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ANNOTATION: This study explores the structure, functions, and pedagogical
Implications of discourse between teachers and students within classroom settings.
Drawing upon both theoretical frameworks and empirical observations, the research
investigates how language functions as a tool for instructional delivery, feedback
provision, and cognitive development. By analyzing authentic teacher-student
interactions, the study reveals patterns of questioning, scaffolding, negotiation of
meaning, and power relations embedded in educational discourse. The results
highlight the importance of interactional competence in effective teaching and the
necessity for teachers to adapt their discourse strategies to enhance student
engagement and comprehension. The study also presents two tables: one illustrating
common discourse moves used by teachers and another detailing student response
types and their frequencies. Overall, this article contributes to the growing field of
educational linguistics by offering practical insights for improving pedagogical
discourse.
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AHHOTAIIHA: B oannom uccie0o8anuu u3yuaiomecs Cmpykmypa, QyHKyuu
U neodazo2udecKue nocieocmeus duCKypca M@chay yuumeAiAMu U yYeHUKamMu 6 Kiacce.
Ol’lupa}ZCb KaxKk Ha meopemuvecKkue OCHOe6bl, mdadK U HA IMnupudecKue HCZ6JZ}‘00€HM}Z,
uccnedosanue uzydaem, Kax SA3vlK QYHKYUOHUPYem KAk UHCMPYMeHm Ol

npedocmaenenusi 00yueHus, npedoCmasieHus 0OpamHOU C643U U KOSHUMUBHO2O
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pazeumus. AHanuzupysi NOONUHHOE — 83aumolelicmeue  yuumens U VUEHUKA,
uccnedosanue Gulasisem 3AKOHOMEPHOCNnU NOCMAHOBKU 60NpOCOe, CcO30aHUsl
cmpyKkmyp, 06cy9fcdeHu}z cmbulcid U 61AdCMHbLIX OI’I/ZHOWBHWZ, 3AJI0JICEHHblEe 6
00pazosamenbHOM ouckypce. Pezynomamui NnoO4epKUBAIOm BANCHOCMb
UHMEPAKMUBHOU KOMNEMEeHMHOCIU 07151 3PPeKmueH020 0OyueHUs u HeodX0OUMOCb
Onsl  yuumesnell aoanmuposams Cc8oU cmpamecuu OUCKypca Ol NOBbIUUEHUS
606JIEYEHHOCNU U NOHUMAHUA YHUAWUXCAL. B uccneoosarnuu maxorce npedcmaeﬂeHbl ose
maobauyvl: 00HA U3 HUX UWLTIOCMPUpyem pacnpoCmpaHeHHble Hpuemvl peul,
ucnojibsyembsle yuumesiimu, a ()pyea;z n06p06H0 onucveleaem munvl o0meemoe
yuawjuxcsa u ux wacmomy. B ueiom, OAHHAsL CMAMbsL 6HOCUM BKIAO0 6 pa3zeusdrouLyrocs
ob1acmb neoa2o2uyecKoll JAUHSBUCMUKU, npedﬂaeaﬂ npakmudeckKue pekomeﬁdauuu no
VIAVYULEHUIO Ne0a202UYeCK020 OUCKYPCA.

Knroueewvie cnosa: duCKpr ydyumensd U y4eHuKda, gzaumooeticmeaue 8 Kjadcce,
06pa30€am€ﬂbﬂa}l JAUHSCBUCMUKA, AHAIU3 ()uCKprCl, neoazoau4eckas KOMMYHUKAYUAL.

INTRODUCTION

In educational environments, discourse serves as the principal medium through
which teaching and learning occur. The interaction between teacher and student is not
merely a vehicle for transmitting information; rather, it is a dynamic, dialogic process
that shapes students’ intellectual development and social positioning in the classroom.
The communicative exchanges that take place in this context influence how knowledge
Is constructed, understood, and retained. Over the past several decades, discourse
analysis has emerged as a valuable tool for investigating the nuanced interactions that
define educational practices. From sociocultural theories of learning to applied
linguistics, numerous disciplines have emphasized the centrality of language in
education.

This paper seeks to explore the nature and function of teacher-student discourse
from a linguistic and pedagogical standpoint. While traditional models of instruction
often viewed the teacher as the sole authority figure dispensing knowledge,
contemporary research points to a more interactive model in which dialogue fosters

deeper understanding and critical thinking. The study addresses key research questions:
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What discourse strategies do teachers employ to facilitate understanding? How do
students respond, and how does this influence the learning process? What linguistic
features define successful pedagogical interactions?

