may be built-in into the 
second tanguage lesson to a higher degree than into a foreign language tesson, 
where different functions and perspectives of language often are connected with 
the use of two different languages (i.e. I.be mother tongue and the foreign 
language). 

6.3 Children vs adul.ts 

In the society of today, much of the second language j nstruction al different 
levets is given to adult people. Apart from all necessary reservation, expressed 
above on several occasions, conceming the possibilities of generalizing from a 
small-scale, explorative study like this one, one may ask oneself whether the 
problems in handling the linguistic enclosure and all the consequences for dia
logue and interaction that these entail and which have been studied in detail, are 
due to the fact Lhat the pupils of the corpus are onty 10-12 years old. One 
might say that it is no wonder that these children have difficulties making the 
necessary abstraction; e.g. they cannot have reached what, in the Piagetan 
tradition, is called "the stage of formal operations". This may be so (in which 
case the fact that the readers, teaching materials, exercise books etc that are 
used actually have children as target groups seems somewhat bewildering), still 
I would like to claim that it is by no means a simple question of age and ma
turity. First of all, as pointed out in chapter IV, the problems with levets have 
been considered from the point of view of communication, not from the point 
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of view of the presence/absence of an absolute competence. We saw dialogue 
sequences whe.re the pupil actually was worlcing at levet 2 - even in sequences 
where the teacher seemed to lake another perspective - thus showing signs of 
such competence. In general, pupils seem perfectly capable of operating at 
level 2, given that the premisses for the language practices are unambiguous 
(cf Liberg, forthc., who studies very young children's discovery of the abstrac
tion underlying reading and writing). Barring this point, it is clear that study
ing a subject's competence to perfonn something, possibly under favourable 
circwnstances, is one thing, investigating communicative practices connected 
with various premisses for communication quite another (Hundeide, 1977). The 
latter has been the focus of the present study; to the present author, the former 
question seems of lesser interest in connection with the study of second lan
guage lessoos as a communicative event. 

It is clear that what I have called the level 2 perspective on language rests 
upon a deeply rooted cultural (and scientific) tradition in Western culture and 
that the educational system is the primary means for diffusion of this tradition. 
Hence, we could expect cultural differences as well as differences due to various 
degrees of socialization into förmal schooling also among adults who receive 
second language instruction, and, therefore, a varying degree of familiarity with 
such a perspective. This, in tum, may make the situation in adult education 
similar to what we have seen in instruction for children. 

Secondly, and perhaps even more important, once we have leamt to adopt 
the levet 2 perspective when this is needed or the adequate thing to do, lhis 
does not mean that we abandon the naive, everyday perspective and attitude 
towards language. On the contrary, as soon as we start using language the 
ordinary way, we are bound to rely on normal procedures for contextualizing 
utterances. In other words, the levet 1 perspective cannot be replaced by the 
levet 2 perspective, it can only be temporarily backgrounded. This means that 
it is always present and may reappear. 

Indeed, in lesson sequences cited in other srudies on classroom interaction in 
adult language instruction, one may sometimes find examples of exactly the 
same processes as those identified in this study. Håkansson & Lindberg 
(forthc.), in an investigation of questions used in second language lessons for 
adults, cite a sequence where the teacher introduces an exercise on the compari
son of adjectives. When doing this she lakes as an example - in the typical 
ambiguous way discussed in chapter IV - the hair length of two of the stu
dents in the group. In my terminology, she clearly works at enclosing the 
word-item m. but the students' interest eventually is caught by the question 
how "long, longer, tongest" actually apply to the students' hair, to curly hair, 
lo different hair dressing etc. Thus, we have an example of a level shift. 

My hypothesis would be that the separation of the two levets of language 
and the handling of the linguistic enclosure are pervasive problems also in 
many forms of language instruction for adults. How far this hypothesis will 
tum out to bC confinned could be an interesting task for future research. 
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7 On applicability 

Research on educational phenomena is traditionally met with high expectations 
on applicability. Research resolts are often conceived of as being immediately 
transferable into recipes for coocrete action; politicians and administrators 
expecl eclucational problems to be solved by means of specific research pro
jects, teachers either expect from researchers the solutions to teaching diffi
culties, or express their disappointment over the uselessness of research when 
such solutions are not provided. This auitude may be enhanced by what S!Ujö 
(1986: 118) describes as a "hypothetico-deductive mode! of scientific thinking" 
prevailing in educational sciences, a model in which the role of research is 
actually "ooe of inventing new and improved methods of going about teaching 
and learning and/or establishing what methods are most efficient in a given 
situation" (ibid, p 117). In the view of the present author, such an ambition is 
not only, as Säljö (loc cit) points out. likely lO fail, it is also dangerous. It is 
doubly dangerous since the important - and different - tasks of both teachers 
and researchers in society are jeopardized and thereby their possibilities of 
jointly bringing about change (cf Schön's, 1983, critical discussion of the 
dominant model of professional knowledge, whicb assumes that solutions to 
day-to-day problems can simply be derived from underlying, basic or applied, 
sciences). 

In the case of the researcher, (s)he will be someooe who prescribes guide
lines for action to be carried out by other people in situations in which (s)he, 
the researcher, is not directly involved and of which (s)he has access lO knowl
edge about only a fcw parameters. To take just one example from the field of 
second language instruction, Pienemann (1984, 1985), on the basis of his 
"teachabilily hypothesis", proposes that syllabuses in language teaching be 
modelled in accordance with the fmdings on the order of acquisition of specific 
linguistic structures. However well-grounded the research findings as such 
prove to be, and thc aim of the present discussion is certainJy not to express 
any doubts whatsotvtr in this respecl, the proposal reveals a fairly mechanistic 
view on the way research findings apply to the complexities of reality. 
Emphasis on one particular facet tends almost inevitably to lead to other 
aspects being overlooked; language teaching runs the risk of being reduced to a 
question of linguistic structures being taught in one order or another, instead of 
being considered as a highly complex social event in which a number of fac
tors, many of which are yet to be uncovered, interact in ways, still to a high 
degree uninvestigated, in order to shape its particular design - or rather 
designs. 

When it comes to the teacher, (s)he will fmd her/himself in a posjtion of an 
irresponsible and passive consumer of research resolts. These results typically 
have emerged in a striving for generality and cannot be unreflectedly applied to 
the varying particularities of the different situations in which teachers perfonn 
their daily work. In such a position, there is a great risk that teachers will not 
bring their own creativity to operate on the dynarnics of their specific teaching 
situation. At the worst then, the researchers' suggestions for change based on a 
scientific perspectJve that is simultaneously too general and too specific -
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general as research has to make abstraction of a certain amount of the 
complexities inherent in real life situations, specific as research typically deals 
in depth with one or a few particular aspect(s) at a time - would lead to the 
inhibition of the perhaps most important potential for change: the teachers' 
own creativity and responsible action. 

Tbough, actually, utility is often presented as the legitimacy of research, 
utility in this restricted sense of mechanistic applicability must be seen as a 
disavowal of I.be professionalism of both researchers and teachers. The privilege 
- or the disadvantage - of the researcher's typical position is the non
involvement in the permanently on-going activities, a sample of which (s)he 
swdies. Such a position is obviously ideal for reflection, but not necessarily 
propitious to influencing practical action. Thus, rnaking use of the particular 
opportunities for deeper, critical reflection is a most important ingredient in 
researchers' professionalism. The worlc of teachers, on the other hand, is action
oriented and may leave little room for distanced reflecting upon the events in 
which they take part as actors. In consideration of this complementarity of 
their respective predicaments, the utility of researchers for teachers would rather 
lie in furnishing careful descriptions of classroom events in which teachers 
may, or may not, recognize their own experiences and in proposing conceptual 
tools and developing a language which might facilitate reflec.tion which is, in 
such a case, integrated in the particular action contexts and thus more likely to 

be able to lead to actual change - if the need is felt and the conditions for 
change at handl 

Hence, the arguments sketched above are not to be understood as a plea 
against the importance of educational research for teaching, or more generally, 
theory for practice. When applied (sic!) to the present study, the argument 
means simply that it would be irresponsible and, indeed, a way of downgrading 
the teaching profession to try to derive from the results more or less categorical 
prescriptions for how second language teaching should be carried out (cf 
Hyltenstam's, 1985, distinction between specific and general applications). 
Similarly, it would be irresponsible and a way of depreciating the work 
accomplished, if practitioners expected mainly straightforward solutions and 
recommendations LO result. The possible importance of the work lies else
where. 

