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Abstract 

 

The integral nature of classroom interaction to students’ learning and development has long 

been recognised with its significance in shaping learning experiences and promoting learner 

engagement (Hardman J 2016; Alexander 2018; Barnes 2010; Wells 1985; McCreedy & 

Simich-Dudgeon, 1990) in addition to fostering the development of communication skills 

and competencies in thinking (Mercer 2000). Yet, despite the quantity of teacher-student 

interaction research in a variety of EFL contexts (Chappel, 2014; Seedhouse, 2004; Walsh, 

2006) as well as university settings (Hermann 2013; Boyle 2010; De Klerk 1995, 1997; 

Woodward-Kron & Remedios 2007) with some researchers beginning to explore EAP 

contexts (Dippold 2014; Ahmadi 2017; Heron & Webster 2018), an understanding of the 

EAP teachers’ use of classroom interaction strategies in discipline-specific EAP learning 

contexts is yet to emerge. Therefore, this study aims to study classroom interactions in such 

contexts with a view to offering a perspective on the manifestation of EAP teacher 

classroom behaviour in lessons aiming to address a specific way of communicating in a 

given academic discipline.  

 

Three teacher participants involved in the teaching of discipline-specific EAP classes 

targeting different disciplines (Computer Science, Architecture and Modern Languages and 

Cultures) were recruited for lesson observations of one of their regular two-hour EAP 

lessons or two of their regular one-hour EAP lessons, depending on module schedules and 

course structure. The lessons were coded for discipline specificity in terms of addressing 

content and language pertaining to specific communicative needs. This was then followed 

by stimulated recall interviews in which teachers were shown audio-recorded episodes of 

their own teaching to understand the decisions and rationales underlying their own use of 

questioning and feedback strategies as well as student responses.  

 

The study finds that teachers used more open than closed questions, generating more 

extensive student responses than those found in previous studies (e.g., Hardman J 2016). 

In terms of feedback strategies, teachers made more persistent use of feedback strategies 

to elicit more extended and elaborated responses, although a lack of attempt to open up 

the classroom by inviting students’ comments on others’ input was also observed. It is 

suggested that opportunities for professional development and intervention studies be 

carried out to further efforts to develop what Walsh (2007, 2011) terms teachers’ classroom 

interactional competence.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

1.1 Context of the study 

As the official instructional medium of higher education in Hong Kong, English 

continues to be attached great importance in tertiary learning and teaching. All eight 

publicly funded universities in the territory offer undergraduate English 

enhancement courses that address communicative needs arising from 

undergraduate curriculums funded centrally by the government under the University 

Grants Committee. This is supported by major funding initiatives such as the 2016-

19 triennium Teaching Development and Language Enhancement Grant (TDLEG) 

of HKD $562.8 million alongside other recurrent funding schemes (Hong Kong 

Legislative Council 2014). All undergraduate students enrolled in public universities, 

whether local or international, undertake academic English training in the form of a 

minimum of one English for Academic Purposes (EAP) module, although the degree 

to which its content is specifically matched with that of students’ major area of study 

may vary.  

 

Having taught EAP for six years at a multi-disciplinary institution in Hong Kong, the 

exposure to as many as seven modules targeting different academic disciplines has 

meant much professional growth. Featuring an in-sessional English-in-the-discipline 

(ED) programme that seeks to cater to the specific yet varied communicative 

demands presented by their own discipline (Hyland 2015), however, I have had to 

tackle a wide range of learner needs. The challenges of EAP teaching, such as the 

inadequate grasp of content knowledge and familiarity with materials (Post 2010; 

Alexander 2007), therefore, all resonate strongly with my own personal experience 

as a discipline-specific EAP teacher. Apparently, it would be unthinkable of an EAP 

teacher to walk into a classroom with little or no knowledge of the target discipline. 

Yet, the majority of EAP teachers, including myself, have begun their EAP teaching 

career with general English language teaching (ELT) qualifications given the rarity 

of pre-service training opportunities (Campion 2016).  

 

Recently, having assumed the deputy coordinatorship of the Dentistry EAP 

programme, I have been assigned new responsibilities such as revising assessment 

rubrics and schemes and developing new module components. None of these, 

however, has presented as much challenge as teaching first year dental/medical 
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terminology workshops. Despite overwhelmingly positive student reviews, most 

comments point only to the “interactive” and “competitive” nature of my teaching 

with lessons featuring a range of “fun games”. In most sessions, I found myself trying 

to cover prescribed content with the use of a mixture of gaming techniques. I was 

not comfortable enough to reveal that I was also a learner of medical language 

whose expertise in fact lies in analysing word roots, prefixes and suffixes and 

modelling the use of lexical patterns in learning new vocabulary items. This lack of 

confidence was evident in my constant efforts to convince my students of my 

pedagogical competence by asking closed questions that would help me avoid 

revealing my very limited knowledge of medical terms, rather than inviting them to 

think about and share their specialist knowledge as dentists-to-be. In short, the 

under-utilisation of interactional techniques to elicit learners’ prior or expert 

knowledge meant that the learning atmosphere positioned me as an “expert in 

passing for an expert”. This experience had since led me to reflect on my own 

interactional approaches and propelled my interest in exploring classroom 

communication in EAP lessons. In particular, I began to question my own 

assumption of an EAP teacher’s pedagogical competence in a discipline-specific 

instructional context. 

 

1.2 Background theory and research 

 

A classroom ceases to be a site for learning and teaching where its participants 

disengage from interaction. Indeed, of growing interest to researchers in applied 

linguistics and language teaching is the way teaching and learning is mediated and 

achieved through the interactive dynamics of the classroom. It is this kind of 

dynamics that is said to be essential for effective language pedagogy. The area of 

research now recognised as “classroom discourse analysis” or “classroom 

interaction research” is grounded in social constructivist theories of learning 

developed by Lev Vygotsky, whose renowned idea of the “zone of proximal 

development” (ZDP) has been influential in informing the way educators perceive 

and understand the nature of learning. Predicated upon the notion that learning 

should be congruent with a child’s state of development, the oft-cited theory posits 

that knowledge acquisition is contingent upon the learners’ prior knowledge and that 
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learning is optimised “under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable 

peers” such as teachers (Vygotsky 1978, p. 86).  

