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Abstract 


There are documented learning benefits of having students engage in whole-class discourse 
 when aiming for English language development. Previous research on second and foreign 
 language (L2) development has shown how teachers use questions and responses to organize, 
 monitor and motivate learners in whole-class discourse. In order to provide valuable 


information on how teachers of L2 English can provide students with opportunities for whole-
 class discourse, this master’s (MA) study investigates what is characteristic of teacher 
 questions and responses in eight purposefully sampled 15-minute lesson segments collected 
 from 60 video recorded L2 English classrooms in Norway. The purpose was to examine 
 whether this sample can reveal what types of questions and responses teachers use to give 
 students opportunities for participating in beneficial whole-class discourse, and discuss 
 whether the unveiled characteristics can be argued to give evidence of dialogic teaching 
 (Alexander, 2017).  


The segments of video recorded whole-class discourse that were observed and qualitatively 
 analysed with an abductive approach in this study were sampled from a large pool of video 
 recordings, collected as part of the Linking Instruction and Student Experiences (LISE) 
 project at the University of Oslo. The video material had a priori received scores ranging from 
 1 to 4 by certified PLATO raters (Grossman, 2015), and these scores were used in the 


sampling of video segments in this MA study. The purposeful sampling procedure identified 
 eight segments that had received the highest possible score (4) in the so-called Classroom 
 Discourse element. These segments were found to portray whole-class discourse of high 
 quality.  


The findings of this MA study show that teachers offered a lot more responses (n=302) than 
questions (n=70) in the sampled whole-class discourse, and that these responses were mainly 
positive evaluations of student answers. Furthermore, there was an overall majority of open 
(40% of all teacher questions) and authentic questions (30%), which are characteristic of 
dialogic teaching. However, these types of questions were not evenly distributed throughout 
the sample of whole-class discourse. This study also reports on the large proportion of 
positive vague evaluative responses (30% of all teacher responses) and revoicings (29%), 
which were more evenly distributed throughout the segments, and argued to contribute to 
dialogic teaching.  
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Sammendrag  


Det å få elever til å involvere seg i helkassesamtaler på engelsk gir dokumentert lingvistisk og 
 sosialt læringsutbytte for deres utvikling av engelsk som andrespråk. Tidligere forskning på 
 undervisning og læring av fremmedspråk har dokumentert hvordan lærere bruker spørsmål og 
 respons for å organisere, styre og motivere elever i helklassesamtaler. For å bidra med 


verdifull informasjon om hvordan engelsklærere kan sørge for å gi elever mulighet til å delta i 
 helklassesamtaler, undersøker dette masterprosjektet hva som kjennetegner læreres spørsmål 
 og responser i 8 nøye utvalgte 15-minutters undervisningssekvenser, valgt ut blant 60 


videofilmede engelsktimer i Norge. Målet med denne studien er å undersøke om disse 
 undervisningssekvensene tydeliggjør hvilke spørsmål og responser lærere bruker for å gi 
 elever mulighet til å delta i fordelaktige helklassesamtaler, og diskutere hvorvidt de 
 avdekkede karakteristikkene portretterer dialogic teaching (Alexander, 2017).  


  


Videoopptakene av helklassesamtalene som ble observert og analysert kvalitativt med en 
 abduktiv tilnærming i dette prosjektet, ble valgt ut blant de mange videoene i Linking 
 Instruction and Student Experiences (LISE)-prosjektet ved Universitetet i Oslo. 


Videomaterialet hadde i forkant av dette masterprosjektet blitt delt inn i sekvenser på 15 
 minutter, og kodet med et tall mellom 1 og 4 i ulike kategorier av sertifiserte PLATO-kodere. 


Disse kodene ble brukt i utvalgsprosedyren i dette masterstudiet. Det hensiktsmessige utvalget 
 identifiserte åtte undervisningssekvenser med den høyest mulige skåren (4) innen Classroom 
 Discourse-kategorien, som avbildet helklassesamtaler av god kvalitet.  


Et av hovedfunnene i dette masterprosjektet er at lærerne gav flere responser (n=302) enn 
 spørsmål (n=70) i de utvalgte helklassesamtalene, og flesteparten av disse responsene var 
 positive evalueringer av elevenes utsagn. Det ble også avdekket et flertall av åpne (40% av 
 alle spørsmål fra lærer) og autentiske spørsmål (30%), hvilke er ofte funnet i dialogic 


teaching. Disse spørsmålene var ikke jevnt distribuert over hele utvalget av helklassesamtaler. 


Dette studiet rapporterer også om en stor andel positive vague evaluative responses (30% av 
 alle lærerresponser) og revoicings (29%) – disse var mer jevnt distribuert over 


videosekvensene og påstått å bidra til dialogic teaching.    
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1  Introduction  


The sociocultural shift in educational research led to an increased validation of classroom 
 discourse (e.g., Cazden, 2001; Halliday, 1993; Vygotsky, 1981; Wells, 1999). In order to 
 identify instructional strategies  with pedagogical value, there are multiple theories and 
 research examining the characteristics of classroom discourse (e.g., Alexander, 2005; Freire, 
 1993; Mead, 1962; Nystrand, Gamoran, Kachur & Prendergast, 1997). The importance of 
 interacting in the target language (i.e., English in this thesis) is also acknowledged within the 
 field of second language learning. Talk gives students the opportunity to practice and acquire 
 target language structures and experience in how to use the target language in communication 
 (e.g., Nunan, 2001; Swain, 2000). Furthermore, studies of classroom discourse have found 
 that the types of questions and responses teachers provide are highly influential for whether or 
 not beneficial collaborative dialogue unfolds in the whole-class contexts (e.g., Andersson-
 Bakken, 2017; Nystrand et al., 1997; Swain, 2000). Nevertheless, many teachers find it 
 challenging to create communication with and among students (see section 2.5), especially in 
 whole-class discourse where students are supposed to speak their second language in front of 
 the entire class (Tsui, 2001). With this as a backdrop, I will argue that L2 English teachers 
 need more knowledge of how to pose questions and responses that encourage target language 
 whole-class discourse. This is especially important in Norwegian classrooms, as there is 
 limited empirical knowledge from this specific context (Rindal & Brevik, 2019; Howe & 


Abedin, 2013). Therefore, the aim of this master’s (MA) thesis is to provide a description of 
 teacher questions and responses that can be found in whole-class discourse where students are 
 given opportunities to interact in L2 English. This thesis will contribute to an enhanced 
 understanding of the field of whole-class discourse in the lower secondary (grade 9 and 10) 
 English school subject. 



