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Abstract

This paper presents a review of methodological investigation of classroom discourse analysis. Discourse

analysis in classroom has been used to illuminate social interactions between teachers and students as well

as those between students themselves during the classroom lessons. Theoretically, discourse analysis can be

understood in relation to a Vygotskian view of socio-cultural nature of learning. There is much to be gained

from looking at language from the Vygotskian perspective, by seeking insights from classroom learning.

The early studies of classroom discourse analysis showed that traditional teacher-student interaction

patterning followed the Initiation-Response-Evaluation/Feedback (IRE/F) sequence. Although it is often

criticized, it is important to increase the repertory of teacher’s communication. Corresponding with the

transformation of mathematics educational goal in the USA, classroom discourse is again highlighted, for

mediating this achievement. The change in teacher’s lesson has evidently reflected in classroom discourse.

In England, which is also strongly influenced by Vygotskian ideas, the “Thinking Together” project has

come into practice through verbal activity in the classroom. Discourse analysis was considered a research

method, using a quantitative approach as well as a qualitative one. “Dialogic teaching” was proposed

as a way by which teachers promoted students’ rational thinking. It had five characteristics: collective,

reciprocal, supportive, cumulative and purposeful. These were evident through the discourse analysis.

There were three types of verbal interaction among students in the classroom: dispute, cumulative talk

and exploratory talk. In promoting exploratory talk among students in the “Thinking Together” program,

some ground rule was built and students discussed collaboratively in nine sessions.

After the program, students’ use of indicator words in conversations increased quantitatively, the discourse

changed qualitatively, and scores on the science curriculum assessment increased.

Using varied studies in classroom learning, discourse analysis proved to be a prominent methodology for

classroom learning as well as teacher's tool for reflection.
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Table 2 Year 5 relative incidence of indicator words in the talk
of groups in target classes during the same activity, before
and after the implementation of the Thinking Together
program

Indicator word Pre-intervention Post-intervention

because/cos 13 50
I think 35 120
Would 18 39
Could 1 6
Total 67 215

(Mercer and Littleton, 2007, p.92)

INE S AEEQERION ) F 1T ADTE AR M
b, 0T 5 LEZITHEFEIORBREOHTEIVS
<EIML, ENHSNE/R S/ (Table 3 BIR),

Table 3 Year 5 students’ scores on the science curriculum

assessment, before and after the implementation of The
Thinking Together program

Numbers of  Pre-intervention: Post-intervention:

students mean scores mean scores
Target classes 119 3.97 5.70
Standard deviation 2.32 2.42
Control classes 129 4.22 5.04
Standard deviation 2.00 2.21
Effect size 0.29

F(1,245) =10,305; two-tailed p=0.002  (Mercer and Littleton, 2007, p.95)
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