 

The dialogic educationist envisages classroom learning as a collaborative 

enterprise where teachers do not merely lecture, but invoke students’ prior learning 

and other experiences for instructional purposes. This would involve the use of 

dialogue that facilitates knowledge building. Yet, classrooms can sometimes be 

dominated by what Edwards and Westgate (1994) refer to as “unequal 

communicative rights” where monologue prevails and questions target 

preconceived answers known to teachers. Dialogic classroom discourse research 

is indeed concerned with the ways in which knowledge building can be promoted 

through interactive means. If it is through conversing with teachers and other 

learning partners that learners acquire ways of using language to represent their 

thoughts, then a dialogically oriented classroom is an attempt at active construction 

of meaning through a concerted effort on the part of learners and the teacher to 

understand each others’ perspectives so as to achieve intersubjectivity (Mercer 

1995; Wells and Mejia-Arauz 2006).  

 

Recent decades have seen a consistent growth in research interests in dialogic 

teaching and pedagogy (see, for instance, Chappel 2014; Hardman and Abd-Kadir 

2010; Lyle 2008; Nystrand 1997; O’Connor and Michaels 2007; Wells 1999). This 

view of teaching requires practitioners to recognise the differences between 

classroom participants in terms of their understanding of subject matter which is 

nonetheless what would allow them to build mutual understanding and hence, 

intersubjectivity (Wells and Mejia-Arauz 2006). In fact, dialogue is meaningful only 

if participants share and negotiate understanding rather than thinking and producing 

identical thoughts. Where teachers are able to promote interthinking and negotiation 

through classroom talk, it is assumed the dialogic approach to teaching can result 

in effective learning and teaching. 

 

1.3 Purpose of the Study 

This research aims to explore the dialogue between university EAP teachers and 

students in relation to the questioning and feedback strategies that practitioners use 

in the course of their teaching of discipline-specific EAP modules. As such, it 
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examines the kinds of classroom interaction observed in in-sessional discipline-

specific undergraduate EAP classrooms. This is of significant value given the 

potential of its findings to inform future EAP teacher development effort that can be 

introduced to assist them in gaining acquaintance with the strategies of effective 

teaching in a given module oriented towards a content area.  

1.4 Definitions of Key Terms 

1.4.1 English for academic purposes (EAP)  

 

English for academic purposes (EAP) is defined throughout this paper as the 

teaching of English that aims to prepare learners for academic study or research 

(Flowerdew and Peacock 2001). As will be highlighted in the next chapter, a 

debate relating to the treatment of EAP instruction of specific communicative 

demands presented by particular academic communities, rather than a more 

abstract concept of academic register in general, has begun to surface. (Hyland 

and Hamp-Lyons 2002).  

 

1.4.2 Classroom discourse and classroom interaction 

 

Classroom discourse is used throughout this dissertation to refer to the kind of 

communication system in the classroom context theorised in Barnes (1975) which 

has subsequently been built upon. In his book, Barnes (1975) suggests that the 

totality of the classroom communication consists in “not only how the teacher sets 

up classroom relationships and discourse but also of how the pupils interpret what 

the teacher does” (Barnes 1975, p. 33). Classroom discourse, in other words, are 

the features that reflect how this system of communication is realised through the 

learning and teaching activities. Such features may include those that Cazden and 

Beck (2003) have identified, namely “speaking rights and listening responsibilities”, 

“teacher questions”, “teacher feedback”, “pace and sequence” and “classroom 

routines”.  

 

Classroom interactions, on the other hand, therefore, are the instances where 

students and teachers participate in questioning, response and feedback events 

taking place within lessons (Hall and Walsh 2002). Here, the focus is on the linguistic 
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forms of interaction where language underlies all pedagogical activities where it is 

language that allows for new knowledge to be acquired and developed, problems of 

understanding to be identified, breakdowns in communication addressed and 

relationships maintained and established (Walsh 2011).  

 

1.4.3 Dialogic teaching and pedagogy 

Dialogic teaching is an approach of education centred upon the nature of 

interactivity found in classroom discourse. Not all kinds of classroom discourse will 

be considered dialogic. Some kinds of talk are relatively more dialogic than others 

(O’ Connor and Michaels 2007). In fact, a dialogic approach to teaching begins with 

establishing the social roles participants in classroom discourse, i.e., teachers and 

students, play in the process of knowledge construction (Nystrand 1997).  

 

1.4.4 Questioning and feedback techniques  

Following Sinclair and Coulthard’s (1975) Initiation-Response-Feedback (IRF) 

framework, quite a lot of research into questioning strategies has generated 

imperative insights for researchers and practitioners. Questioning techniques may 

include open and closed questions while feedback techniques may be realised with 

the teacher praising or commenting on students’ answers, asking for clarification or 

further elaboration.  

1.5 Summary 

This chapter has established my key motivations for this study in EAP classroom 

discourse stemming from my own experience as a practitioner. I have also 

examined the underlying theory that has informed research in this area, namely the 

Vygotskian ZPD theory which has been influential in developmental psychology and 

education. As such, it has highlighted the importance of classroom interaction to 

learning and teaching as established by scholars in dialogic teaching which values 

intersubjectivity and co-construction of meaning through classroom talk. This 

introductory statement, therefore, has underscored the significance of classroom 

interaction research in contexts where differences in knowledge and expertise 

necessitate meaningful dialogue, as is the case with EAP teaching. Finally, a few 

important key terms have been defined. 
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This dissertation will then move on to a comprehensive review of the relevant 

literature chapter 2. This will then be followed by chapter 3, which details the context 

of research, research questions and methodological approaches adopted. Chapter 

4 will present the findings and discussion that are significant in terms of the critical 

currency that has helped to sustain the burgeoning literature in classroom discourse 

in language classrooms. It will conclude in Chapter 5 with a summary of findings, 

implications and recommendations. 
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Chapter 2: Review of Literature 

In this chapter, a review of the existing literature on the question of debates over 

discipline specificity in EAP and practitioner roles, classroom discourse studies as 

well as various research endeavours examining different contexts of classroom 

language use. Such will include language teaching contexts and non-language 

elementary, secondary and university classroom contexts. This will be followed by 

a review of the key literature on dialogic pedagogy. An understanding of the 

complexity of these various strands of research will then pave the way for a critical 

evaluation of the small amount of existing studies in EAP classroom discourse. This 

will in turn afford an opportunity to situate the present study in the literature in 

relation to the place of a discipline-specific dialogue in the EAP classroom. 