LITERATURE REVIEW AND METHODOLOGY

Literature Review

Discourse between teacher and student has been the subject of extensive
scholarly inquiry. According to Sinclair and Coulthard (1975), the Initiation-Response-
Feedback (IRF) model is a foundational pattern in classroom discourse, wherein the
teacher initiates a question, the student responds, and the teacher evaluates the
response. This model has been critiqued for its rigid structure, yet it remains useful for
identifying interactional norms. Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural theory introduced the
idea of scaffolding, where teachers guide students through their Zone of Proximal
Development (ZPD) using supportive dialogue.

More recent studies (Mercer, 2000; Walsh, 2006) have emphasized dialogic
teaching, which involves encouraging extended student responses, reasoning, and peer
discussion. Such discourse patterns are believed to foster critical thinking and
autonomy. Research by Alexander (2008) argues for the importance of cumulative
talk—discourse that builds shared understanding over time.

Methodology

The study employed a qualitative discourse analysis approach. Authentic
classroom interactions were audio-recorded and transcribed from five different
secondary school English language classrooms. Each session lasted approximately 40
minutes. Transcripts were analyzed using a coding scheme adapted from Walsh’s
(2006) Classroom Interactional Competence (CIC) framework. Codes focused on
teacher questioning techniques, student response types, discourse markers, turn-taking
mechanisms, and feedback strategies.

The sample included 5 teachers and 150 students aged 14-16. Data analysis
was conducted using NVivo software, which allowed for systematic tagging and
pattern identification. Two tables were generated to summarize the findings: one

categorizing teacher discourse moves and another quantifying student responses.
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DISCUSSION AND RESULTS

Analysis of Discourse Strategies

The discourse analysis revealed a diversity of strategies employed by teachers
to manage classroom interaction. The most frequent teacher moves included open-
ended questioning, reformulation of student responses, and the use of metadiscourse
(e.g., "Let's think about this in a different way"). Teachers also regularly employed
confirmation checks and clarification requests to guide student understanding.
Feedback moves ranged from evaluative ("Good job") to elaborative ("That's correct,
and you can also think about..."), which were more effective in sustaining student
engagement.

Student Response Patterns

Student responses varied in complexity and initiative. While many students
offered minimal replies (e.g., "Yes", "No", or short phrases), others produced extended
utterances, particularly when prompted with open-ended questions or encouraged
through scaffolding. The data showed that higher student participation was linked to
teachers' use of dialogic techniques.

Table 1: Common Discourse Moves Used by Teachers

Discourse Move Frequency [Example

nitiation (question) |L84 '‘What do you think about this poem?"
Recast/Paraphrase |2 'So, you're saying the character felt betrayed?"
Scaffolding 53 'Let’s try to break this idea down together."
Confirmation check 49 ‘Do you mean...?"

Praise/Evaluation  |L08 'Excellent observation!"

=laboration prompt 37 ‘Can you explain why you think that?"

Table 2: Types and Frequencies of Student Responses

Response Type Frequency|Description

Minimal Response 91 One-word or short phrase answers
Extended Explanation 56 Detailed, multi-clause contributions
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Response Type Frequency|Description
B Student seeks explanation of a concept or
Clarification Request 22 _ _
instruction
Peer Interaction 18 Student addresses or responds to a peer
Repetition of Teacher's
33 Student echoes part of the teacher's language

Words

The data support the view that student discourse becomes more elaborative and
meaningful when teachers facilitate interaction using open-ended questions and avoid
solely evaluative feedback. The inclusion of scaffolding and dialogic questioning
encourages deeper cognitive engagement.

CONCLUSION

The discourse that unfolds between teacher and student within the classroom is
a complex, layered phenomenon that has significant implications for pedagogical
effectiveness. As this study demonstrates, the quality and structure of classroom
interaction directly influence student engagement and learning outcomes. Teachers
who employ dialogic strategies, including scaffolding, elaborative feedback, and open-
ended questions, create a more inclusive and cognitively stimulating environment.
Such discourse enables students to participate not just as passive recipients of
information, but as active constructors of knowledge.

Moreover, student responses tend to reflect the depth and flexibility of the
teacher’s communicative approach. The frequency of extended responses in this study
Is a strong indicator that language-rich environments—where interaction is reciprocal
rather than hierarchical—foster greater learner autonomy and deeper comprehension.

It is essential for teacher training programs to integrate discourse analysis into
their curricula, equipping future educators with the linguistic awareness needed to
manage classroom talk effectively. Additionally, ongoing professional development
should encourage reflective practice around discourse use in the classroom. This can
be supported through video analysis, peer observation, and targeted feedback.

In sum, the study underscores the importance of viewing language not merely

as a medium of instruction but as a pedagogical tool that shapes classroom dynamics,
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affects student attitudes, and mediates learning itself. Future research should consider
cross-cultural variations in teacher-student discourse and examine how digital
platforms alter traditional interaction patterns. Ultimately, the goal is to foster
communicative environments where all learners can thrive through meaningful
discourse.
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