As a matter of fact, to the extent that the characteristics of dialogue in lan
guage lessons preoccupy teachers - and my experience is that they do to a 
high degree - concepts used in this investigation, some of which are certainly 
not new, but rarely emphasized in connection with language teaching (e.g. the 
context dependence of language), and others which have actually resulted from 
the analysis of the lessons of this corpus (e.g. those used to describe dialogue 
processes in chapter IV), may sensitize teachers as to hitherto overlooked 
aspects of their work, serve as a tool in articulating these and make it easier to 
reflect upon, discuss and thereby change practice. 

234 



References 
Numbers within parenthesis indicate the page(s) where references are made. 

Adelswlrd, V. 1983. Gymnasister i en förhandlingssituation. Försök att finna 
interalctionsmönster kopplade till direktiv. Arbetsrapporter frln Tema K, 
1983:1. University of Linköping, Dept of Com.munication Studies. (123) 

- - forthc. Styles of Success. University of Linköping, Dept of Com.munica
tion Studies. Doctoral dissertation in preparation. (102) 

Adelswllrd, V., Aronsson. K., Jönsson, L. & Linell, P. 1987. The unequal distri
bution of interactional spaoe: Dominance and conttol in courtroom interac
tion. Text, 1, 313-346. (123, 125, 144, 145, 206) 

Agar, M. 1985. Institutional discourse. Text, 5, 147-168. (18) 
A.bnmberg, L. 1987. Jn1erroga1ive Structures of Swedish. Aspects o/ the relation 

between grammm and speech acts. RUUL, 15. University of Uppsala, Dept of 
Linguistics. (15, 201. 203, 205) 

Allwood, J. 1980. Power and com.munication. In J. Allwood & M. Ljung (eds) 
Alvar - A Festsch.rift to Alvar Ellegdrd. SPELL, 1. University of Stock· 
holm, Depl of English. (16) 

- - 1981. Finns det svenska kom.munikationsmönster? In Vad är svensk kul
tur? Papers in Ant.hropological Linguistics, 9. University of Oothenburg, 
Dept of linguistics. (16) 

- - 1985. On relevance in spoken interaction. In S. B11ckman & G. Kjellmer 
(eds) Papers on Language and LiteraJure Presented to Alvar Ellegdrd and Eri/c 
Frylcman. Gothenburg Studies in English, 60. Gothenburg: Acta Universitatis 
Gothoburgcnsis. (16) 

Allwood, J. & Abclar, Y. 1987. Missförstlnd, brist pl först!else och sprlk· 
inllrning. In E. Wande & al (cds) Aspects of Multilingualism. Proceedings 
from th.e Fourth Nordic Symposium on Bilingualism, 1984. Studia Multi
ethnica Upsaliensia, 2. Univcrsity of Uppsala. (82) 

Allwright, D. 1983. Classroom-ccntered research on language teaching and 
learning: a brief historical overview. TESOL QUARTERLY, 17:2, 191-204. 
(19, 21) 

Andersson, Å. 1975. Sven.ska För alla. Gävle: Skolförlaget. (30, 35) 
Anward, J. 1983. Sprdkbrulc och sprdlultvec/cling i skolan. Lund: LiberFörlag. 

(22, 229, 230) 
Aronsson, K. 1981. The bilingual preschooler as grammarian. Children's para

phrases of ungrammatical sentences. Psychological Research Bulletin 
21:10/11. Unive.rsity of Lund, Psychological Laboratory. (120) 

Aronsson, K. & Slltterlund Larsson, U. 1987. Politeness strategies and doctor
patient communication. On the social choreography of collaborative think· 
ing. Journal o/ Language and Social Psychology, 6:1, 1-27. (123) 

Bausch, K.R. & Königs, P.G. 1983. 'Lemt' oder 'erwirbt' man Fremdsprachen im 
Unterricht? Zwn Verhlltnis von Sprachlehrforschung und Zweitsprachen
erwerbsfo.rschung. Die Neueren Sprachen, 12:4, 308-336. (20) 

Bautier-Castaing, E. 1982. L'authentique d~authentifie: la situation scolaire de 
productions langagieres. Etudes de Linguistique Appliquie, 48, 80-90. (22) 

Bellack, A.A., Kliebard, H.M., Hyman, R.T. & Smith. F.L. 1966. The Language 
of the Classroom. New York: Teache.rs College Press. (18) 

Bcrgqvist. K. & Sl1ljö, R. 1987. What counts as valid talk? Communicating in 
the cömprebcnsive classroom. Paper presented at St. Hilda's Conference on 
Ethnography and Inequality, Oxford, 14-16 September 1987. Arbetsrapporter 
frln Tema K, 1987:8. Uruversity of Linköping, Dept of Commurucation 
Studies. (230) 

Bialystok, E. 1981. The role of linguistic knowledge in second language use. 
Studies in Stcond Language Acquisition, 4:1, 31-35. (226) 

235 



- - 1982. On the relationship between knowing and using linguistic fonns. 
Applied Linguistics, 3, 181-206. (226) 

Blakar, R.M. 1984. Communicalion: A Social Perspective on Clinical lssues. 
Oslo: Universitetsforlaget. (123) 

Bourdieu, P. 1982. Ce que par/er veut dire. L'iconomie des ichanges 
linguistiques. Paris: Fayard. (13) 

Bourdieu, P. & Passeron, J-C. 1970. La reproduction. Elimenls pour une thiorie 
du systeme d'en.seignemenl. Paris: Minuit. (24) 

Brown, 0. & Yule, 0. 1983a. Discourse Analysis. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. (13, 62, 76, 124) 

- - 1983b. Teaching the Spoi<en Language. An approach based on the analy
sis of conversational English. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. (31) 

Brown. P. & Levinson, S.C. 1978. Universals in language usage: Politeness 
phenomena. In E. Goody (ed) Questions and Politeness. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. (150) 

Butzkamm, W. & Dodson, C.J. 1980. The teaching of communication: From 
theory to practice. JRAL, 18:4, 289-309. (68) 

Cancino, H., Rosansky, EJ. & Schumann, J. 1978. The acquisition of English 
negatives and interrogatives by native Spanish speakers. In E. Hatch (ed) 
Second Language Acquisition. A Book of readings. Rowley, Mass.: Newbury 
House. (19) 

Cicourel, A.V. 1981. Notes on the integration of micro- and macro-levels of 
analysis. In K. Knorr-Cetina & A.V. Cicourel (eds) Advances in Social Theory 
and Metho<Wlogy. Toward an Integration of Micro- and Macro-sociologies. 
Boston: Routledge & Kegan Paul. (14) 

Clark, H.H. & Carlson, T.B. 1981. Context for comprehension. In J. Long & A. 
Baddeley (eds) Attention and Performance, vol.9. Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum. 
(14) 

Clark, H. & Wilkes-Gibbs, D. 1986. Referring as a collaborative process. 
Cognition, 22, 1-39. (59, 205) 

Crow, B. 1983. Topic shifts in couples' conversation. In R.T. Craig & K. Tracy, 
K. (eds) Conversational Coherence. Porm, Structure, and Strategy. Beverly 
Hills: Sage. (102) 

D'Andrade, R.O. & Wish, M. 1985. Speech act theory in quantitative research on 
intcrpersonal behavior. Discourse Processes, 8, 229-259. (124, 16lf) 

Donohue, W., Diez, M. & Hamilton, M. 1984. Coding naturalistic negotiation 
interaction. Human Commllllication Research, 10, 403-425. (161) 

Dulay, H. & Burt, M. 1974. Natural sequences in child second language acquisi
tion. Language Learning, 23, 37-53. (19) 

Edelsky, C. 1981. Who's got the floor? Language in Society, 10, 383-421. (56) 
Edmondson, W.J. 1981. Worlds within worlds - problems in the description of 

teacher-leamer interaction in the foreign language classroom. In J.Q. Savard 
& L. Laforge (eds) Proceedings of the Sth Congress of l'Arsociation lnter
nationale de Linguistique Appliquie. Quebec: Les Presses de l'Universite 
Laval. (11, 23, 66) 

- - 1985. Discourse worlds in the classroom and in foreign language learning. 
Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 1, 159-168. (11, 23) 

- - 1986. Some ways in which the teacher brings errors into being. In G. 
Kasper (ed) Learning, Teaching and Communication in the Foreign Language 
classroom. Aarhus: Aarhus University Press. (82) 

Einarsson, J. & Hultman, T.G. 1984. Godmorgon pojkar och flickor. Om sprdk 
och kön i skolan. Malmö: Liber Förlag. (193, 230) 

van Ek. J.A. 1975. The Threslwld Leve/. Strasbourg: Council of Europe. (22) 
Ekener, H. 1968. Rältskrivning. Studieplan och metodik för undervisning av 

elever med stavningssvtlrigheter. Stockholm: Läromedelsförlaget. (31) 

236 



Erickson, F. & Shultz, J. 1981. When is a oontext7 Some issues and methods in 
the analysis of social competence. In J.L. Green & C. Wallat (eds) Ethno
graphy and Ltmguage. Norwood, N.J.: ABLEX. (15) 