2.1 EAP practice: general vs. discipline specific 

As a branch of English language teaching (ELT) concerned with the teaching of 

English language skills for performing academic tasks, EAP presents itself in a 

fashion that contrasts markedly with general English (GE) in being heavily driven by 

situationally conceived learner needs arising from their academic contexts (Charles 

2013; Dudley-Evans and St. John 1998; Strevens 1988). EAP can indeed be tailored 

to many different study contexts such as English-medium elementary and 

secondary schools, tertiary-level technical institutions and universities. Within EAP, 

nonetheless, it is also not uncommon to find a tendency towards advocacy of a 

general approach (GEAP) targeting the more general needs within a perceived 

tertiary curriculum such as essay writing. The GEAP approach sees academic texts 

from all disciplines as sharing certain essential features. Even where some 

rhetorical differences exist, some commentators believe that a range of academic 

textual features are shared by many fields and the degree to which grammar, 

functions and discourse structures vary are not such that it would warrant teaching 

academic English specifically (see, for instance, Bloor and Bloor 1986; Hutchinson 

and Waters 1987). For these commentators, the development of what Johns (1997) 

calls “core competencies” such as “explicitness, hedging, correct social relations, 

genre requirements, signalling” and so forth, which would define academic texts in 

a broad sense, would be sufficient. In addition, the lack of proficiency means that 

the teaching English for specific needs requires substantial remedial work at lower 

levels. Most notably, however, the argument that teachers are said to lack 

confidence and expert knowledge to handle conventions characterising technical 
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and context-driven forms of communication performed by subject specialists (Spack 

1988).  

 

On the other hand, coming from the genre-based pedagogy tradition, Hyland and 

Bhatia are more in favour of the treatment of features of language and textual 

organisation specific to the target academic texts (Bhatia 2002; Hyland 2002, 

Hyland 2006, Hyland 2016). Whatever students’ proficiency levels, learning is 

always said to be based on what is needed in given communicative circumstances 

and not some linearly conceived abstract language curriculum that deals only with 

pure linguistic forms or isolated language features (Hyland 2002). Predicated upon 

the idea that different academic disciplines come with different conceptions of 

knowledge and research approaches, Hyland’s (2002) notion of discipline specificity 

posits that “disciplines and professions are largely created and maintained through 

the distinctive ways that members jointly construct a view of the world through 

discourses” (Hyland 2002, p. 390). In a similar vein, Bhatia (2002) also holds that 

the bulk of research on academic discourse at the turn of the century has 

established the case for significant discoursal variability in relation to genres and 

academic fields which supports the disciplinary uniqueness proposition. For 

instance, variations in hedges and boosters realised by epistemic modality markers 

are now well documented with researchers highlighting that different disciplines 

have their own specific expectations as to the authors’ commitment to the certainty 

of their assertions (Millan 2008; Vold, 2006).  

 

If the job of EAP practitioners is to prepare learners to engage competently as 

members of specific discourse communities, then it is pivotal that EAP teachers 

align their teaching with students’ engagement with their disciplines. Increasingly 

conditioned by the demands brought by discipline-specific communication, learning 

to negotiate a range of text types and assessment formats becomes the primary 

agenda. Consequently, as Charles and Pecorari (2016) point out, practitioners are 

often “positioned between students and subject specialists in the students’ field and 

must negotiate rather complex relationships with them” (p. 9). Indeed, EAP 

practitioners often find themselves in instructional contexts where they must 

negotiate with students over a substantial amount of content knowledge pertaining 

to the disciplines for which they have received little training. Perhaps what should 
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be further explored here is the responsibility with which the practitioner is vested 

insofar as the delivery of discipline-specific EAP teaching materials is concerned. 

2.2 Classroom discourse in language teaching: IRF vs. dialogic  

Research in the use of classroom interaction techniques to promote student 

engagement features a fascinating history with many studies emphasising the 

integral role of classroom instruction (Alexander 2008; Barnes 2010; Hardman J. 

2016a; McCreedy and Simich-Dudgeon 1990; Mercer 2000; Wells 1985). Below, I 

shall examine the IRF framework as well as studies in questioning and feedback 

techniques. 

2.2.1 The IRF framework 

A perennial pattern of teaching associated with the traditional model of teacher-

initiated three-part exchange known as Initiation-Response-Feedback (IRF) as 

theorised by Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) has attracted criticisms due to the undue 

constraints it imposes on student participation which hinders their ability to 

communicate actively in class so as to construct knowledge by negotiating meaning 

(Cullen 2002; Garton 2012; Heath 1983; Nunan 1987; Nystrand and Gamoran 1991; 

Thornbury 1996; Walsh 2011; Wood 1992).  Nevertheless, it must be stressed that 

as a theoretical construct, this model has enormous heuristic value as it serves to 

identify teachers as having the pedagogical responsibility as the facilitator of 

effective classroom talk by highlighting the strategies to promote effective 

interaction with students. In fact, as Seedhouse (1996) has noted, the IRF sequence 

also pervades parent-child discourse and is believed to be a prevalent form of 

communication in early child language development. The model posits that the 

teacher performs initiation (I) by asking a question with known answers that may 

involve recalling something previously learned (van Lier 2001), students then 

produces a short response (R) on which teacher then provides feedback (F). This 

can be illustrated as follows: 