1.1   The LISE project 


At the Department of Teacher Education and School Research, University of Oslo (UiO), the 
aim of linking observation of naturally occurring teaching with students’ perceptions of said 
teaching, generated the large-scale video study Linking Instruction and Student Experiences 
(LISE) research project, designed by professor Kirsti Klette and led by Lisbeth M. Brevik 
(Brevik & Rindal, 2020). The research team collected video material from teaching in six 
different subjects, at seven different schools, providing valuable visual and audial access to 
classroom instruction (Brevik, 2019). In order to examine whole-class discourse in L2 English 



(14)lessons within a Norwegian context, I was fortunate to be invited to participate in this project. 


I got access to video and audio recordings of 60 English lessons from grade 9 and 10 (ages 
 13-15), which made it possible to conduct a systematic sampling from a large-scale source of 
 video material that was already coded, and ready for secondary observations, analyses and 
 descriptions. 


Furthermore, the LISE project gave me access to a priori categorisations of said video 
 material. I used these in the sampling procedure of this MA study (see section 3.2). All the 
 video material had been analysed and coded by trained and certified raters within the project, 
 who utilised the Protocol for Language Arts Teaching Observation (PLATO) manual to 
 assess the quality and quantity of classroom discourse within the video recorded lessons 
 (Grossman, 2015). An identification and examination of all the video recordings that had 
 received the highest possible score of 4 out of 4 in the Classroom Discourse element of the 
 manual (i.e., portraying high quality classroom discourse) made it possible for me to sample 
 lesson segments suitable for addressing the aim of my study.  



1.2   The English subject curriculum 


The benefits of interaction as a means for language learning are identified in both the current 
 curriculum, ENG1–03 (UDIR, 2013), and the upcoming one ENG01–04 (UDIR, 2020). In 
 this thesis, I refer to the 10th grade competence aims within both the current and the 


upcoming English subject curricula (ENG1-03 and ENG01-04), as these give reasons for why 
 I chose to focus on whole-class discourse in L2 English teaching. The material used as data in 
 this MA thesis was collected when the ENG1-03 was operative, while ENG01-04 will come 
 into use in lower secondary school in August 2020. Both curricula are therefore relevant for 
 my study. 


The English subject curricula (ENG1-03 and ENG01-04) emphasise the appreciation for 
classroom discourse through focus on orality, communication and interaction. Oral 
competence and communication have been and remain “key competences” in the English 
subject, and both curricula emphasise the aim of having students use spoken English to 
produce meaning, as well as listen and understand others, in different settings. In essence, 
both curricula state that English education in Norway should provide opportunities for 
students to explore and interact in both written and spoken communication (UDIR, 2013; 



(15)2020). However, with the upcoming curriculum (ENG01–04) we get a structural change in 
 the summative assessment of the English subject, and we will no longer have two separate 
 grades for oral and written competence, respectively. The students in year 10 will get one 
 grade on their overall English competence (UDIR, 2020). Nevertheless, there is a remained 
 focus on oral communication and competence, both in the competence aims and in the core 
 elements (UDIR, 2020). Therefore, one can argue that it is still important, and maybe even 
 more so, to equip teachers with instructional strategies for whole-class discourse, to ensure 
 that the teaching of oral competence prevails in English lessons, despite no longer having a 
 natural focus in a separate oral grade. This thesis will offer characteristics of how some 
 teachers have met the aim of oral communication in whole-class discourse up until now, 
 which is valuable knowledge for anyone interested in English instruction.  



1.3   Oral English in whole-class settings 


Research done on whole-class teaching in classrooms both internationally (e.g., Burns, & 


Myhill, 2004; Dillon, 1990; Lyle, 2008; Hardman, Smith, & Wall, 2003) and in Norway (e.g., 
 Dysthe, 1995; Haug, 2003; Imsen, 2003; 2004; Klette, 2003) show that whole-class teaching 
 is a very common practice. There is also evidence that the teacher does most of the talking in 
 these lessons (e.g., Aukrust, 2003; Bellack Hyman, Smith, & Kliebard, 1966; Cazden, 2001; 


Klette, 2003; Mehan, 1979), and previous research depicts plenary situations that lead to little 
 student talk (e.g., Cazden, 2001; Einarsson, & Hultman, 1984; Mercer, 1995). This MA study 
 has analysed lesson segments that had a priori been identified as portraying classroom 


discourse where teachers are supposedly succeeding in their mediation of whole-class 
 discourse (see section 3.2 Sampling), in order to identify what characterise teacher questions 
 and responses in whole-class discourse where students get multiple opportunities to 


communicate.  


Rindal (2014) claims that the role of English in Norwegian settings has changed considerably 
 due to “increased intra-national exposure and transnational travel” (p. 314). Norwegian 
 learners’ level of oral proficiency might therefore exceed that of foreign language learners. 


This has granted the English language a status akin to a second language (English as a second 
language, L2) in Norway (Brevik & Rindal, 2020), and findings from research of whole-class 
discourse in other contexts (e.g., Andersson-Bakken & Klette, 2016; Cazden, 2001; Mercer, 
2003; Nystrand et al., 1997) might quite understandably not hold for Norwegian L2 contexts. 



(16)Therefore, this MA study will give valuable insight into how whole-class discourse in English 
 is mediated through teacher questions and responses in the distinct Norwegian L2 context.   



1.4   Aim and research questions 


The sampling procedure of this MA study (see section 3.2), resulted in the identification of 
 eight 15-minute video and audio recorded segments from lessons in grades 9 and 10. These 
 segments met the sampling criteria of portraying whole-class discourse that was deemed to be 
 of high-quality (i.e. scored 4) by the aforementioned PLATO scorings. However, despite the 
 fact that PLATO raters have identified these segments as portraying successful classroom 
 discourse, I wanted to provide an overview of the video material that was qualitative in terms 
 of overarching characteristics of such classroom discourse. Therefore, I examined 


instructional means (specifically teachers’ questions and responses) that previous theory and 
 research have deemed to be either beneficial or disadvantageous when teachers want to 
 encourage students to participate in whole-class discourse. This MA study aims to provide an 
 overall description of how teachers provide students with opportunities to participate in 


whole-class discourse scored 4, through posing questions and responding to student utterances 
 in different ways.  


The systematic observation of the eight video segments enabled me to answer the following 
 main research question (MRQ):  


What is characteristic of the types of questions and responses teachers provide 
 students with in whole-class discourse identified as high quality in L2 English 
 (grades 9 and 10)? 


Furthermore, I decided to divide the overarching research question into two sub-questions for 
 ease of observation, analyses and presentation: 


RQ1: What types of questions do teachers pose in the sampled whole-class discourse? 


RQ2: How do teachers respond to student utterances in the sampled whole-class 
discourse?  