Felix, S.W. 1981. The effect of forma! ins1n1ction on second language acquisi
tion. language Learning, 31:1, 87-112. (20, 226) 

Felix, S.W. & Hahn, A. 1985. Fremd.sprachenunterricht und Spracherwerbs
forschung. Eine Antwort an K.-R. Bausch und F. Königs. Die Neueren 
Sprachen, 2, 191-206. (20) 

Ferguson, C.A. 1975. Towards a characterization of English foreigner talk. 
Anthropological linguistics, 17, 1-14. (21) 

Flanders, N.A. 1970. Analyzing Teaching Behavior. Reading, Mass.: Addison
Wesley. (18, 193) 

Franke!, R.M. forthc. Doctors and patients as speakers and hearers in social 
interaction. To appear in U. Sätterlund Larsson (ed) Om kommunikation i 
vdrden. Ett urval föredrag frdn Tema K:s symposium den 3-4 juni 1986. SIC, 
14. University of Linköping, Dept of Communication Studies. (98) 

Gaies, S.J. 1977. The nature of linguistic input in fonnal second language 
learning: Linguistic and communicative strategies i ESL teachers' classroom 
language. In H.D. Brown, C.A. Yorio & R.C. Crymes (eds) On TESOL '77: 
Teaching and learning English as a Second Language. Washington, D.C.: 
TESOL. (21) 

- - 1983. Classroom-centered research: state of the art. The investigation of 
language classroom practices. TESOL QUARTERLY, 17:2, 205-217. (21) 

Garfinltel, H. 1967. Studies in Ethnomethodology. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: 
Prentice-Hall. (61, 94) 

Gass, S.M. & Madden, C.G. (eds) 1985. lnput in Second Language Acquisition. 
Rowley, Mass.: Newbury House. (20) 

Olahn, E. 1985. Tumtaking in conversations between learners and native 
speakers. In E. Glahn & A. Holmen (eds) learner Discourse. Anglica et 
Arnericana, 22. University of Copenhagen. Dept of English. (166) 

Goffman, E. 1974. Frame Analysis. An essay 011 the organiza1ion of experience. 
New York: Harper & Row. (13, 14, 23) 

- - 1981. Forms o/Tallc. Oxford: Basil Blaclcwell. (13) 
Grandcolas, B. & Souli-Susbielles, N. 1986. The analysis of the foreign 

language classroom. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 8:3, 293-308. 
(200. 209) 

Granström, K. 1987. Offentlig och privat kommunikation i klassrummet. In B
O. Martinsson (ed) On Communication, 4. Selected papers from a seminar 
arranged by the Department of Communica1ion Studies on lime 3-4, 1986. 
SIC, 13. University of Linköping, Dept of Communication Studies. (27, 229) 

Grice, H.P. 1975. Logic and conversation. In P. Cole & J.L. Morgan (eds) 
Syntax and Semantics, vol.3: Speech Acts. New York: Academic Press. (94) 

Grimshaw, A.D. 1980. Mishearings, misunderstandings and other nonsuccesses 
in talk: a plea for redress of speaker-oriented bias. Sociological Jnquiry , 
50:3/4, 31 -74. (97, 100) 

Grogam, M. 1984. Trd/cig läsning. Malmö: LiberFörlag. (31) 
Guetzlcow, H. 1950. Unitiz.ing and categorizing problems in qualitative data. 

Journal of Clinical Psyclwlogy, 6, 47-58. (160) 
Gustavsson, L. 1983a. Barns och vuxnas fönnAga till stiligenltllnning i lconst

bilder och bamteclcningar. Arbetsrapporter frAn Tema K, 1983:3. University 
of Linköping, Oept of Communication Studies. (46) 

- - 1983b. Naturligt och onaturligt sprAk i läromedel, klassrum och i verk
ligheten utanför. In L. Gustavsson & H. Hult (eds) Text och bild i läromedel: 
Sju analyser av svenska som andrasprdlc. SIC, 4. University of Linköping, 
Dept of Communication Studies. (11) 

237 



- - 1985a. The problem of perspectives in the analysis of discourse. In 0. 
Togeby (ed) Papers from the Eighlh Scandinavian Conference of Linguistics. 
University of Copenhagen. Institule for Nordic Philology. (75, 124) 

- - 1985b. Sprlkundervisningens paradoxer och dilemman - sju teser, 1-2. 
Moderna Sprdk, 79:2, 97-103 & 3, 194-200. (11) 

- - 1987. '1 know what il is, but it's so awflly hard to tell". On communica
tive problems in language lessons. In B-0. Martinsson (ed) On Communica
tion, 4. Selected papers from a seminar arranged by the Department of Com
munication Studies on J11.11e 3-4, 1986. SIC, 13. University of Linköping, 
Dept of Communication Studies. (103) 

Hahn, A. 1982. Fremdsprachenunlerricht und Spracherwerb. Linguistische Un1er
suchungen zum gesteu.erten Zweitsprachenerwerb. Universitilt Passau. Doctoral 
dissertation. (20) 

Hlkansson, G. 1982. Quantitative studies of teacher tallc. Scandinavian Working 
Pap~rs on Bilingualism, 1, 52-72. University of Stockholm, lnstitute of 
Linguistics, Dept of Research on Bilingualism. (21) 

- - 1987. Teacher Talk. How teachers 1'Wdify their speech when addressing 
learners of Swedish as a second language. Travaux de l'lnstitut de linguistique 
de Lund, 20. Lund University Press. (21) 

HAkansson, G. & Lindberg, I. forthc. What's the question? lnvestigating ques
tions in second language classrooms. To appear in the proceedings from the 
Fifth Nordic Conference on Bilingualism, Copenhagen, 1987. (206, 232) 

Hakes, D.T. 1980. The Development of Metalinguistic Abilities in Children. 
Berlin: Springer-Verlag. (120) 

Hakuta, K. & Diaz. R.M. 1985. The relationship between degrce of bilingualism 
and cognitive ability: A critical discussion and some new longitudinal data. 
In K.E. Nelson (ed) Children's Language, vol 5. Hillsdale, N.J.: Lawrence 
Erlbaum. (120) 

Halliday, M.A.K. 1973. Explorations in the Functions of Language. London: 
Edward Arnold. (22) 

- - 1978. Language as Social Semiotic. The Social /nlerpretation of Language 
and Meaning. London: Edward Arnold. (22) 

Harris, R. 1980. The Language-Makers. London: Duckworth. (13) 
- - 1981. The Language Myth. London: Duclcworth. (13) 
Hedquist, R. 1978. Om adjektivets komparation. In 0 . Josephson, H. Strand & 

M. Westman (eds) Förhandlingar vid sammank.omst för att dryfta frdgor 
rörande svenskans beskrivning, 11. University of Stockholm, Depl of Scan
dinavian Languages. (74) 

Hellberg, H-E. 1970. "Bogserbdten". Stockholm: Ra~n & Sjögren. (34) 
Helloft, A.M. & Paaby, K. 1978. Tampen brtznder. En analyse af undervisning 

som samtale. Copenhagen: Hans Reitzel. (97, 193) 
Heritage, J. 1984. Garfinkel and Ethnomethodology. Cambridge: Polity Press; 

Oxford: Basil Blackwell. (15, 16, 23, 45, 63, 65, 69, 94, 124) 
- - 1985. Recent developments in conversation analysis. Sociolinguistics, 

15:1, 1-19. (14) 
Holmen, A. 1985. Distribution of rotes in learner-native speaker interaction. In 

E. Glahn & A. Holmen (eds) Learner Discourse. Anglica et Americana. 22. 
University of Copenhagen, Depl of English. (166) 

House, J. 1986. Learning to talk: Talking lo learn. An investigation of leamer 
perfonnance in two types of discourse. In G. Kasper (ed) Ltarning, Teaching 
and Communication in the Foreign Language Classroom. Aarhus: Aaarhus 
University Press. (200f) 

Hundeide, K. 1977. Piaget i kritisk lys. Oslo: Cappelen. (120, 232) 
Hyltenstam. K. 1977. lmplicational patterns in intcrlanguage syntax variation. 

Language Learning, 27:2, 383-411. (19) 
- - 1978. Progress in /mmigran1 Swedish Syn1ax. A Variability Analysis. 