 

T: What do we have to do with the verb coming after words like “must”, “can”, 

“should”? (I) 

S: Do nothing? I think...don’t change anything…(R) 

T: That’s right. We use the most basic form of the word like “play” instead of “plays” 

or “played”. (F) 
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2.2.2 Teacher questions and student responses 

The fairly established tradition of teacher questions research with seminal works 

such as Long and Sato (1983) and Brock (1986) concern the range of questions 

teachers ask as part of the “I” move of the IRF framework. It has been established 

that teachers questions are the most recognisable form of classroom discourse as 

teachers are always the ones to initiate or sustain interaction by raising questions 

(Ellis 1993; Lynch 1991; Wilen 1991). Teacher questions are often used to elicit 

responses that provide an entry point to a discussion that will form the basis of a 

given instructional sequence in a lesson. They have, nevertheless, been variously 

classified with a good number of earlier studies pointing to a diverse range of 

classificatory schemes such as convergent vs. divergent, display (closed) vs. 

referential (open) and so on (see, Chaudron 1988; Cunningham 1987;  Guilford 

1956; Long and Sato 1983; Richards and Lockhart 1996), of which the display 

(closed) and referential (open) distinction has been more frequently utilised. Closed 

(display) questions are questions prompting brief and unelaborated simple 

responses targeting answers known to the teacher with the function of testing 

knowledge learned previously. Marked by low-level cognitive evaluation (Cazden 

2001), such factual questions can have the effect of causing monotony and a lack 

of interactivity in the instructional atmosphere where students are only prompted to 

say what teachers expect. The over-use of such questions could lead to what may 

be called a recitation script (Hardman F. 2008). Open (referential) questions, on the 

other hand, call for exploration, interpretation and judgment typically requiring more 

extended responses rather than one-or-two correct short answers known to the 

teacher. Being “genuine information questions”, they may be said to have the 

potential to generate quantifiably longer, more authentic student responses of more 

significant complexity (Nunan 1987; van Lier 1988). Previous studies have shown a 

tendency for display or closed questions to dominate classroom interactional 

patterns in the language classrooms studied (Ellis 2007; Ho 2005; Long and Sato 

1983; Nunan 1987; Tsui 1985; Wu 1993; Yang 2010).  

 

2.2.3 Teacher questions and student responses in international classroom 

studies 

A number of studies in the UK primary schooling context have examined the use of 

questioning techniques in the context of literacy education in primary schooling 
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contexts. Hardman F., Smith and Wall (2003), for instance, examining the impact of 

“interactive whole-class teaching” under the UK National Literacy and Numeracy 

Strategies projects, reported a total of over 50 closed questions, more than five 

times as many as open questions, asked by the teacher per hour of literacy 

instruction (or Literacy Hour) in the primary English classroom. With a representative 

sample of 70 primary Key Stage 1 and Key Stage 2 literacy teachers with classes 

distributed evenly between years 1 to 6, it was found that teacher-led recitation was 

the norm with teachers asking mostly questions expecting predictable answers. 

These results were similar to those found in a subsequent study of the same scale 

conducted by the same team in special needs (SEN) literacy teaching context 

(Hardman F. et al. 2005). Another study looking at a total of 72 KS1 and KS2 literacy 

and numeracy lessons by both the literacy and numeracy project teams (Smith et 

al. 2004) yielded a similar conclusion that four times as many closed questions were 

asked compared to open questions. The study also reported an average length of 

fairly brief pupil response of only five seconds.   

 

To date, classroom interaction studies in the Hong Kong context have examined 

how teachers use questioning techniques mainly in secondary school EFL 

classrooms. Pioneering this area of inquiry, Tsui’s study (1985) was conducted in 

both lower and higher proficiency eighth-grade reading comprehension classes. The 

results point to an overwhelming majority of questions being closed questions 

(93.5% and 84.8% in lower and higher proficiency classes respectively). Similarly, 

in Wu (1993)’s study of junior secondary general English and reading 

comprehension lessons (seventh and eighth grades), closed questions were also 

more prevalent than open questions, although not by such a significant percentage 

(71.1% vs. 28.9%) as notable as that in Tsui’s study (1985). A less quantitatively 

oriented small-scale action research study by Chan (1993) of twelfth-grade lessons, 

despite generating no concrete statistical data, found that the teacher being studied 

tended to ask more lower-order questions that had the characteristics of closed 

questions. More recently, studying a variety of English classes of three different 

levels of academic aptitude (bands 1-3) taught by less experienced pre-service 

teachers, Yang (2010) found that even in the most proficient class (band 1), only 

about a third of the questions asked were open (referential) questions with little or 

no such questions being asked in middle and lower proficiency classes (1.8% and 

0% in bands 2 and 3 classes respectively). In none of the lessons in this study did 
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any response exceed twelve words, signalling the widespread presence of brief 

responses to teacher questions.  

 

The opposite effect of the use of referential questions, nonetheless, has also been 

noted in a number of research where students’ reluctance and lack of readiness to 

answer referential questions is noticeable, with students’ proficiency being a key 

predictor of the success of the use of such questions (David 2007; Shomoosi 2004; 

Tsui 1996). It has also been suggested that teachers should not be the only 

classroom participants to be asking questions, where students’ role of facilitating 

ongoing discourse is explicitly espoused (Pica et al. 1987). It should also be 

acknowledged that the way students interpret the teacher’s intention in asking a 

question can influence how they distinguish between closed and open questions 

and in turn impact on the length and quality of their answers (Banbrook and Skehan 

1989).  

 

2.2.4 The Feedback Turn (“F” move) for opening up dialogue 

The interactive momentum of the classroom depends not only on questions but 

feedback from teachers. While this form of feedback or follow-up is neither usual 

nor mandatory in everyday conversations, it has been seen to occur in classroom 

teacher-student exchanges (Francis and Hunston 1992; Jones 2009, Willis 1992). 