(17)
1.5   Outline of the thesis 


This introductory chapter is followed by the theoretical framework for this thesis, chapter 2, 
 in which relevant theory and research are presented. Chapter 3 conveys the methods and data 
 utilised to answer the research questions, as well as the validity, reliability, ethical 


considerations, and limitations of the present MA study. In chapter 4, the main findings will 
 be presented and illustrated, identifying the distribution and characteristics of the types of 
 questions and responses teachers offer in the sampled whole-class discourse. The findings are 
 subsequently discussed in chapter 5, which will also address the implications of the results 
 from this study for the field of English didactics. The final chapter, chapter 6, presents the 
 conclusions, as well as suggestions for further research.  
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2  Theory and previous research 


This chapter will present the theoretical framework that has been utilized in this research 
 project. It contains theories and previous research related to spoken English in whole-class 
 discourse. English didactics in Norway is grounded in multiple academic disciplines (Rindal 


& Brevik, 2019) – my MA study is conducted in the same field of research and is 


consequently interdisciplinary by character. The main theoretical frames of references are 
 derived from Alexander (2017), Cazden (2001), Mercer and Littleton (2007), and Nystrand, 
 Gamoran, Kachur and Prendergast (1997) while theories and previous research from English 
 didactics are mainly derived from Hall and Verplaetse (2000), Long (1981, 1996), Swain 
 (2000), Tharp and Gallimore (1991), and Tsui (2001). Furthermore, this MA study was 
 conducted within the sociocultural paradigm, and relevant perspectives of this theoretical 
 framework are presented in the following section, 2.1. Section 2.2 will operationalise whole-
 class discourse, and give theoretically grounded reasons for my examination of these 


instructional contexts. Then, theory on dialogic and monologic teaching will be presented in 
 sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.2. Such theory has informed my distinction between ‘beneficial’ and 


‘disadvantageous’ characteristics of whole-class discourse. I will then provide the theoretical 
 framework used in this thesis to validate the acclamation of dialogic teaching (2.3.3). Section 
 2.4.1 will provide a description of how teachers are responsible for mediating, monitoring, 
 assessing, and organising whole-class discourse, through utilisation of the following 


instructional and semiotic tools: teacher questions (2.4.2) and teacher responses (2.4.3). The 
 last section of this chapter (2.5) presents relevant previous research on whole-class discourse.  



2.1   A sociocultural approach to second language learning  


The examination of what types of teacher questions and responses reside in whole-class 
 discourse, presupposes that interaction is beneficial for second language acquisition (SLA). 


This section will present why this MA study can be placed within the sociocultural paradigm.   


In educational research, Vygotsky (e.g., 1978, 1986) has had a substantial impact on oral 
 communication research. He developed the sociocultural theory at the beginning of the 
 twentieth century, where he aimed at explaining human mental development. A paradigmatic 
 shift in educational research evolved from his theory on how a learner develops 


‘intramentally’ through ‘intermental’ interaction with a more capable interlocutor, such as a 



(19)teacher, within a zone of proximal development (ZPD) (e.g., Mercer & Littleton, 2007; 


Nystrand et al., 1997; Vygotsky, 1978). Vygotsky’s theory on how learners develop their 
 language through speech and other sociocultural activities, is supported by a wide range of 
 research on language learning where more competent participants are involved in guiding and 
 supporting the development (Hall & Verplaetse, 2000). Vygotsky (1978) described language 
 as a tool for thought, that learners can use when engaging with their external environment, for 
 instance through communication in classrooms. These interactions enable language 


development, as they provide learners with opportunities to use the tool for thought to bridge 
 the distance between the proficiency levels of the interlocutors through communication 
 (Ahmed, 1994; Mitchell, Myles & Marsden, 2019). 


In L2 research informed by sociocultural theory, spoken interaction in L2 is viewed as 
 essential for development of learners’ language proficiency (e.g., Lantolf & Poehner, 2014). 


Ortega (2011) called the development that followed the social shift in educational research a 
 social turn in SLA research: a “long-ranging deployment of socially oriented 


reconceptualizations of second/additional language (L2) learning” (p. 167). The focus shifted 
 from a cognitive to a social perspective on SLA, where knowledge was no longer considered 
 an abstract entity existing and acquired only inside the mind of the learner, but rather 


depended on social actions and processes between interlocutors in dialogues (Ortega, 2009). 


Therefore, a central focus of studies on L2 research that is informed by sociocultural theory, 
 is if and how learners use L2 when they interact. Rather than focusing on how the 


interlocutors in the sampled whole-class discourse use L2 English to interact, I have chosen to 
 examine how the teachers give the students opportunities to communicate in English. I 


presuppose that these opportunities are beneficial for the students’ L2 development, which is 
 in line with sociocultural theory.  



2.2   Whole-class discourse  


Classroom discourse is commonly used about all oral interactions between teachers and 
 students and among students in a lesson context (Hall & Verplaetse, 2000). Despite this term 
 (classroom discourse) often being used overarchingly to refer to all spoken classroom 


communication, I will refer to all the specific interactions between teachers and students in 
plenary as whole-class discourse. The chosen term, whole-class discourse, contributes to 
emphasize the scope of this thesis, which is to examine what happens in lessons where 



(20)students are requested to participate in classroom discourse in plenary. This section will state 
 why whole-class discourse is crucial for students’ L2 learning (cf. Hall & Verplaetse, 2000), 
 and also how teachers use certain strategies to engage students in this kind of interaction (cf. 


Mercer & Littleton, 2007). 


Hall and Verplaetse (2000) draws on socioculturally informed L2 research when arguing that 


“the role of classroom discourse in additional language learning is especially important”, 
 because it is in these settings that teachers and students interact and collaborate “to create the 
 intellectual and practical activities that shape both the form and the content of the target 
 language as well as the processes and outcomes of individual development” (p. 10). In other 
 words, the development of the students’ individual L2 competence is found to be dependent 
 on the interactions in classroom discourse. In order to uncover strategies that improve L2 
 learning, researchers within a sociocultural approach should examine and describe classroom 
 discourse (Mitchell et al., 2019).  


The situatedness of spoken language in the classroom context is different from that of written 
 language, which impacts how teachers mediate whole-class discourse. According to Bakhtin 
 (1986), a single utterance in whole-class discourse cannot “be regarded as a completely free 
 combination of forms of language”, as this communication is dependent on the social 
 structures in the classroom context (p. 81). In other words, participation in whole-class 
 discourse is different from everyday conversation, and put restraints on both teachers’ and 
 students’ oral participation (see section 2.4.1). Therefore, Mercer and Littleton (2007) argue 
 that teachers need specific strategies for talk if or when they want their students to participate 
 in whole-class discourse. Studies examining such teacher strategies in classroom discourse 
 (e.g., Andersson-Bakken, 2015; Nystrand et al., 1997; Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975, 1992) have 
 portrayed interactional patterns across lessons. In this MA study, characteristics of types of 
 questions and responses, which have been argued and identified to produce effective teaching 
 and learning, will be examined in light of the overarching acclamation of dialogic teaching. 


The following section (2.3) will present the characteristics of monologic teaching (2.3.1), and 
 dialogic teaching (2.3.2), and give reasons for dialogic teaching being the main frame of 
 discussion in this MA study (2.3.3).    