University of Lund: Dept of General Linguistics. Doctoral dissertation. (19) 

238 



- - 1985. L2 learners' variable output and language teaching. In K. 
Hyltenstam & M. Pienemann (eds) Modelling and Assessing Second Language 
Acquisition. Avon: Multilingual Matters. (234) 

Hyltenstarn, K. & Pienemann, M. (eds) 1985. Modelling and Assessing Second 
Language Acquisition. Avon: Multilingual Matters. (21) 

Hymes, D. 1972. On communicative competence. In J.B. Pride & J. Holmes 
(eds) Sociolinguistics. Hannondsworth: Penguin. (22) 

Jalcoboviis, L. & Gordon, B. 1979. Language teaching vs. the teaching of talk. 
lnterna1ional Journal of Psycholinguistics, 6:4, 5.22. (22) 

Johnson-Laird, P.N. 1987. The mental representation of the mearting of words. 
Cognition, 25, 189-211. (70) 

Jones, R. & Pouder, M-C. 1980. Les echanges aduhe-enfant en situation 
scolaire. Langages, 14 (vol 59), 79-86. (25) 

Jönsson, L. forthc. On Being Heard in Court Trials and Police lnterrogations. 
University of Linköping, Dept of Communication Studies. Doctoral disserta
tion in preparation. (123) 

Josefson, I. 1977. Lagstadgad undervisning i svenska för invandrare. Mdl, 
metoder, material. Reports from lhe Language Teaching Center, 3. University 
of Golhenburg, SprAkpedagogiskt centrum. (36f) 

Juvoncn, P. 1987. Den sprdkliga imeraktionen under en sprdkle/aion. En fall· 
studie. PILUS, 55. University of Stockholm, lnsti tute of Linguistics. (75, 
8lf, 175) 

Klein, W. & Dittmar, N. 1979. Developing Grammars. Berlin: Springer-Verlag. 
(19) 

Königs, F.G. & Hopkins, E.A. 1986. Observations on observing learner lan
guage: A contribution to the discussion about the relationship between 
second language acquisition and foreign language teaching and learning. 
IRAL, 24:2, 89-121. (20, 226) 

Kramsch, C.J. 1985. Classroom interaction and discourse options. Studies in 
Second Language Acquisition, 7, 169-183. (22) 

Krashen, S.D. 1982. Principles and Practice in Second Language Acquisition. 
Oxford: Pergamon Press. (20, 226) 

Krumm, H-J. 1981. Foreign language teaching as a communicative process. 
Problems of analysing didactic and communicative processes in the foreign 
language classroom. In J-G. Savard & L. Laforge (eds) Proceedings of tk 5th 
Congress of /'Association Jmernationale de Linguistique Appliquie. Quebec: 
Les Presscs de l'Universite Laval. (27, 102, 110) 

Labov, W. 1978 (1972). Sociolinguistic PaJtern.s. Oxford: Basil Blaclcwell. (50) 
Labov, W. & Fanshel, D. 1977. Therapeutic Discourse: Psychotherapy as 

Conversation. New York: Academic Press. (206) 
Leontiev, A.N. 1981. The problem of activity in psychology. In J.V. Weruch 

(ed) Tlae Concept of Activity in Soviet Psychology. Armonk, N.Y.: Sharpe. 
(15, 16) 

Levin, L. 1972. ComparaJive Studies in Foreign Language Teaching. Stockholm: 
Almqvist & Wiksell. (19) 

Levinson, S.C. 1979. Activity types and language. Linguistics, 17, 365-399. 
(16, 17) 

- - 1983. Pragmatics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. (13, 16, 25, 
129, 153, 21 1) 

Lgr 80. 1980. Laroplan för grundskolan. Allmän del. MdJ och rilalinjer. Kurs
planer. Timplaner. Skolöverstyrelsen. Stockholm: Liber Utbildningsförlaget. 
(36) 

Liberg, C. forthc. The first steps in becoming a grammarian. To appear in the 
proceedings from the Tenth Scandinavian Conference on Linguistics, Bergen, 
1987. (232) 

239 



Lightbown, P. 1985. Can language acquisition be altered by instruction?. In K. 
Hyltenstam & M. Pienemann (eds) Modelling and Assessing Second Language 
Acquisition. Avon: Multilingual Matters. (20, 226) 

Lindberg, I., Ramsin, M. & Runnquist, G. 1984. Säga vad man vill . Ett studie
material för SFJ-lärare om kommunika.tiv sprdkundervisning. Stockholm: 
Skolöverstyrelsen och Liber Y rkesutbildning. (31) 

Lindell, E., Löfqvist, G. & Nordlund, B. 1971 (1964). Rättstavning. Ett 
studieplansarbete. Stockholm: Svenska bokförlaget. (31) 

Linell, P. 1982. The wriuen language bias in linguistics. SIC, 2. University of 
Linköping, Dept of Communication Studies. (13) 

- - 1986. Problems and perspectives in the study of spoken interaction. In 
L.S. Evensen (ed) Nordic Research in Text Linguistics and Discourse Analy
sis. Papers from the First NORDTEX'f Symposium, Trondheim, August 15-18, 
1985. Trondheim: TAPIR. (56) 

- - 1988. The power of dialogue dynamics. Paper presented at the symposium 
on The Genetic Aspects of Dialogue, Bad Homburg, FRG, Febr. 1-3, 1988. 
University of Linköping, Dept of Communication Studies. Manuscript. (183) 

Linell, P. & Gustavsson, L. 1986. Initiativ och respons i samtal. Om dynamik, 
koherens och dominans. Arbetsrapporter frAn Tema K, 1986:4. University of 
Linköping, Dept of Communication Studies. (122, 123, 153, 154, 159) 

- - 1987. Initiativ och respons. Om dialogens dynamik, dominans och 
koherens. SIC, 15. University of Linköping, Dept of Communication Studies. 
(12, 26, 57, 122, 123, 137, 141, 151, 152, 172, 218) 

Linell, P., Gustavsson, L. & Juvonen. P. 1988. Interactional dominance in 
dyadic comrnunication. A presentation of the initiative-rcsponsc analysis. To 
be published in Linguistics, 26:3. (183, 193) 

LISA. 1987. LISA. Medlemsblad för föreningen Lllrare i svenska som andra
sprlk, 1987:2. (27) 

Löfström, J. forthc. Om syntax i samtal. University of Oothenburg, Dept of 
Scandinavian Languages. Doctoral dissertation in preparation. (205) 

Long, M.H. 1983. Inside the "black box": methodological issues in classroom 
research on language leaming. In H.W. Seliger & M.H. Long (eds) Classroom 
Oriented Research in Second Language Acquisition. Rowley, Mass.: Newbury 
House. (19, 24, 27) 

Long, M.H. & Sato, CJ. 1983. Classroom foreigner talk discourse: Forms and 
functions of teachers' questions. In H.W. Seliger & M.H. Long (eds) Class
room Oriented Research in Second Language Acquisition. Rowley, Mass.: 
Ncwbury House. (208) 

Long, M.H. & Porter, P. 1985. Group work, interlanguage talk, and second lan
guage acquisition. TESOL Quarterly, 19:2, 207-228. (229) 

Lörscher, W. 1983. Linguistische Beschreibung und Analyse von Fremd
sprachenunterricht als Diskurs. Tiibingen: Narr. ( 18, 36, 124) 

- - 1986. Conversational structures in the foreign language classroom. In G. 
Kasper (ed) Learning, Teaching and Communication in the Foreign Language 
classroom. Aarhus: Aarhus University Press. (11) 

Lundgren, U.P. 1972. Frame Factors and the Teaching Process. Stockholm: 
Almqvist & Wiksell. (24) 

Lybeck, L. 1981. Arkimedes i klassen. En ämnespedagogisk betraktelse. Göte
borg Studies in Educational Sciences, 37. Oothenburg: Acta Universitatis 
Oothoburgensis. (230) 

Lyons, J. 1977. Semantics, vol.1 . Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. (76, 
84) 

Manne, G. & Hvenekilde, A. (eds) 1980. Folksagor frdn 17 län<kr. Rosersberg: 
Hodab lllromedel. (34) 

Mc Laughlin, B. 1978. The Monitor Model: some methodological considera
tions. Language Learning, 28, 309-332. (226) 

240 



Mc Laughlin, M.L., Lou<lcn, A.D., Cashion, J.L., Allcndorf, D.M., Baaske, K.T. 
& Smith, S.W. 1985. Con,ersational planning and seU-scrvmg uuerances: 
The manipulation of topica] nnd functiona} structures in dyadic intcraction. 
Journal of Language flå Social Psychology, 4, 233-251. (162) 

Mehan, H. 1979. Learn >ig U.rson.s. Social Organization in rhe Classroom. 
Cambridge, Mass.: H< ... n ard Universiry Press. (18, 129) 

Minick, N. in press. Mi. ~ m action: represeotational speech in classroom dis
course. In J. Lave & S Chaiklin (eds) Situated Learning. Cambridge, Mass.: 
Cambridge Univcrsity ss. (22) 

Nordberg, B. 1984. Om l.~gdomars samtalsstil. Nlgra preliminära iakttagelser. 
Nysvenska studier, 64, ~ 27. (178) 