There are a number of ways in which teachers can provide feedback on student 

responses to their questions. “Recasts”, which refer to the effort to immediately 

reformulate learner response based on error found in the response move (Ammar 

and Spada 2006), for instance, are of the most common type of feedback used in a 

variety of EFL settings from elementary to tertiary level classrooms, as quite a 

considerable number of studies have found (Doughty 1994; Ellis et al. 2001; Lyster 

1998; Lyster and Ranta 1997; Mori 2002; Panova and Lyster 2002; Roberts 1995; 

Tsang 2004).  

 

In classrooms where there is less of a focus on language form such as the EAP 

classes in this study, however, some feedback strategies with more relevant 

functions have been proposed even by those researching EFL contexts. Some of 

these functions are commentary, acceptance and evaluation (Sinclair and Coulthard 

1975; Sinclair and Coulthard 1992). In Cullen’s study (2002), the evaluative function 
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of teacher feedback on student responses is examined at some length, specifically, 

the appropriateness or acceptability of students’ contributions. Walsh (2006) 

argues, in fact, that the extensive use of evaluative feedback is legitimate and 

generative of learning opportunities. Teachers who are capable of taking advantage 

of students’ response would be adept at using the evaluative move to hint at whether 

the response is valid or reasonable although excessive use of evaluative feedback 

discourages student participation (Nassaji and Wells 2000). The literature on 

dialogic teaching to be reviewed below will offer a further list of evaluative feedback 

types employed in university classrooms to questions. In response to the criticisms 

directed at IRF, some studies have recommended a less rigid approach that tackle 

the constraints of the seemingly restrictive triadic discourse structure of IRF (Cazden 

2001; Gibbons 2002; Hall 1997; Jacknick 2011; Macaro et al. 2016; Nassaji and 

Wells 2000; Nystrand 1997, Nystrand 2006; Nystrand et al. 2003; Wells and Mejia-

Arauz 2006). Such research maintains that teacher-student interaction in the 

language classroom should emphasise quality verbal exchanges which are believed 

to have the power to increase learning opportunities with substantial student 

contributions and engagement. The dialogic turn, which advocates the relaxation or 

partial dissolution of the IRF approach in teaching is a vital step towards 

reconfiguring the communicative climate in the classroom (Hardman J. 2016a; 

Walsh 2011), will be discussed in the sub-section below.  

 

2.2.5 The dialogic turn in the classroom 

The dialogic approach to classroom interaction developed in Alexander (2008) 

draws heavily on the sociocultural theory of learning by Vygotsky and Bakhtin’s 

thesis on the dialogicality of language and thinking (Xu 2012). There is not at any 

given moment a possibility that the meaning of a text remains static and unchanging, 

argues Bakhtin (1992), and his concept of heteroglossia means that communication 

is never one-way from text to readers, but interactive. In the classroom, it is not 

possible that what a teacher says to a student is automatically received in a copy-

and-paste fashion without interpretation via the students’ own thinking process 

contingent upon the use of existing knowledge to make sense of new input (see also 

Lotman 1988).  It is indeed the recognition of differences in thinking and 

perspectives that helps to sustain meaningful and interesting conversations (Wells 

and Mejia-Arauz 2006). Teachers’ active involvement of students is also important 
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in knowledge co-construction since they have to be able to gain a sound grasp of 

students’ thinking.  

 

The recent growth of the field of dialogic education is reflected in the increasing 

number of publications that have also led to an upcoming compilation of a handbook 

of dialogic teaching with contributions from around the globe (Hardman J. 2018). 

Questioning in the same way as O’Connor and Michaels (2007) asks “when is 

dialogue dialogic”, Alexander (2008) suggests that dialogic teaching replaces the 

vagueness of “interactive” and the “organisational restrictiveness of whole class 

teaching” by focusing on the quality, dynamics and content of talk (p. 62). His book 

indeed establishes the key principles of this revolutionary paradigm of teaching (p. 

28): 

 

Collective: addressing learning tasks together whether as a group or as a class, 

rather than in isolation 

Reciprocal: learners and teachers listening to each other, sharing ideas and 

considering alternative viewpoints. 

Supportive: learners articulating understanding and helping each other reach 

common understandings 

Cumulative: learners and teachers building on their own and each other’s ideas and 

chaining them into coherent thinking and inquiry 

Purposeful: planning and facilitating dialogic teaching with particular educational 

goals in mind 

 

Distinguishing six different types of talk, namely transactional, expository, 

interrogatory, explanatory, expressive and evaluative, Alexander’s (2008) 

informative theoretical guide provides the first step towards in understanding of how 

authentic conversations may be unravelled with techniques to draw them closer to 

“talk for everyday life”. Nystrand (1997, et al. 2003), however, provides more specific 

moves that demarcate dialogic and monologic discourses. He also distinguishes 

authenticity, uptake, evaluative and cognitive levels as measures to assess the 

degree of dialogicality in any given classroom situation. In any case, dialogic 

discourse and IRF analyses are not nonetheless mutually exclusive. Dialogic 

interaction draws on the IRF paradigm to reveal, for example, a question in its 
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communicative context which has implications for the analysis of its use and impact 

on the interaction in the classroom.  

 

Building on Alexander (2008) and Michaels and O’Connor (2012), Hardman J. 

(2016a) indeed recommends that university teachers should loosen discoursal 

control and strike a more fruitful classroom dialogue with due attention to objectives 

and goals. Though still based on the IRF paradigm, she suggests that the initiation 

move can be enriched and “dialogised” by using more authentic and open-ended 

questions that allow for more than one possible way of responding. An important 

way is to make productive use of the feedback or follow-up move, which can be 

expanded when teachers probe and develop further on students’ verbal 

contributions (the techniques and descriptions summarised in Hardman J. (2016a). 

Techniques of follow-up such as probes and uptake, with the latter being associated 

with a low usage (Wells and Ball 2008), have been said to be powerful in opening 

up classroom dialogue for loosening the strict recitational question-and-answer 

sequence. The key technique of uptake, nevertheless, is rarely taken up with only 5 

per hour in the UK National Literacy and Numeracy Strategies study and occured in 

4% of the classroom exchanges and a widespread absence in 43% of the teachers’ 

classes (Smith et al 2004).  