2.3   Monologic and dialogic teaching  



(21)Descriptions of overarching patterns within whole-class discourse, do often differentiate 
 between monologic and dialogic teaching. In this MA study, I will draw on theories that 
 emphasise the benefits of dialogic teaching (see section 1.2, and e.g., Alexander, 2017; 


Nystrand et al., 1997; Cazden, 2001, Mercer & Littleton; 2007). Nevertheless, the patterns of 
 monologic and dialogic teaching are not mutually exclusive within whole-class discourse, as 
 these interactions are never only monologic or dialogic, respectively (Juzwik, Nystrand, Kelly 


& Sherry, 2008). I will therefore include descriptions of both categories.  


2.3.1  Monologic teaching  


Monologues consist of one-way communication (Andersson-Bakken, 2017), where the 
 classroom discourse is clearly mediated and monitored by the teacher (Mercer, 2003). The 
 power and control of the L2 interaction remain with the teacher throughout the whole-class 
 discourse, and it is therefore also often referred to as authoritative teaching (Andersson-
 Bakken & Klette, 2016). The characteristics of monologic whole-class discourse have been 
 identified and described by multiple researchers, and these have been categorised and referred 
 to as both reciting/recitative classroom discourse (e.g., Alexander, 2017; Nystrand et al., 
 1997), triadic dialogues (e.g., Lemke, 1990; Nassaji & Wells, 2000), initiation, response and 
 evaluation (IRE) (e.g., Cazden, 2001; Mehan, 1979) and initiation, response, and feedback 
 (IRF) (e.g., Cazden, 2001; Lyle, 2008; Mercer, 2003; Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975). 


Multiple researchers have identified the IRE/(F)-exchanges as the most characteristic teacher-
 students pattern of interaction in whole-class discourse (e.g., Cazden, 2001; Mercer, 2003).  


These exchanges consist of a “three-part sequence of teacher Initiation, student Response, and 
 teacher Evaluation (IRE) or teacher Feedback (IRF)” (Cazden, 2001, p. 30). Cazden (2001) 
 deems these exchanges the unmarked pattern or the default option of classroom discourse: 


“doing what the system is set to do ‘naturally’ unless someone makes a deliberate change” 


(Cazden, 2001, p. 31). In line with Cazden (2001), Lyle (2008) argues that this pattern 
 constitutes as much as 60% of talk in classrooms. Lyle (2008) does also support the claim of 
 how IRE/(F) exchanges create monologues which “focuses power on the teacher[, and] stifles 
 dialogue and interactions between pupils and their ideas” (p. 225).  


In contrast to the researchers emphasising how traditional IRE/(F) exchanges are mainly 
monologic, Neil Mercer (2003) argues that this pattern can have a range of different 
communicative functions in whole-class discourse. He acknowledges that educational 



(22)researchers have debated the forms and functions of these traditional exchanges. In line with 
 Mercer (2003), I will not classify all exchanges that share characteristics with monologic 
 teaching as inherently monologic, but rather examine what characterises the initiation 
 (operationalised as teacher questions in my study) and evaluations or feedback 


(operationalised as responses in my study) identified within these overarching patterns 
 (monologic or dialogic).  


2.3.2  Dialogic teaching   


Alexander (2017) introduced the “distinctive pedagogical approach called dialogic teaching” 


in 2004, when arguing that talk is “the true foundation of learning” (p. 9). All references to 
 Alexander’s work are made to his latest and fifth reprinted edition from 2017. Alexander 
 (2017) examined and described what characterise teaching “in which talk is given the 
 prominence” (p. 9). Mercer and Littleton (2007) acknowledge dialogic teaching as a 
 beneficial approach to classroom discourse, and argue that it is both prescriptive and 
 descriptive in demanding a restructuring of how teachers organise classroom discourse. 


According to Alexander (2017), whole-class discourse that are categorised as dialogic share 
 five essential features. These dialogues are: 


1.   Collective: “teachers and children address learning tasks together, whether as a 
 group or as a class, rather than in isolation;” 


2.   Reciprocal: “teachers and children listen to each other, share ideas and consider 
 alternative viewpoints;” 


3.   Supportive: “children articulate their ideas freely, without fear of embarrassment 
 over ‘wrong’ answers; and they help each other to reach common understandings;”  


4.   Cumulative: “teachers and children build on their own and each other’s ideas and 
 chain them into coherent lines of thinking and enquiry;”  


5.   Purposeful: “teachers plan and facilitate dialogic teaching with particular 
 educational goals in view” (Alexander, 2017, p. 28)  


These descriptions of the characteristic features of dialogic teaching, will be used in the 
 discussion of the findings in this MA thesis (see chapter 5).   


Swain (2000) is a renowned scholar on the importance of dialogues in second language 
acquisition. She identified and operationalised the benefits of mediating a collaborative 
dialogue in SLA. According to Swain (2000), the duality of language learning in speaking (or 
writing) resides in the opportunity to both use the language as a semiotic tool, as well as 
reflecting on linguistic choices: “Their ‘saying’ is cognitive activity, and ‘what is said’ is an 



(23)outcome of that activity” (p. 113). The duality of speaking and reflecting on semiotic choices, 
 develops a learners L2 proficiency (linguistic knowledge). Swain (2000) labels these 


knowledge-building or collaborative dialogues, in which “language use and language learning 
 can co-occur” (p. 97). I will link Swain’s (2000) description of collaborative dialogues to 
 Alexander’s focus on dialogues as collective and cumulative. The collective and cumulative 
 aspects of dialogic teaching entail that the interlocutors have to collaborate in order to reach a 
 common understanding of the subject content of discussion. Despite collaborative dialogue 
 being used more in some SLA research, I have chosen to use Alexander’s operationalisation 
 of dialogic teaching in this thesis because of the level of English proficiency in Norwegian 
 secondary school (see section 1.3). I presuppose that I will not identify much discussion of 
 linguistic choices in the sampled whole-class discourse, based on the high proficiency level of 
 secondary school L2 learners in Norway (Rindal, 2010; Rindal & Brevik, 2019). Therefore, I 
 find a discussion of whether the teachers’ questions and responses in the sampled lesson 
 segments give evidence of dialogic teaching highly relevant, as it will enable me to discuss 
 and reflect on more aspects within whole-class discourse (not only these being collaborative), 
 that have been identified as beneficial by multiple researchers (e.g., Alexander, 2017; Mercer, 
 2003; Mercer & Littleton, 2007).  


2.3.3  Why aiming for dialogic teaching in second language instruction?  


All whole-class discourse consists of both monologic and dialogic teaching, and it is 
 important to emphasise that the overall aim of every L2 instruction should not be to always 
 ensure dialogic teaching. However, language is fundamentally communicative (Hall & 


Verplaetse, 2000), and learning a new language is acknowledged as residing in sociocultural 
 settings involving a more capable peer or teacher. Therefore, I will draw on Alexander 
 (2017), Cazden (2001), Mercer (2003), Mercer and Littleton (2007) and Nystrand et al. 