Norc!n, K . & Löfström, J. 1977. Teori- och metoddiskussion kring projektet 
Sprdlcsociala studier i en talsprdklig databas. Rapport frln Språkdata, 5. 
University of Gothcnburg, Dept of Computational Linguistics (123) 

Ochs, E. 1979. TranscripLion as theory. In E. Ochs & B. Schicffclin (cds) 
Developmental Pragmatics. New York: Acadernic Press. (56) 

Oller, J. W. & Richards, J. C. 1973. Focus on the Learner. Pragmatic perspec 
tives for the language teacher. Rowley, Mass.: Newbury House. (19) 

Pcrduc, C. (cd) 1982. Second Language Acquisition by Adult lmnugrants. A Field 
Manual . Strasbourg: European Science Foundation. (19) 

Pienemann, M. 1984. Psychological constraints on the teachability of lan
guage&. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 6, 186-214. (233) 

- - 1985. Leamabilily and syllabus construction. In K. Hyllenstam & M. 
Pienemann (cds) Modelling and Assessing Second Language Acquisition. 
Avon; Multilingual Mauers. (233) 

Projektgruppen GUME. 1983. SPIN-projd.Jet. Göteborgs Universitet, Inst för 
praktisk pedagogik. (29) 

Reichenbach, H. 1938. Experience and Prediction. Chicago: Universily of 
Chicago Press. (16) 

Reichmann, R. 1978. Conversational Coherency. Cognitive Science, 3, 283-
327 . (62) 

Rogoff, B. 1984. lntroduction: Thinlting and Leaming in Social Context. In B. 
Rogoff & J. Lave (cds) Everyday Cognition: lts Developnumt in Social Co11-
text. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press. (14, 17) 

Romrnetveit, R. 1974. On Message Structure. London: Wiley Intersciencc. (13, 
17, 222) 

- - 1980. On "meanings" of acts and what is mcant by what is said in a 
pluralistic social world. In M. Brenner (ed) The Structure of Action. Oxford: 
Blackwell & Moll. (13) 

- - 1983. In seurch of o truly interdiciplinary semantics. A scrmon on hopcs 
of salvation from hereditary sins. Journal of Semantics, 2, l-28. (13, 64, 69, 
89) 

- - 1985. Language acquisition as increasing linguistic structuring of 
experience and symbolic behavior conrrol. In J.W. Wertsch (ed) Culture, 
Communication and Cognition: Vygotskian Perspectives. New York: 
Cambridge University Press. (66) 

- - 1987a. Meaning, context, and control. Convergent trends and 
controversial issues in current social-scientific research on human cognition 
and communication. lnquiry, 30, 77-99. (13, 64, 69, 89) 

- - 1987b. Psycholinguistics, henneneutics, and cognitive science. 
University of Oslo, Dept of Psycho:ogy. Manuscripl. (13, 64, 69, 70) 

- - 1988. On literacy and the myth of literal meaning. In R. Sllljö (ed) The 
written world. Studies in literate thought and language. New York: Springer
Verlag. (13) 

241 



Rosch, E. 1973. On the interna! structure of perceptual and semantic categories. 
In T. Moore (ed) Cogn.itive Development and the Acquisition of Language. 
New York; Acadernic Press. (70) 

Rosen, H. 1972. The language of textbooks. In A. Cashdan & E. Grugeon (eds) 
Language in Education. A source book.. London & Boston: Roulledge & 
Kegan Paul, in asscx: with The Open University Press. (22) 

Sllljö, R. 1982. Learning and Understanding. A Study of Differences in 
Con.structing Meaning from a Texi. Göteborg Studies in Educational Sciences, 
41. Gothenburg: Acta Universitatis Gothoburgcnsis. (16, 17, 94, 222) 

- - 1986. The man-made world of learning: Remarlcs on the potential value of 
a descriptive tradition in pedagogic research. In P.O. Ashworth, A. Giorgi, & 
AJ.J. de Koning, (eds) Qualitarive Research in Psychology. Proceedings of 
the lnternational Association for Qualitative Research in Social Science. 
Pittsburgh, Pa: Duquesne University Press. (233) 

Sll.ljö, R. & Wyndhamn, J. 1987. The forrnal setting as context for cognitive 
activities. An empirical study of arithmetic operations under conflicting 
premisses of communication. European Journal of Psychology of Education, 
2:3, 233-245. (222, 230) 

- - in press. Solving everyday problems in the forrnal setting. An empirical 
study of the school as context for thoughl. In J. Lave & S. Chaiklin (eds) 
Situated Learning. Cambridge., Mass.: Cambridge University Press. (222, 230) 

Samuelsson, U. 1986. Invandrarelever lär sig svenska. University College of 
Jönköping, Oept of Education. Manuscript. (79) 

Schank, G. 1979. Zum Problem der Natttrlichkeit von Gesprllchen in der Konver
sationsanalyse. In J . Dittman (ed) Arbeiten zur Konversationsanalyse. 
Ttlbingen: Narr. (50) 

Schegloff, E.A. 1987. Between macro and micro: contexts and other connec
tions. In J. Alexander, B. Giesen, R. Munch & N. Smelser (eds) The Micro
Macro Link.. Berkeley: University of California Press. (14, 26) 

Schegloff, E.A., Jefferson, G. & Sacks, H. 1977. The preference for self-correc
tion in the organization of repair in conversation. Language, 53, 361-382. 
(82, 133) 

Schegloff, E.A. & Sacks, H. 1973. Opening up closings. Semiotica, 7, 289-
327. (129) 

Schenkein, J. (ed} 1978. Studies in the Organization of Convtrsarional lnterac
tion. New York: Academic Press. (56) 

Schön, D.A. 1983. Education for reflection-in-action: An alternative to the 
positivist epistemology of practice. In K.E. Boulding & L. Senesh (eds} The 
Optimum Utilization of Knowledge. Mak.ing Knowledge Serve Human Better
ment. Boulder, Col.: Westview Press. (233) 

Schutz, A 1962. Collected Papers, vol 1. The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff. (12) 
Searle, J. 1969. Speech acts. An essay in the philosophy of language. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. (45) 
Seliger, H.W. & Long, M.H. (eds} 1983. C/assroom Orienred Research in Second 

Language Acquisition. Rowley, Mass.: Newbury House. (21) 
Selinker, L. 1972. Interlanguage. IRAL, 10, 209-231. (19) 
Severinson Eklundh, K. 1983. The nation of language game - a natura/ unit of 

dia/og ue and discourse. SIC, 5. University of Linköping, Dept of 
Communication Studies. (15, 100} 

Sharwood-Smith, M. 1981. Consciousness-raising and the second language 
leamer. Applied Linguistics, 2, 159-168. (226) 

Sinclair, J. McH. & Coulthard, R.M. 1975. Towards an Analysis of Discourse. 
The English Used by Teachers and Pupils. London: Oxford University Press. 
(18, 26, 36, 124, 128, 129) 

242 



Sj"'rslcv, S. forthc. Klassens samtale - elevemes utvikling. Om samtalestil og 
interaktionsfonn i nogle 3. og 6. klassers dansktimer. Danmarks 
Lzrerh"'jskole, Institut for dansk sprog og liueratur. Dissertation in prepara
tion. (2300 

Snow, C.E. & Ferguson, C.A. (eds) 1977. Talk.ing to Children: Language lnput 
and Acquisition. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. (20) 

Stenström, A-B. 1984. Questions and Responses in Engli.sh Conversation. Lund 
Srudies in English, 68. Lund: Gleerup. (124) 

Suömqvist, S. 1983. Lexical search ganu!s in adult .second language acquisition. 
Gothenburg Papers in Theoretical Linguistics, 44. University of Gothenburg, 
Dept of Linguistics. (82) 

Srubbs, M. 1983. Discour.se Analy.sis. The Sociolinguistic Analysis o/ Natura/ 
Language. Oxford: Basil Blackwell. (124) 

Thomas, A., Bull, P. & Roger, 0. 1982. Conversational exchange analysis. 
Journal o/ Language and Social Psychology, 1, 141-155. (124) 

Thorell, 0. 1973. Svensk grammatik. Stockholm: Esselte Srudium. (74) 
Tong-Frcdericks, C. 1984. Types of oral communication activilies and the lan

guage they generate: a comparison. System, 12:2, 133-146. (25) 
Trevise, A. 1979. Specificite de l'enoncialion didaclique dans l'appre.ntissage de 

l'Anglais par des etudiants francophones. In C. Perdue & R. Porquier (eds) 
Encrages. No special de lingui.stique appliquie. Paris: Presses de l'Universite 
de Vincennes. (23, 101) 