 

2.3 Classroom discourse in non-language classroom settings and EAP 

settings 

The literature on interactions in non-EAP university level classroom settings suggest 

that tutor-dominated interaction appears to characterise university classroom 

learning where a supportive learning dialogue is not typically maintained (Boyle 

2010; De Klerk 1995, De Klerk 1997; Hermann 2013; Woodward-Kron and 

Remedios 2007). Hardman J. (2016b) suggests, in particular, that tutors tend not to 

build upon input from students to extend dialogue for critical and higher order 

thinking and restrict learning opportunities. Her examination of the questioning and 

feedback techniques in UK university tutorials are insightful in terms of presenting a 

viable basis upon which to measure interactive dynamics of a variety of university 

of classrooms. In the university language classroom, teacher-dominated discourse 

rarely yields positive results in terms of making learning visible and facilitating 

formative evaluation of learning outcomes (Hardman J. 2016a). A relatively more 
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positive picture in Walsh and O’Keeffe (2010), however, points to the potential to 

argue for the case of a more “open and dialogic exploration of disciplinary 

knowledge (p. 155) but the study fails to provide convincing evidence for the tutor’s 

productive use of students’ input to engage in in-depth discussions of content 

knowledge. There has, therefore, been a call for teachers’ development of what 

Walsh (2006, 2011, 2012) has termed classroom interactional competence (CIC) 

which he defines as student and teachers’ ability to make use of “interaction as a 

tool for mediating and assisting learning” (Walsh 2006, p. 132).  

 

The explicit alignment of pedagogical goals with teacher talk is key to connecting 

learning on an EAP module and that of a content area, as Heron and Webster (2018) 

have argued in one of the recent studies in EAP classroom discourse. Building on 

Dippold’s (2014) pioneering work in EAP classroom studies, Heron and Webster’s 

study (2018) is the first of its kind to problematise the use of classroom talk by 

experienced EAP practitioners in a UK context to prompt responses that contribute 

to interactions which will be useful in articulating clear programme goals in the case 

of pre-sessional courses and foster an affectively positive learning atmosphere. The 

study, however, only points to teachers’ use of discursive techniques to make 

connections between EAP course goals and teaching activities explicit but their data 

do not provide examples of any successful attempts to enhance and expand dialogic 

teacher-student talk that support discipline specific learning. The specific variables 

examined are the ways in which teachers maintained focus on an objective, 

encourage noticing of linguistic forms and supporting students’ emotional 

engagement or affect (Heron and Webster 2018). In other words, the study only 

indirectly sheds light on the manner in which EAP classes try to align themselves 

with disciplinary learning, assuming that the course goals are always to build 

relevance to students’ academic needs in target content areas. The findings point 

to a lack of due regard for adequate communicative preparation for university 

studies in both in-sessional and pre-sessional EAP courses despite the quality 

scaffolding attempted, although the fairness of this remark depends on the extent of 

discipline specificity envisioned. This is evident in the way the data reflect only an 

endeavour to tackle academic writing features or general requirements of oral 

communication in university studies in general, rather than their specific application 

in the students’ disciplines. Also investigating the UK context, Dippold’s study (2014) 

contrasting an EAP and an accounting tutorial context is useful in that it raises the 
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issue of whether the model of classroom interaction in EAP will “prepare students 

for what they will encounter in their discipline” given the telling differences observed 

(p. 413). Undoubtedly an aptly relevant query which is based on the fruitful 

comparison, it is nonetheless concerned primarily with whether EAP classes can 

support by simulating what students may do or need in a tutorial through providing 

the necessary linguistic input, it may be just as important to ask whether teachers’ 

explicit reference to or active promotion of “content talk” by dialogically enabling 

student sharing of what they know about their subject is visible.  

 

Although recent studies in Japanese and Iranian EAP contexts such as Ahmadi 

(2017) and Miri and Qassemi (2015) have drawn on theories of dialogic pedagogy 

to examine classroom interactions in EAP lessons, it is clear that the goals of these 

studies are analysing either the extent to which a dialogue is realised in the course 

of teaching or how opportunities for learning and opportunities are enhanced or 

stifled as a result. They have also not provided concrete insights into the ways in 

which discipline-specific communication is made possible through the 

communicative and interactional dynamics of the EAP lesson. Also, the heavy use 

of L1 in the Iranian context may also have been a notable factor affecting the 

comparability of the findings to some other contexts. Ahmadi (2017) has begun a 

important line of inquiry, nonetheless, which explores four Japanese EAP teachers’ 

efforts to encourage participation through dialogic means through the use of probes 

and encouragement. However, even in episodes identified as examples of a 

“dialogic spell” indicating strong student participation in dialogue, the data indicates 

that students are only able to contribute one to two-word responses.  

 

2.4 Research Gap 

Despite some initial attempts at querying the EAP classroom, it is clear that such 

endeavours have not addressed discipline-specificity as a major feature of EAP 

pedagogy characterising some contexts such as Hong Kong. With the only remotely 

relevant study in the area being that of Li’s (2012) examining teacher-student 

discourse over a writing task, in which it was found that multiple instances of 

interactive techniques such as task simplification, modelling, providing evaluative 

comments, maintaining interest, attention to linguistic forms (Li 2012), there is a lack 

of attention to the broader paradigm of discipline-specific EAP teaching being 
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adopted in most universities. The degree of discipline specificity that underpins the 

learning context deserves critical attention.  

 

Further, the systematic inquiry approach adopted in many studies for studying 

classroom interaction in respect of questioning, response and feedback described 

above such as Smith et al (2004) and Hardman J. (2016b), while serving as strong 

starting points for understanding classroom interactions in different schooling 

contexts, have not been examined in university level EAP contexts. Specifically, 

fairly little attention paid to EAP practitioners’ application of relevant techniques to 

promote the goals of discipline-specific learning. This study serves to provide the 

first systematic analysis of this kind. In particular, the use of uptake and probe 

techniques to relax teacher control will be an important focus here so as to examine 

the extent to which the discipline-specific EAP classroom is dialogically oriented. 