(1997) when arguing that teachers of L2 English in Norwegian classrooms should try to 
 incorporate the five features of dialogic teaching when mediating whole-class discourse. 


Edwards (2003) states that the contrast between whole-class question-and-answer sequences 
 (i.e. monologic teaching moves) and “whole-class dialogue, is that different and even 


competing ideas can be kept in play without being subjected to one participant’s authoritative 
arbitration” (p. 40). The teacher encourages students to disagree, and allows them to pose 
problems instead of providing them with solutions. 



(24)Mercer (2003) posits that brief factual teacher answers in IRF exchanges will not give 
 children suitable opportunities for practice, whereas being drawn into more extended 
 explanations and discussions will. This is why ‘whole-class dialogue’ is considered “a 
 valuable kind of educational experience” (Mercer, 2003, p. 76). In line with aforementioned 
 theory, I argue that teachers should strive to pose questions and responses that encourage 
 dialogic teaching in whole-class discourse if they want students to participate in interaction, 
 for the following reasons: 


1.   Opportunities for extended explanation, dialogues and discussions will lead to more 
 effective L2 learning, as learners construct their own deep understandings, rather than 
 receiving information and instruction through recitation;  


2.   Dialogic teaching will empower students to engage in and construct their own L2 
 learning; and  


3.   Dialogic teaching will lead to theoretical disruption in the mind of the individual, 
 because the students are provided with opportunities to situate their thoughts and 
 understandings (Alexander, 2017; Mercer, 2003; Nystrand et al., 1997) 


The incorporation of a dialogic teaching approach to classroom interaction will provide the 
 students with opportunities to engage in meaningful dialogues beneficial for their 


development of both content and linguistic knowledge, and also empower them as L2 


learners. When teachers mediate dialogic teaching in whole-class discourse, they conduct L2 
 learning with the students, instead of providing linguistic content knowledge for them. How 
 teachers can facilitate dialogic teaching, however, will be elaborated upon in the following 
 section (2.4).  



2.4   Mediation of whole-class discourse 


As mentioned above, this MA study argues that collaboration in whole-class discourse is 
 beneficial for L2 learning within a sociocultural paradigm. In the classroom setting, there are 
 two main groups of interlocutors, namely teachers and students. Section 2.4.1 addresses how 
 the institutional role of the teacher impacts the mediation of whole-class discourse. I will then 
 present theory on the different types of questions that teachers have been found to provide in 
 whole-class discourse, and how these might impact whole-class discourse (section 2.4.2). 


Finally, section 2.4.3 depicts responses that are identified in whole-class discourse, and which 
 can be linked to the features of dialogic teaching.  


2.4.1  The teacher in SLA whole-class discourse 



(25)According to Cazden (2001) the natural roles of teachers and students create an asymmetry in 
 classroom discourse, of which the greatest impact resides in the interlocutors’ right to speak. 


Teachers are the ones expected to take on the role as mediators, and how they do so impact 
 student engagement in the whole-class discourse (Hall & Verplaetse, 2000). Therefore, an 
 examination of how teachers are found to utilise questions and responses in whole-class 
 discourse, provide valuable insight into how teachers can use their institutional role to the 
 students’ advantage (i.e. ensure L2 learning gains).  


Teachers have “the role-given right to speak at any time and to any person”, they can interrupt 
 a student if they want to, address any student whenever they like, and use their tone of voice, 
 gestures and expressions as instructional tools (Cazden, 2001, p. 82). Teachers are also 


responsible for monitoring and assessing the student participation, in order to ensure equitable 
 L2 learning opportunities for all students (Cazden, 2001). Therefore, teachers have to use 
 tools of instruction to mediate “both the quantity and quality of opportunities the students will 
 have to participate in and learn from” L2 communication in plenary (Hall & Verplaetse, 2000, 
 p. 10). Teachers’ awareness and enactment of this responsibility is crucial, and Mercer and 
 Littleton (2007) argue that teachers are responsible for incorporating the right communicative 
 approach for a particular topic, to ensure that “the dialogue supports the development of 
 understanding for as many of the children in the class as possible” (Mercer & Littleton, 2007, 
 p. 54).  


Furthermore, Tharp and Gallimore (1991) argue that the aim of the teacher should be for the 
 dialogue to appear spontaneous, despite being monitored by the teacher. As some students 
 might fear speaking in front of the class, and especially in their L2, some teachers struggle to 
 engage students in whole-class discourse. Therefore, dialogic teaching demands more of 
 teachers than lessons with monologic characteristics do. Teachers mediating dialogic teaching 
 have to expect and be prepared to have their opinions contested and opposed, while at the 
 same time monitoring seemingly spontaneous whole-class discourse. In agreement with Tharp 
 and Gallimore (1991), Nystrand et al. (1997) emphasise that these teachers have to abandon 


“the security of their roles as authoritative repositories and referees of unproblematic 
 knowledge in favour of the more subtle and ostensibly risky roles of […] organizer of 
 dialogue” (p. 89). Teachers mediating dialogic teaching do therefore need “a quite deliberate 
 and self-controlled agenda”, with “specific curricular, cognitive, and conceptual goals” 


(Tharp & Gallimore, 1991, p. 4). In order to uncover how teacher use instructional tools to 



(26)mediate their agenda, I examine teacher questions and responses, which both are found to 
 impact whether whole-class discourse unfolds as dialogic or monologic teaching.  


2.4.2  Types of teacher questions 


One of the main instructional tools teachers use to mediate, monitor, and assess student 
 participation in whole-class discourse, is questions. All utterances that ask the interlocutors to 
 give a spoken reply on something that does not concern the topic of the previous speaking 
 turn, are classified as questions (Myhill, 2006, see section 3.5.2). The teacher can pose 


questions for many different reasons, for instance, “to recall, elicit, probe, instruct, develop or 
 manage” whole-class discourse (Alexander, 2017, p. 25). Throughout educational research, 
 researchers and theorists have identified and labelled question categories, which 


operationalise the observed purpose of the different teacher questions in whole-class 


discourse. In this section, I will provide a theoretical overview of the categories that are used 
 in the analyses employed in this MA study (see section 3.5.2): open, closed, authentic, and 
 quasi-authentic questions.  