Viberg, Å. 1985. Andrasprdksinlärning. En for.skningsöversi/a. SUM-rapport, 3. 
University of Stockholm, lnstirute of Linguistics, Dept of Research on Bilin
gualism. (21) 

- - 1987. Vligen till ett nytt .sprdlc, I . Andrasprdksinlärning i ett utveclc
ling.sperspelctiv. Stockholm: Natur och Kultur. (227) 

Vuchinich, S. 1977. Elements of cohesion between rums in ordinary conversa
tion. Semiotica, 20:3/4, 229-257. (153) 

Wagner, J. 1983. Kommunikation und Spracherwerb im Fremdsprachenunterricht. 
TUbingen: Narr. (20, 22, 229) 

Wittgenstein, L. 1953. Philosophical /nvestigation.s. Oxford: Basil Blacltwell. 
(16) 

243 



Appendix A 

lnstructions for the non-didactic conversations 

Chi/d-child conversation, picture book task, oral instruction 
(example, taken/rom Ch2) 
1 . Brain-slorming phase 

R: Il eh en gång när vi var ute i en skola A spelade in på det här sättet sl 
bad vi alla barnen som var i klassen, all dom skulle rita tre bilder, /C:ja/ 
A dom ritade en indian, å ell slott, l ett höstträd, l alla pojkarna alla 
flickorna alli .. alla barn i den klassen gjorde det, l sl var det en sak när 
jag titta pl dom som jag blev väldigt förvlnad över, dom hade skrivit 
namnet pl baksidan va, /HARKLAR SIG/ men när man lilla pA teck
ningarna sA kunde man se precis vilka ... som en ~ hade gjort, l vilka 
som en kille hade gjort. Man kunde ta en teckning sl hllr titta pl den så 
här, ha måste vara en tjej, så vände man på del å tittade, hja, det var det, 
sl t..tog man en annan, nä det mlste vara en kille, vände på det A tina, ja 
det var det. SA killar å tjejer ritade precis olika b .. bilder va A det där 
tyckte jag var jättespännande faktiskt, sl jag ska fortsätta lite grann med 
det, l dl ska jag be en massa barn pA /SUCKAR/ olika skolor, att dom 
ska..göra en bilderbok, fast..aa ni ska inte behöva inte göra bilderboken 
utan ni ska bara eh bestämma vilka bilder ni skulle vilja ha med, A om vi 
tänker sl här dA, att eh..ni skulle gl ut med en kamera, A ta bilder här, i 
eh Småstad, bor ni här båda tvi i eh omrldet 

C: näe jag bor u .. ute eh på landet 
R: bor du på landet där ute 
C: hja 
R: brukar du vara har ibland A eh efter skolan l .. 
C: naa, jag cyklar A sL. 
R: sl du känner till det här eh /C:ja/ omrldet ocksl 
C: dom flesta bor ju här i vår klass 
R: jaa, just det, jag tänkte det 
P· jag bor här 
R: du bor här 
P: jag ska flytta 
R: jaså. Men om vi tänker sl här dA. att ni .. hade en kamera, A sA skulle ni 

gl ut l ta bilder pA Småstad, det här omrAdel A /P:mm/ ställen som ni 
brukar vara pl här /P och C:mm/ l dl ska del vara bra bilder va, bra 
motiv, slna sA att man verkligen ser att det är eh Smlstad l så att.man 
s .. det ska vara sAna saker som ni tycker .Qm. här, A som ni tycker är fil, 
slnt som ni kanske inte tycker är bra l tycker är dumt A dAligl l sl. Å sl 
ska jag ku1U1a titta bil .. pl bilderna dl l dl ska jag se att del hllr tycker 
ni, det här .. sl här ser Smlstad .. ut, l sl skulle j ag kunna jämföra d4 om 
jag lät..tvl killar göra det A om jag lät tvl tjejer göra det, se om dom tar 
samma bilder. Å d4 sliger vi att ni får ta en hel rulle dA. jag tror det llr 
tjufyra bilder eller nlnting, men ni får .tllnka pl att varje kort kostar 
pengar dl sA ni ska inte slösa bon bilderna utan det ska vara .. ha bilder 
va, slatt det inte bara är ett träd eller en /SMÅSKRATIANDFJ myra eller 
nlnting /C och P: SKRATTAR/ som k111 finnas var som helst va utan det 
slca vara nAnting som ilr .. verldigen dL.som lir Smlstad va, l det kan vara 
sl .. blde slna bilder som du vill ha med dl Yousuf l slna som du vill ha 
med, A sl om nAn kommer med förslag dl sl flr ni diskutera, llr det där 
en .. bra bild eller ... kan vi hitta nlt bllttre 

(2s) 
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C: det var knepigt 
R: det var knepigt? 
C: jaa 
R: men ni förstlr vad ni ska göra va 
C: ja s .. 
R: dl sA eh flr ni sitta i lugn A ro A göra det /C:mm/ prata om det /P:mm/ sA 

gir jag ut, kommer jag in om nAra minuter, flr ni se .. 
P: /SAMTIDIGT/ ska du stänga den där 
R: får vi se vad ni har hittat pL Nej den får gl pi dl 
P: mhm 
R: mhm /GÅR UT/ 

1. Brain-storming phase 

R: Il er once when we were out in a school recording like this we asked all 
the children who were in class, to draw three pictures /C:yes/ and they 
drew an indian, and a castle, and an autumn tree, and all the boys all the 
girls every .. all the children in that class did so, and then there was one 
thing when I looked at them that made me very surprised, they had 
written their names on the back right, /CLEARS THROAT/ but when you 
looked at the drawings you could see exactly Y!hich ones... a &id had 
made, and which ones a boy had made. You could take a drawing like this 
look at it like this, okay it must be a girl, then you tumed it over and 
looked, yes, it was, then you t .. took another one, no that must be a boy, 
tumed it over and looked, yes it was. So boys and girls drew completely 
different p .. pictures right and that I thought was very excilin~ really, so 
J'll go on a bit with that, and then I'll ask a lot of children at /SIGHS/ 
different schools, to make a picture book. but..well you won't have to 
make the picture book but you'll only decide what pictures you would like 
to have, and if we think like this, that er you should go out with a 
camera, and take pictures here, in er Littletown, do you both live here in 
er the area 

C: no I live ou .. out er in the country 
R: do you live in the country out there 
C: yeah 
R: do you come here sometimes and er after school and .. 
C: well, I ride my bike and so on 
R: so you know this er /C:yes/ area too 
C: most of them live here in our class 
R: yes, that's right, I thought so 
P: I live here 
R: you live here 
P: I'm gonna move 
R : oh. But if we think like this, that you .. had a camera, and then you would 

go out and take pictures of Littletown, this area and /P:mm/ places you 
often go lo /P and C:mm/ and then they should be good pictures right, 
good subjects, such that you really see that this is er Littletown and that 
you s .. they should be such things that you li.G. here, and that you think 
are a,w2.d. things you maybe don't think are good and think are silly and 
bad and so on. And then 1'11 be able to look the pic .. at the pic tures then 
and then 1'11 see that this is what you think, this is what Liuletown 
looks like, and then I could compare if I had .. two boys doing it and if I 
had two girls doing il, see if they take the same pictures. And then let's 
say you can take a whole film, I think it's twenty four pictures or some
thing, but you have to realize that each photo costs money then so you 
shouldn't waste the pictures but they have to be .. iQ.2!! pictures right , so 
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(2s) 

that it isn't just a tree or an /LAUGHING A UTfLE/ ant or something /C 
and P: LAUGH/ that could be anywhere right but it should be something 
which is really .. which is Linletown right, and they can both be such 
pictures that you want to have Yousuf and such that you want to have, 
and then if somebody comes up with a suggestion then you'll have to 
discuss it, is that a .. good picture or ... can we find something bener 

C: that was tticky 
R: that was tricky? 
C: yes 
R: but you understand what you should do don't you 
C: yes s .. 
R: right then er you can sit in peace and quiet and do it /C:mm/ talk about it 

/P:mm/ and 1'11 go out, come in again in a couple of minutes, so you'll 
see 

P: /SlMULTANEOUSLY/ are you gonna switch that off 
R: so we'll see what you've thought of. No it'll be running 
P: mhm 
R: mhm/LEAVES/ 

2. Decision phase 

/R KOMMER "IN/ 
C: nu har .. vi har kommit pl sexton nu 
R: ohjl 
C: ja 
R: dl kom ni loss dl 
K: ja .. 
R: /AVBRYTER/ men vet ni vad jag .. tllnkte dl 
C och P: ni 
R: att sl mlnga som sexton, det var ju jlttebra att ni kom på, men om man 

skulle göra den dllr bilderboken dl kanske man inte kan ha med alla 
sexton /C:nl/ men det llr bra att ni har mlnga förslag, men om ni skulle 
ta..l..bestlmma er för vilka som lr de fem bästa utav dom som ni har 
kommit pi. l försöka komma överens om det 