 

Finally, given the lack of research looking at EAP classrooms in English-medium 

learning environments outside English-speaking contexts, the study aims to fill such 

a gap by examining the Hong Kong higher education context where English is the 

official instructional medium with no observable L1 use in EAP classrooms. In 

addition, it also responds to the need for Heron and Webster’s (2018) for stimulated 

recall interview data to assess teachers’ reflections on their own decision making in 

their use of classroom interaction techniques.  
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Chapter 3: Research Methods 

3.1  Introduction 

This chapter details the methodological procedures involved in this study. It begins 

with brief background information relevant to the study, including context and 

participants. Then, it will detail the research methods employed in the study, 

followed by an overview of the research questions. After this, an illustration of the 

research methods and data collection procedures will be attempted. A discussion of 

the methods of data analysis will then be elucidated. This will lead to a brief 

evaluation of the measures adopted to ensure trustworthiness in this study. The 

chapter will then conclude the ethical considerations pertinent to the research 

conducted.  

3.2 Background information 

The institution in which the present study was conducted is a large English-medium 

university in Hong Kong with a total enrollment of almost 30,000. A language 

teaching and research centre offering mainly EAP courses to undergraduate and 

postgraduate students is in charge of its main academic literacy support 

programme. The centre’s second and third year in-sessional undergraduate EAP 

course provisions aim to meet the academic needs of the students’ arising from their 

specific disciplines. Nonetheless, the students are generally upper-intermediate or 

advanced learners of English undertaking the senior year EAP in-sessional courses 

with B2/C1 level English language proficiency. All undergraduate students 

undertake a first year general EAP in-sessional course or seek exemption from it on 

the basis of an IELTS score of at least 7.5 or equivalent. The extent of 

internationalisation of the university in question is such that a small number of the 

students are of native or near-native English proficiency with English-medium 

schooling backgrounds in such countries as the UK, US or international schools in 

Hong Kong, Korea, China and Singapore. Overall, there is an evident mix of 

students from a variety of educational backgrounds where they may have 

experienced instructional contexts that do not readily encourage active class 

participation (Shea 2017) and those who prefer a more student-centred culture of 

learning in international classrooms.  
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The senior level in-sessional EAP modules (offered under the English-in-the-

discipline or ED programme framework) on which teacher participants were 

recruited are specific to the discipline areas such as architecture, computer science 

and modern languages and cultures. As part of the courses, students are required 

to write a report on a research project in computer science, produce a bibliographic 

essay on a topic relating to specific countries and cultures in a stipulated genre, and 

write architectural descriptions of buildings. These EAP classes are taken by a 

considerable number of undergraduate students at the university but each of them 

are limited to twenty students. While classroom instruction mainly focuses in this 

context on different academic genres depending on courses, students would have 

to apply their knowledge about the target genres of research report writing and 

presentation in presenting their research. In-class discussions may revolve around 

the materials at hand but there may be interactions with students over discipline-

specific content with which practitioners may be less familiar, particularly if it 

concerns assessments.  

3.3 Participants 

The three teacher participants recruited for the study have had at least three years’ 

experience in EAP teaching. They will be referred to as T1, T2 and T3 in this 

dissertation.  

 

T1 is a male native English speaker who three years’ EAP experience at the centre. 

He holds a postgraduate degree in education and has had some experience as a 

general ELT teacher in Japan before arriving in Hong Kong to pursue his graduate 

studies. He has currently deputy coordinator of the engineering and computer 

science ED programme. He has taught the computer science ED module on which 

a lesson was observed in this study for two years.  

 

The second participant teacher, T2, is a female non-native speaker of English with 

advanced proficiency. A qualified teacher with a postgraduate diploma of education 

(English major) and a masters degree in applied linguistics, T2 has taught EAP 

courses since joining the centre over fifteen years ago. She has been coordinator 

of the architecture ED programme since 2014 and have therefore had extensive 

experience teaching the module for architecture students.  
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T3 is a bilingual native speaker of English and a major Asian language. She has 

had over five years’ experience in EAP teaching, of which three has been at the 

language centre in which the study was conducted. She holds a masters degree in 

TESOL and is currently pursuing a doctoral degree in education specialising in 

second language pragmatics. At the time of research, T3 was on board the module 

in which lessons were observed for the third time as a teacher. 

 

3.4 Research methods and data collection 

A mixed method approach was adopted in this study so as to make triangulation 

possible in maximising the validity of the research effort and to explore the issues 

in a multi-dimensional manner (Johnson et. al. 2007; Flick, 2008; Mackey & Gass, 

2015). Pioneering the conceptualisation of approaches to triangulation, Denzin’s 

(1978) identified four ways in which to triangulate data whereby methodological 

triangulation, the use of multiple methods to study a defined research problem, is 

the underlying approach taken in this study. The aim is to compare data to identify 

points of convergence in the findings (Duffy 1987). As such, it consisted of 

classroom video recordings of a 2-hour session of each of the two EAP classes 

taught by T1 and T2 and two one-hour sessions by T3 due to the course structure 

of the latter. In what follows, details of the aims and rationales for each of the 

research instrument adopted will be explained.  

 

3.4.1 Lesson observations 

Lesson observations were carried out to examine the classroom discourse practices 

teacher participants used in their EAP classes. Classroom observations follow what 

van Lier (1997) calls the “ecological perspective” on learning observation which 

recognises the the classroom as a site of complex interactional processes. Four 

audio-recorders were used with two being positioned on the two sides of the 

classroom, one at the back of the classroom and another on or close to the lectern 

at the front of the classroom. This is due to potential issues in long and narrow 

classrooms in which many EAP lessons that take place at the university. A static 

camera or recorder position has the advantage of preventing participants from 

feeling distracted by the presence of the recording instrument (Kilburn 2014). This 

will enable the researcher to more closely examine student behavior during the 
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lessons recorded and assist with the transcription of lessons to be explained below, 

particularly in terms of identifying individual students featuring in each transaction 

so that confusion of speaker identity can be minimised (Otrel-cass et al. 2010). 