Open and closed questions 


Open and closed questions are often considered a mutually exclusive dichotomy. When a 
 question is deemed open or open-ended, there are multiple ways to answer it, as there are 
 many possible answers (Andersson-Bakken, 2017; Nystrand et al., 1997). Closed questions, 
 on the other hand, are often posed in order to assess students’ understanding of a subject 
 matter, and there is only one possible answer to the question (Nystrand et al., 1997). In other 
 words, both open and closed questions presuppose that the teacher has either one or more 
 answer(s) in mind when posing the question. However, while open questions provide students 
 with an opportunity to give different responses on a subject matter, closed questions do not 
 allow contrasting opinions (Andersson-Bakken, 2015; 2017). Therefore, closed questions are 
 often described as more authoritative than open questions, as the teacher controls what the 
 students are expected to answer. Nystrand et al. (1997) use the term test question for these 
 questions, because of the inherent element of assessment. A teacher who mainly asks closed 
 questions therefore controls the subject content of the lesson, and appears to have a 


monologic approach to whole-class discourse. Lyle (2008) agrees with Nystrand et al. (1997) 
when confirming that closed questions are often identified in monologic IRE/F-exchanges, 
and argues that a majority of closed questions in whole-class discourse uphold the traditional 
institutional roles of whole-class discourse, and thus inhibiting dialogic teaching.  



(27)Authentic and quasi-authentic questions 


All teacher questions that request students’ personal opinions are categorised as authentic 
 questions (Cazden, 2001; Nystrand et al., 1997). Teachers do not know what students will 
 answer when posing this type of question, which renders them authentic (Nystrand, 1997). 


Authentic questions signal to students that the teacher is interested in their thoughts and 
 opinions rather than their knowledge of a subject matter, for instance through asking: “How 
 did this short story make you feel?”. These questions have no restraint on what teachers 
 consider right or wrong opinions (Nystrand et al., 1997). In other words, authentic questions 
 invite students to resonate and reflect, rather than to answer what they believe the teacher 
 wants to hear, or repeat something they have learnt (Andersson-Bakken, 2015; Lyle, 2008; 


Nystrand, 1997). Therefore, Nystrand et al. (1997) argue that authentic questions are more 
 suitable for dialogic teaching, as they open up whole-class discourse for multiple as well as 
 contrasting opinions.  


Quasi-authentic questions, on the other hand, identify questions that have one specific 
 answer, but where the teacher adds a personal element to the requests for this answer, for 
 instance when asking, “What do you think could be the main plot of the short story?”. The 
 teacher could also ask, “What is the main plot of the short story?”, which would be classified 
 as a closed question. However, through the incorporation of the personal, “Do you think…?”, 
 the teacher allows students to talk from their own point of view, which supposedly make it 
 less intimidating to participate in whole-class discourse (Dysthe, 1995).  


2.4.3  Types of responses  


The responses that are provided within whole-class discourse, are also found to impact if and 
 how dialogic teaching unfolds. In the traditional pattern of IRE/F (initiation, response, and 
 evaluation/feedback), response is used about students’ contributions to classroom discourse 
 (Mercer, 2003). However, I will use response as a general term for all teacher phrases that 
 follow directly after a student utterance, which equals the feedback or evaluations in the 
 IRE/(F) exchanges. If teachers want to create cumulative and collective whole-class discourse 
 (cf. dialogic teaching, Alexander, 2017), they should respond in ways that encourage students 
 to elaborate (Grossman, 2015; Nystrand et al., 1997). Do teachers follow up on students’ 


utterances in a way that elicits more student talk, or do teachers’ responses create a break of 
the dialogue? This section will present theory on the following types of teacher responses: 



(28)evaluation, revoicing and uptake of student utterances. As with the teacher questions, it is 
 important to emphasise that the different responses are not mutually exclusive within whole-
 class discourse, but that the descriptions of patterns of responses enable a distinction between 
 characteristics of monologic and dialogic teaching.  


Evaluation of student utterances 


One way that teachers respond to student utterances is as evaluative assessments of student 
 comments. These responses consist of all teacher utterances that reflect teachers’ opinions on 
 whether or not a student message was correct, for instance: “No, Queen Elizabeth is not the 
 ruler of all of the British Isles”. Nystrand et al. (1997) argue that evaluations have to be more 
 than “Right!” or “Good!” for these to elicit dialogic teaching: “The teacher must push the 
 student’s contribution further, validating it in such a way that it affects the subsequent course 
 of the discussion” (p. 21). Nystrand et al. (1997) state that the topic and/or direction of the 
 dialogue has to change after the response, in line with the previous student comment, for the 
 evaluation to create dialogic teaching. When teachers incorporate evaluations that change the 
 direction of the dialogue according to what a student said, he or she “notes the importance of 
 a student’s response in shaping a new understanding, and the course of interaction changes 
 somewhat because of what the student has said” (Nystrand et al., 1997, p. 21).  


The scholar behind the PLATO manual, Pam Grossman (2015), elaborates on the difference 
 between vague and specific responses in classroom discourse. All responses that do not 
 indicate what a student has done correctly or incorrectly are described as vague responses, for 
 example, “Yeah” or “No” (Grossman, 2015). If a teacher provides students with specific 
 descriptions of what was correct or incorrect in their utterances, these responses are 


categorised as specific (Grossman, 2015). In other words, specific responses both address the 
 correctness of the student utterance, and give reasons for the evaluation. A teacher might, for 
 instance, give the following specific response: “Yes, that is a great concluding statement, 
 because you emphasize all the main arguments of your text”.  


Revoicing of student utterances 


Teachers have also been found to revoice student utterances in whole-class discourse. This 
 term, revoicing, is used about all teacher responses that recast “part or all of a student’s 
 utterance to clarify content, to reinforce new terminology, and to amplify students’ 


contributions” through repetition or reformulation of the student message (Duff, 2000, p. 



(29)113). O’Connor and Michaels (1993) emphasise the sociocultural function of revoicings in 
 IRE exchanges. They argue that these “moment-to-moment language practices may be linked 
 with larger patterns of socialization” (O’Connor & Michaels, 1994, p. 331), which gives the 
 students in whole-class discourse a more important voice in the classroom. Cazden (2001) 
 draws on O’Connor and Michaels (1996) when arguing that revoicings are important in order 
 to create dialogic teaching, as such responses foster community and support within whole-
 class discourse. The repetitions of student messages might create a common understanding 
 based on both teacher and student perspectives, which can produce collaborative and 


cumulative dialogues (e.g., Cazden, 2001; Duff, 2000; O’Connor & Michaels, 1996). In other 
 words, revoicings have been found to be beneficial for dialogic teaching, as they validate 
 students’ contributions and encourage a supportive, collaborative and cumulative classroom 
 setting.  


Uptake of student utterances 


Grossman (2015) argues that the main type of response to produce elaboration in whole-class 
 discourse are uptakes of student utterances. Nystrand et al. (1997) draw on Collin (1982) 
 when defining uptake as follows: “when one conversant, for example, a teacher, asks 
 someone else, a student, about something the other person said previously” (p. 39). In other 
 words, teachers use uptake when incorporating the previous student response into subsequent 
 questions. Nystrand et al. (1997) uphold that this is an essential dialogic recourse, because 
 this type of follow-up on student utterances leads to validation of “students’ ideas” (p. 6). In 
 other words, this line of teaching encourages the students to continue engaging in the 


dialogue, because they believe that their contributions are valuable and/or they get a sense of 
 being taken seriously (Nystrand et al., 1997). When the teacher takes on the answer from a 
 student and asks a follow-up question directed at either that particular student or the whole 
 class, the dialogue is continued in the direction of the student comment, and the students will 
 most probably feel that their contributions were important and valued (i.e. high-level 


evaluation, Nystrand et al., 1997). Contrastingly, a student utterance followed up by “Good!” 


and no uptake, is more likely to create a break of the dialogue (Nystrand et al., 1997).   