C: mm 
P: eh det vet vi 
R: vlnta. l sen nllr ni har gjort det, dl ska Yousuf fl ett kuvert utav mej hllr, 

l nllr ni har bestllmt dom dllr /SKOLKLOCKAN R"JNOER/, nu ringer det, eh 
nlr ni har bestllmt dom dllr fem 

P: vi har tjuge minuter kvar 
R: javisst, nllr ni har bestllmt dom hllr fem bilderna som ni tyckte var dom 

blsta utav alla förslag ni kom på, dl får du öppna det här kuvertet 
P: /IVRIGT/ nu? 
R: nu, nllr ni har pratat flrdigt om .. om bilderna /C:mm/ l så . .lllsa det å så 

står det vad ni ska göra dlr 
P: l tillsammans? 
R: mm 
P: dl ligger jag det dllr 
R: det kan du göra /GÅR UT/ 

2. Decision phase 

/RENTBkS/ 
C: now we have .. we have thought of sixteen now 
R: oohl 
C: yes 
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R: so you really got going 
K: yes .. 
R: /INTERRUPTS/ but can you guess what l..was thinking 
C and P: no 
R: that as many as sixteen, it was really great that you could thinlc of so 

many, but if you're going to make this picture book then perhaps you 
can't have all sixteen /C:no/ but it's great that you have so many ideas, 
but if you could .. decide which are the five best ones out of those you've 
thought of, and try to agree on that 

C: rrun 
P: er we know 
R: wait, then when you've done that, then Yousufll get an envelope from 

me, and when you've decided on those /fHE SCHOOL BELL RINGS/, there 
goes the bell, er whe.n you've decided on those five 

P: we've got twenty minutes left 
R: sure, when you've decided on those five pictures that you thought were 

the best out of all those you thought of, then you can open this envelope 
P: /EAGERLY/ now? 
R: no, when you've finished talking about .. about the pictures /C:rnm/ and 

then read it and it says there what you should do 
P: and together? 
R: rrun 
P: so 1'11 put it there 
R: you can do that /LEA VES/ 

Chi/d-chi/d conversation, discussion tasks, written instructions 

1. A couple of children stayed playing around in the classroom during a break. 
They smashed a window-pane but sneaked away before anyone bad seen them. 

The teacher got terribly angry and tried to find out who bad done it Someone 
bad to pay for the window-pane. But nobody admitted to it 

Then the teacher said that the class could not go on the excursion they had 
planned. 

Many children in the class got angry. Why couldn't they go on the excursion. 
Tbey bad not smashed the window-pane. But the teacher said they could not go 
until someone had admitted to it. 

DISCUSS: Was the teacher right? What can you do when nobody admits? What 
do you think and what does your friend think? Discuss thoroughly different 
possibilitiesl 

When you bave finished the discussion you can open the small envelope on the 
back of this sheetl 

2. A class bad participated in a quiz contest. Anders, Eva and Lotta had been 
chosen to oompete, because they were the best pupils in the class. They were 
successful. They won 5.000 crowns. 

The class thought that the whole class could go on a joumey for the money. 
But then Anders and Eva said it was lheir money and that they would keep it for 
themselves. They were the ones who had competed and won. The others had only 
been cheering them on. 

DISCUSS: What is best and most fair? That the whole class does something 
together? Or that Anders, Eva and Lotta get the money for themselves? What do 
you think and what does your friend lhink? Discuss thoroughly what you think! 
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Adult-child conversation, picture book task, oral instruction 
(example, takenfromAd2) 

1 . Brain-stonning phase 

A; ha ska vi slltta iglng då 
R: ja det kan ni fl göra 
P: ska vi göra? 
R: ja s .. sltl dej ner där .. flr vi se 
A: slca jag sitta här 
P: ,OHÖRBART/ 
R: ja du kan sitta där. Jo, Yousuf han eh gjorde ju tillsammans med Sven 

förut hllr en bilderbok /P:mm/ över eh SmAstadsomrldet här, jag tänkte att 
du skulle kunna göra sanuna sak ihop med Karin nu dA, fast eh om ni 
skulle göra en sln bilderbok över eh Wlm hllr /P:mm/ vad som llr .. vad 
ni tycker llr fil A eh roligt l vad som kanske 11.r ch trist l dumt, om det 
/C:mm/ finns nlt slnt, pl skolan hllr, l dl kan det ju vara sl att det 11.r 
lite olika ... vad man tycker l vad man tänker pl, om man är elev som du, 
om man 11.r lärare som du va, sl ni får diskutera dl lite grann eh vad ni 
skulle vilja ta för bilder som skulle vara ... bra bilder pl... Lillskolan i 
Småstad. /P:mm/ Och eh dl sa vi förut .. det var .. eh att ni flr ju ta dl rätt 
mlnga bilder va, ja tjufyra stycken sa vi.. 

P: /SAMTIDIGT/ tjufem .. 
R: att det fanns på en rulle va .. 
P: /SAMTIDIGT/ ja tjufyra eller nAt slnt dllr 
R: /SAMTIDIGT/ eller tjufem eller nit sl!tt dllr. Om ni kan komma pl sl 

mlnga va 
P: /SAMTIDIGT, OHÖRBART/ mm 
R: men det ska ju vara rlltt bra bilder dl va så all det inte ser ut som vilken 

skola som helst, utan an man ser att det llr den hllr skolan det skulle 
handla om 

P: mm 
R: lkej, dl vet ni hur ni ska göra.. 
P: /A VBRYfER/ hela Småstad? 
R: Lillslcolan 
P: mhm 
R: mm /OÅR Uf/ 

1. Brain-storming phase 

A: okay shall we get started 
R: yes you can do that 
P: are we to do7 
R: well s .. sit down there .. we'U see 
A: am I to sit here 
P: /JNAUDIBLF.I 
R: yes you can sit there. Okay, Yousuf he er together with Sven here just 

made a picture book before /P:mm/ about er the Littletown area here, I 
was thinking you could do the same thing together with Karin now, but 
er if you could make such a picture book about er the ~ here /P:mm/ 
what is .. what you think is 1.22.Sl and er fun and what is maybe er dreary 
and daft., if there /C:mm/ are things like that, in the school here, and 
then it can be so that it's a bit different ... what you think and what you 
think of, when you're a pupil like you, when you're a teacher like you 
right, so you'll have to discuss a bit er what pictures you would like to 
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take that could be... good pictures of... Liule school in Liuletown. 
/P:mm/ And er we said before .. it was .. er that you'll have to ta.ke quite a 
lot of pictures right, well twenty four we said 

P: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/ twenty five .. 
R: that there were on a film right.. 
P: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/ well twenty four or someth.ing like that 
R: /SIMULTANEOUSLY/ or twenty five or something like that. If you can 

think of that many okay 
P: /SIMULTANEOUSLY,INAUDIBLE/mm 
R: but they have to be quite good pictures right so that it doesn't look just 

like any school, but so you can see that it is th.is school it's all about 
P: mm 
R: okay, so you know how to do it .. 
P: /INTERRUPTS/ all of Littletown? 
R: Liule school 
P: mhm 
R: mm /LEA VES/ 

2. Decision phase 

/R KOMMER IN/ 
R: /MUMLAR, OHÖRBART/ hitta ni pA mänga bilder 
A: jaa 
R: håller ni pA fortfarande 
A: vi höll på fortfarande, ja 
R: det gjorde ni 
A: mm 
R: hur många har ni då 
P: matsal, ute, C-huset, expeditionen, syster, hur många var det nu, fyra, 

fem /R:ha/ var det nog 
(4s) 
R: eh (2s) ifall ni har tänkt på flera, så skulle vi göra så då att ni skulle 

bestämma er för vilka som var dom fem bästa, om vi nu inte kunde ta 
med alla, alla v . .ideema ni hade haft till den här bilderboken så gällde det 
då å ... komma på vilka som var dom fem som ni absolut ville ha med A ••. 
ni kan ju ta å diskutera igenom det en gäng till om ni har dom .. dom fem 
bästa bilderna, sen får du ett sänt här kuvert igen då Yousuf 

P: ja 
R: å när ni har diskuterat färdigt det så får du öppna det sA står det där vad ni 

ska .. 
P: aa 
R: hm, det gör ingenting att du fär sitta inne lite pA rasten va 
P: det gör inget 
R : det är bra det. Åkej 

2. Decision phase 

/RENTERS/ 
R: /MUTTERS, INAUDIBLE/ did you th.ink of many pictures 
A: yes 
R: are you still working 
A: we were still working, yes 
R: you were 
A: mm 
R: so how many have you got 
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P: dining-hall, outside, the C-house, the office, the nurse, how many did 
that make, four, five /R:I see/ I think il was 

(4s) 
R: er (2s) if you've thought of more, then we could do like this that you 

oould decide which ones were the five best ones, now if we can't lake 
them all. all v .. the ideas you've had for this picture book then il's a 
matter of ... finding out which were the five thal you absolutely wanted to 
have and... you can well discuss thal through once again if you have 
the .. the five best pictures, then I'll give you another of these envelopes 
Yousuf 

P: yes 
R: and when you've finished discussing it you may open il and il says what 

you're to .. 
P: yeah 
R: hm, you don't mind having to stay a bit during the break do you 
P: I don't mind 
R: that's fine. Okay 

Adult-child conversation, discussion tasks, written instructions 

l. A class was going on a joumey to Stockholm. The teacher thought thal 
everybody should bring exactly the same sum of pocket-money, 50 crowns. 