2.5   Previous research 



(30)This section will provide an overview of previous research that has influenced my MA 
 project. These earlier studies include examinations of the difference between monologic and 
 dialogic teaching, and studies of teacher questions and responses in whole-class discourse.  


Nystrand et al. (1997) report on their large-scale research project, where they examined the 


“general effects of dialogic practices on achievement and learning” (p. 30). Through surveys 
 and interviews, class observations, and hypothesis testing of a sample consisting of hundreds 
 of eight and ninth grade lessons over two years in Great Britain, they created a comprehensive 
 understanding of classroom discourse. The purpose of their research was to “investigate the 
 effects of instructional organization on student learning, contrasting the epistemologies of 
 recitation and discussion” (Nystrand et al., 1997), which makes their report of their research 
 design and results highly relevant to the scope of this MA thesis. I have already drawn on 
 some of their theoretical contributions, and will incorporate some elements from their results 
 here. Nystrand et al.’s (1997) report depicts classroom discourse that was “overwhelmingly 
 monologic” (p. 33), and they state that this reflects most previous studies “documenting the 
 historical and widespread prevalence of recitation in American schools” (p. 42). Some of their 
 reasons for concluding on a ‘monologic majority’, were that “teachers asked nearly all the 
 questions, few questions were authentic, and few teachers followed up student responses” 


(Nystrand et al., 1997, p. 33). However, Nystrand et al. (1997) also identified classroom 
 discourse portraying dialogic teaching, and through regression analyses they found this 
 approach to be beneficial for students’ achievement levels. The elements that were found to 
 produce the beneficial dialogic teaching consisted of “time devoted to discussion, authentic 
 questions, uptake, and high-level teacher evaluation” (Nystrand et al., 1997, p. 33). In other 
 words, their research illustrates which instructional tools that are most influential when 


creating dialogues in classrooms. I have chosen to focus on teacher questions and responses in 
 this MA study, which is also in line with the following research projects. 


In a Norwegian context, a more recent study on teacher questions and responses was 
conducted by Andersson-Bakken (2015) as part of her research project for her doctorate in 
pedagogy. I will draw on the representation of her research (Andersson-Bakken & Klette, 
2016). The study presents how teachers were found to use questions and responses as 
instructional tools in whole-class sessions. Andersson-Bakken and Klette (2016) aimed to 
unveil how teacher questions “enable dialogue between teachers and students and support 
student learning” (p. 63). In their analyses, they used a framework influenced by Furtak and 



(31)Shavelson (2009), which distinguishes between so-called dialogic and authoritative teaching 
 moves. Andersson-Bakken and Klette’s (2016) analytical framework is presented in Table 2.1 
 and Table 2.2. Their framework serves the purpose of operationalising authoritative and 
 dialogic teaching moves.  


Table 2.1: Dialogic teaching moves (Andersson-Bakken & Klette, 2016, p. 69).  


Dialogic teaching moves – teachers and students jointly construct narrative/discussion 
 Asking ‘real’ or open 


questions 


Teacher asks a question of a student or entire class to which the 
 answer is not necessarily known or expected by the teacher. 


Revoicing/reflecting 
 student responses 


Teacher repeats verbatim what a student has responded without 
 changing or altering the meaning of the statement. Includes 
 when a teacher repeats in a question-style format or asks student 
 to clarify what she/he said, or to refer that comment to another 
 student 


Providing neutral 
 responses to students 


Teacher repeats student responses, or provides comments that do 
 not indicate whether students’ statements are correct or 


incorrect. 


Table 2.2: Authoritative teaching moves (Andersson-Bakken & Klette, 2016, p. 69).  


Authoritative teaching moves – teacher controls course of narrative/discussion 
 Cued elicitation of 


student contribution 


Teacher asks questions while simultaneously providing heavy 
 clues, such as the wording of a question, intonation, pauses, 
 gestures, or demonstrations, to the information required 
 Sequence of repeated 


questions 


Teacher asks the same/similar questions repeatedly to seek a 
 particular answer, and continues asking the question/s until 
 answer is provided by students 


Reconstructive 
 paraphrase or recap 


Teacher recasts or paraphrases what students has said in a more 
 complete or acceptable form, or in preferred terminology, 
 including when teacher adds to or changes the meaning of what 
 the student has said 


Providing evaluative 
 responses 


Teacher clearly indicates, through words or intonation, that a 
student’s comment is correct or incorrect. 



(32)I will draw on Andersson-Bakken and Klette’s (2016) operationalisation of neutral responses 
 and evaluative responses in my analyses of teacher responses (see section 3.5.2), and their 
 distinction between dialogic and authoritative teaching moves is influential in my dichotomy 
 between dialogic and monologic teaching. Furthermore, Andersson-Bakken and Klette’s 
 (2016) research project identifies patterns within the teacher questions and responses, which 
 were important for my analytical work (see section 3.5.2 for details). The teachers were found 
 to use questions as instructional tools more than responses, and they used almost as many 
 dialogic as authoritative questions in their teaching (Andersson-Bakken & Klette, 2016). The 
 overall majority of teacher responses were also of a dialogic character, “thus providing 
 opportunities for dialogue and student engagement” (Andersson-Bakken & Klette, 2016, p. 


81).  


McCormick and Donato (2000) studied how an ESL teacher used questions in “a semester-
 long integrated skills ESL class in a university setting” (p. 187). They found that the teachers’ 


questions, “when effectively used, enabled the students (novices) to achieve tasks they were 
 not able to achieve alone” (McCormick & Donato, 2000, p. 196). Furthermore, they 


emphasized that teacher questions are more than elicitation techniques, and rather tools that 
 can be used to mediate classroom interaction (McCormick & Donato, 2000). 


Verplaetse (2000) reports on research on interactional patterns conducted by a middle school 
 science teacher. This study is relevant to my thesis, because of the similarities in how teacher 
 instruction was sampled in our respective studies. Verplaetse (2000) focused her attention on 
 one of three teachers (teacher A), because this particular teacher used strategies to create 


“exceptionally high-quality class involvement” (p. 221). Similarly, I sampled lesson segments 
 from a large pool of video material that certified raters had coded as portraying high-quality 
 and quantity of classroom discourse (see section 3.2 Sampling). Verplaetse (2000) studied 
 how the teacher was able to create an “interactive classroom during full-class, teacher-fronted 
 discussion” (p. 224), through an examination of the following teacher moves of instruction: 


initiation, scaffold/initiation, response, and feedback. She reports on how more open-ended 
 questions than closed questions were found with teacher A than with the other two teachers 
 who were also participating in the study. Furthermore, teacher A issued as much corrective 
 feedback as listening acts (response without evaluation), “unlike teacher B and C, who issued 
 considerably more corrective acts [72% and 81%, respectively] than listening acts” 


(Verplaetse, 2000, p. 231). Thus, her research shows that an examination of teacher questions 



(33)and responses can shed light on why some teachers succeed in creating whole-class discourse 
 where students participate, by using certain instructional tools (questions and responses) in 
 their teaching.  


My MA study has also been influenced by theory and methods from an MA study conducted 
 within Norwegian didactics by Jahnsen (2017), who observed and analysed teacher questions 
 and responses within video recorded whole-class discourse. She drew on Dysthe’s (1995) 
 large-scale research and theory on whole-class discourse, as will I when analysing for quasi-
 authentic questions (see section 3.5.2). Furthermore, I am influenced by Jahnsen (2017) when 
 drawing on theory and research from Alexander (2017), Andersson-Bakken (2015), 


Andersson-Bakken and Klette (2016), and Nystrand et al. (2007). The findings from 


Jahnsen’s (2017) thesis that I find most relevant for my study, is the overall identification of 
 less dialogic than monologic questions and responses, and inherent differences in 


identification according to which teacher conducted the whole-class discourse.  



2.6   Summary of theory chapter 


This chapter has presented a sociocultural perspective on L2 learning, which emphasises the 
 benefits of engaging learners of English in Norwegian secondary school in whole-class 
 discourse. Furthermore, the two overarching categories of monologic and dialogic teaching 
 within whole-class discourse were described, and the benefits of participating in dialogic 
 teaching for L2 learners were presented. I also offered some theoretical reasons for my focus 
 on the teacher as the main mediator of whole-class discourse, and how teachers can use 
 questions and responses as semiotic and instructional tools to facilitate and monitor the 
 whole-class discourse. Finally, I summarized research projects on whole-class discourse that 
 have influenced my study. In essence, Nystrand et al. (1997) contribute with a theoretical 
 framework, Andersson-Bakken and Klette (2016) influence my analyses and discussion, 
 McCormick and Donato (2000) validate my focus on questions as important instructional 
 tools in SLA whole-class discourse, Verplaetse (2000) validate my examination of seemingly 


‘successful’ whole-class discourse, and Jahnsen (2017) contributed with an overview of 
relevant theories. The following chapter (Chapter 3) will present how this MA study was 
conducted (the methods and data that were used), give reasons for my choices, and address 
the validity, reliability, and ethical concerns of my research. 
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3  Methodology 


The aim of this MA is to identify patterns that are observed to be characteristic of whole-class 
 discourse scored 4 in the Classroom Discourse element in the PLATO manual, and discuss 
 whether these patterns are found to portray dialogic teaching. This chapter will present and 
 describe the methods that have been used when examining the main research question: What 
 is characteristic of the types of questions and responses teachers provide students with in 
 whole-class discourse identified as high quality in L2 English (grades 9 and 10)? Section 3.1 
 will present an overview of the qualitative research design. Then a thorough description of the 
 sampling procedure is provided (3.2), as well as a presentation of the video data (3.3). Section 
 3.4 will address my choice of observing video data, and my role as a covert observer. 


Furthermore, the two steps of the thematic process of analysis will be outlined (3.5), and the 
 credibility of the study will be addressed (3.6). This chapter will also present the ethical 
 measures and regulations that have been taken into account in the present study (3.7), as well 
 as some limitations that have been considered (3.8). All the methodological choices were 
 made in order to answer the overarching research question through the two subordinate 
 research questions in a valid, reliable, ethical, and efficient manner.   


RQ1: What types of questions do teachers pose in the sampled whole-class discourse? 


RQ2: How do teachers respond to student utterances in the sampled whole-class 
 discourse? 



3.1   Research design  


This study makes use of a research method that mainly portrays a qualitative research design. 


However, section 3.2 will provide a thorough description of how I utilised quantitative data in 
the sampling of the qualitative data. I chose to use the quantitative material in the sampling 
process, because it made it possible to sample whole-class discourse that were identified as 
successful (PLATO score 4) by other researchers than myself (the benefits of this sampling 
strategy will be further addressed in section 3.2). However, because the qualitative findings in 
this research is based on my observations and analyses of video data, in line with Patton 
(2014), I argue that the overarching research design of this thesis is qualitative. Patton (2014) 
states that qualitative research makes use of methods that enable in depth observations of few 
and information-rich cases, which is what I do in this MA study.  



(35)All the data in this MA project is drawn from the material in the large-scale LISE project 
 (Brevik, 2019). I used video data collected by others as my main data, and PLATO scores of 
 the videos, conducted by certified raters, as a sampling device (see section 3.2). The material 
 from the LISE project was collected and assessed by other researchers than myself, and 
 therefore comprise secondary data in my study (Dalland, 2011; Creswell, 2014). In other 
 words, I acknowledge that I have not participated in the collection of these video data, and 
 might therefore have missed out on contextual information (Dalland, 2011).  


The aim of this thesis calls for an abductive approach to the analyses. I used theoretical 
 constructs in my analyses, which deems my approach deductive (Larsen, 2017; Miles, 
 Huberman, & Saldaña, 2014). At the same time, I wanted to view the video material without 
 predefined assumptions from theories and previous research, in order to be open for novel 
 characteristics of the displayed whole-class discourse. In addition to examining both 
 monologic and dialogic teaching moves, I therefore included examinations of the video 
 material before applying the aforementioned theory, research, and coding manual. I also 
 included “other categories” in my analyses, to allow for patterns that did not fit with a priori 
 codes to emerge (i.e. inductively, Larsen, 2017; Miles et al., 2014). The duality in the 
 analyses would make this an abductive approach (Alvesson and Sköldberg, 1994), as the 
 observed patterns (derived both deductively and inductively) are described and juxtaposed 
 with theoretical concepts from both the PLATO manual and previous theory and research, and 
 because I constantly moved back and forth between the inductive and the deductive approach 
 to the analyses. Denzin (1978) states that an abductive observer “records the occurrence of a 
 particular event, and then works back in time in an effort to reconstruct the events (causes) 
 that produced the event (consequence) in question” (pp. 109-110). In the present study, this 
 reconstruction consisted of checking whether the presence of dialogic teacher questions 
 and/or responses could be the reason why the segments of whole-class discourse had been 
 deemed to be of high quality (score 4) by the certified PLATO raters. The analyses were 
 conducted through two analytical approaches (more thoroughly explained in section 3.5):  


Method 1: Inductive thematic analysis  
 Method 2: Theoretical thematic analysis  


Overview of the research design of the present study:  
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