But in the class there were some pupils who thoughl this was wrong. They 
thought that everybody should be allowed to take as much as they wanted. Why 
should we care that others don't have that much money, they said. 

DISCUSS: How do you !hink it should be? What does your teacher think? 
Discuss thoroughly what is good about everybody having the same sum and what 
is good about everybody bringing as much as they want. What would you do in 
your class? 

When you have finished the discussion you can open the small envelope on the 
back of this sheetl 

2. (PICTURE OF A ONE HUNDR.ED CROWNS NITTE) 

ONE HUNDRED CROWNS! That's what we pay for being allowed lo make these 
recordings. 

The whole class has been recorded, but you and your teacher have participated 
mo st. 

DISCUSS: How to use the money? What is best? What is mosl fair? What do you 
think and what does your teacher think? Discuss thoroughly different 
possibilities a..'l.d make a suggestion. 
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Appendix B 

Special rules for the IR coding of the activity type 
"Lessons of Swedish as a second language" 

A . On reading aloud 

1. When the taSk has been given 10 read a passage, the reading is, in standard 
cases, to be considered as a minimal response, <, insofar as P does not add 
e.g. a comment or a question (i.e. goes beyond the reading); then, of 
course, the coding will be <" or <>. 

2. lf T, after P's having read a passage, interjects a question or a comment 
which is ignored by P, who, instead, continues reading, P's tum will be 
coded .. < (i.e. P links back to an earlier - non-locally linked, temporary 
suppressed - initiative). (Note that the category =< concerns only 
(minimal) responses 10 a question of one's own.) 

3. Ts inserted corrections of, and remarks on, the reading is 10 be considered 
as non-focally linked; thus, the response part will be:. The initiative part 
will be mecely assertive, ". if the correction is given, soliciting, >, if it 
only points out that there is an error or what the error is but leaving to the 
partner to make the correction. 

4. Corrections are to be coosidered, accordiog to point 3, as opening an 
inserted sequence; P can retum Lo the reading via immediate linking (cf 
coding manual p 96), i.e. if P aft.er the repair continues reading (but does 
no more than that) it will be an ordinary minimal response. 

5. lf P reads a passage but makes a mistake and is corrected, this is not 
grounds for treating the reading as an inadequate response. In contradistinc
tion to this, it will be considered as an inadequat.e response if the remark is 
reiterated because of P's failing to make the correction. 

6. However (cf 5), if P starts reading but does not have the time lo read any
thing interpretable before being intenutJted, the tum will be considered as 
X (tum miscarriage). 

7. What is said above about reading concerns cases where reading is a task 
imposed on P. Obviously, situations can occur where (s)he reads some
thing as a means of introducing new substance on his/her own initiative, 
in which case the reading will be coded as an initiative in the ordinary way. 

The principle that the imposed iask of reading is a pure response does 
not apply exclusively to the pupil; the teacher can also be set (or set to 
him/herself) the task of reading and the coding then will have to correspond 
to what would have been the case, had P been the one lo read. Such 
reading, however, must not be mistaken for cases where the teacher reads a 
question or a task, thereby posing it for the pupil to solve. In such cases it 
is obviously (in normal cases) a matter of a soliciting initiative. 

B. Teaching materials 

1 A question or a task which is, as it were, posed via the teaching material 
and on which the pupil starts to work, will have to be considered as posed 

251 



by the teacher in cases where (s)he has lhe righl lO evaluate (accepl/reject) 
the pupil's answer. A contrived example: 

> T: Then we have an exercise here, you can start there 
P: /READS FROM THE EXERCISE BOOK/ What is lhe name of 

the capita! of Switzerland? (2s) 
= > T: What's its name, B ... 

P: Bonn 
=> T: Ber ... 
< P: Be.ro 
< T: that's it 
< P : /READS/ Wha1 is the narne of the capita! of Austria? Vienna. 
< T: mm 

2. At limes the pupil may have a series of consecutive tums (not interfoliated 
by reactions from the teacher) which are answers to questions posed in the 
teaching material. These will have lO be coded < (or, if expanded, <,.,.). 

C. Other matters 

A "coder's trap" is that the verbal comment accompanying a non-verbal act 
often sounds exactly like a termination move, of lhe kind which otherwise 
would be coded with a right parenthesis: 

/lesson of S2L, written exercise on transforming sent.ences from indirect 
speech lO direct speech/ 

< 1 P: /WRITES/ I have ... I have ... bartered ... the goat... for ... 
a ... borse, no wbat was it, sheep 

:> 2 T: what should you say 
< 3 P: asheep 
< 4 T: mm 
< 5 P: /WRITES/ okay 

In spite of a prosody of termination in tum 5, it will be coded as a minimal 
response; its function is to mark that the non-verbal act has been carried out, 
not lO tenninate a subgame on the levet which justifies a coding with <). 

Special rules for the IR coding of child-child and adult
child conversations 
1. In the brain-storming phase (of the picture book task), especially in child

child conversations, quite a few tums occur which are more or less empty 
fillers: "er what could we have .. ", "we can have er .. ". These are coded X 
(and lhus already coded in lhe transcript used for co-judging) insofar as lhey 
are not: 

a) clearly directed lO lhe conversational partner asking him/ber to make a 
proposal 

b) taken up by the partnez as a genuine question 

In such cases it is an ordinary, soliciting initiative, <>. 

2. Also, it happens quite often in the picture boolc task that lhe participants 
count how many subjects they have found. Since the task was one of 
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finding approximat.ely 24 pictures, the counting will have to be considered 
as a nonnally int.egrated part of the task solving, i.e. in the standard case 
not give rise toa coding with colon (corresponding lo a shift of aspects). 

Often, indicating the number of the proposal is but a taslc-specific 
way of accepting a proposal, in whicb case it will be coded as if the 
speaker had said "yes", "okay" or the like, i.e. as a minimal rcsponse. 

3. The picture book task is to be considered as one task,.i.e. a new proposal 
coming after an insett.ed sequence will not be considered as a free initiative, 
but, in accordance with what is written in the manual (the 1986 version) 
about non-local immediat.e linking. 

4. Principally important is that it is the interaction between the two parties 
of the conversations that is subject to the coding and that the researcher as 
"experiment Jeader" does not talce part in their int.eraction. 

This means, firstly, that no link:ing can be made to the researcher's tums 
- when instructions have been given, the first tum talcen by any of the 
participants, the one which starts the activity in the dyad, is a free 
initiative in the interaction between the two parties, and will be coded as 
such. 

Secondly, this has consequences for how to code the reading of the 
discussion tasks in the latter half of the conversations. The coding cannot 
be based on the wording of what is read (cf how reading is coded in 
lessons). Instead, what is to be coded is the reading as an act in the 
interaction between the two parties. The fäet, for instance, that the text 
read ends in a question ("Was the teacher right?" or the lilce) is not grounds 
for coding this as a question posed by t.he one who reads it.; instead it is the 
researche.r's question to both parties. A couple of stylized examplcs: 

(I) > A asks his/her partner to read 
< Breads 

<A A gives bis/ber standpoint 

(2) > A asks his/her partner to read 
<A B reads and gives his/her standpoint 

(3) 
""" 

A reads on his/her own initiative 
<A B gives his/her standpoint 

(4) 
""" 

A reads on his/her own initiative and gives his/her standpoint 

(5) > A reads on bis/her own initiative and asks the partner for 
his/her standpoint (i.e. asks a question that goes beyond 
what has been read) 

< B gives his/her standpoint 

(6) (> A proposes to read him/herself 
< B accepts 

< A Areads 

In examples (1)-(5) A's first tum is coded as a free initiative; obviously, 
whether this is actually the case depends on wbat preceded in the sequence 
in question - whether the tum is the one that starts the new activity or 
whether it is in some way linlced to the preceding conversation. 

Other sequences than those exemplified may cenainly occur. They 
should be possible to code in analogy with what has been shown. 
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