Video-recording the lesson also has the advantage of capturing as fully as possible 

all the non-verbal aspects of communication including facial expressions, gestures 

and physical actions of those in the classroom (Kress et al. 1998). Field-notes were 

taken primarily for the purpose of detecting any possible influences on student 

behaviour for which the audio data may not adequately account (Otrel-cass et al. 

2010). It was also important for the researcher to record details of classroom 

incidents to distinguish moments of whole-class teaching and other kinds of 

activities with the former being the focus of this research. 

3.4.2 Stimulated recall interviews 

Stimulated recall interviews were conducted and with all interviews audio-recorded. 

The interview data thus obtained, while not used directly to respond to any particular 

research question, was vital in providing the researcher with possible explanations 

to underlying decision-making processes adopted by the teacher participants. This 

also serves as a response to Heron and Webster’s (2018) call for a “further 

exploration of teacher and student analysis...through stimulated recall interviews” 

which they believe would add to the depth of the findings of pure classroom data (p. 

11). The interviews, being semi-structured and conducted two weeks after the 

lesson observation, enabled transcription work to be completed so as to extract 

relevant episodes for the preparation of interview scripts. Stimulated recall 

interviews are an introspective methodology which helps to uncover the underlying 

thinking processes of the participants (Gass and Mackey 2000). It also provides an 

insider (emic) perspective based on teachers’ own account of their spontaneous 

decision-making in certain classroom strategies (Miri and Qassemi 2015), 

particularly those that question two targets in terms of their application of the 

students’ input in their teaching of academic genres. The one-on-one stimulated 

recall interviews with each teacher participant involved the researcher playing back 

episodes of the lesson using a micro-analysis brainstorm approach (Lefstein and 

Snell 2013). Teachers were asked to comment on their motivations and decisions 

for using certain questioning and feedback strategies.  

 

3.4.3 Teaching materials used in lessons observed 
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Documentary evidence of the materials used in the teaching sessions were 

collected for the purpose of gaining a more informed understanding of the tasks and 

activities which may affect classroom interaction including such aspects as teacher 

questioning and feedback giving behavior relevant to the analysis of student-teacher 

interactions. These include downloadable session notes as well as any handouts 

and visuals used in the sessions. Although not extensively attempted, a brief 

examination of the documents can suggest why certain classroom discourse 

strategies are used where design and intended outcomes represented in the course 

materials are sought to be realised (Taber 2013). Specifically, it allowed the 

researcher to determine whether the content of the course notes, for instance, was 

referred to closely or extent to which the teacher discussed issues relating to 

students’ own response to the materials based on their own knowledge. 

 

3.5 Research questions 

The study aims to investigate the three teacher participants’ use of questioning and 

feedback strategies and their impact on classroom dynamics in the EAP classroom. 

The two research questions (with sub-questions) were sought to be addressed in 

this research study: 

 

Research Question 1 (RQ1): What is the extent of discipline specificity in the EAP 

classrooms observed as evidenced by the relative proportion of discipline-specific 

content, language and general language coverage? 

 

Research Question 2 (RQ2): How are questioning and feedback techniques in the 

discipline-specific EAP classroom used to open up classroom dialogue for whole-

class teaching? 

2a. What types of teacher questions are used more frequently?   

2b. What effects do the teacher questions have on students’ responses? 

2c. What forms of feedback techniques are used to promote dialogically oriented 

interaction and exchanges?  
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3.6 Data analysis  

Verbatim transcription of the two sessions recorded was performed (Rapley 2008). 

This is because it is necessary for the researcher to reproduce as much as possible 

the key features of the classroom talk being recorded which may include such 

paralinguistic items as intonation, pauses, sound stretches and emphasis (Psathas 

1995). This is useful, for instance, for detecting interruptions, student and teacher 

hesitations and so on. The specific choices of words and interactional patterns can 

offer some insights into the way knowledge is constructed during the dialogic 

process of classroom interaction (Mercer 2004). Therefore, a close examination of 

the discourse in its entirety would be necessary to the production of classroom 

interaction. A multi-level coding mechanism is utilised for this purpose. 

 

The transcribed lessons was first coded for levels of discipline specificity using the 

ideas and concepts inspired partly by Hyland’s theorisation of discipline specificity 

(e.g., Hyland 2002, 2016). Initially, each turn was studied on its own terms in relation 

to the three distinct categories of pedagogical focus detailed below but it was later 

examined in conjunction with neighbouring terms for deciding boundaries of themes 

and topics addressed, resulting in a collection of episodes in which each category 

was operationalised in the classroom discourse: 

 

1) Discipline-specific language (DSL) - language geared towards specific 

disciplinary communication meeting audience expectations of a given field of 

study addressed by the EAP class in question (e.g., the use of reporting verbs 

in dental/medical reports, use of hedges and boosters in engineering)  

 

2) Discipline-specific content (DSC) - matters relating to content of a discipline 

tackled in EAP teaching contained in prescribed texts and course materials 

or invoked by practitioners in the course of teaching. This can include key 

concepts and theories, research findings, key debates and issues in a given 

discipline and so on. 

 

3) Non-discipline specific language (NSL) - any language matters not pertaining 

to a specific discipline including general features of academic language used 

in a variety of academic disciplines such as hedging and nominalisation or 

other usage, grammar and vocabulary use issues  
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The data transcribed was then coded using the prototypical triadic classroom 

interaction framework encompassing Initiation, Response and Follow-up known as 

IRF developed by Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) discussed in the last chapter 

components (I, R and respectively). With the aim of replicating in part the analysis 

of Hardman J’s study of higher education classroom interaction for comparability 

(Hardman J, 2016 b), teacher initiation (I) moves, realised in the form of questions, 

were coded as open, closed or check questions (OQ, CQ or Ch). Student responses 

(R) were classified as brief or elaborated depending on the length with the former 

denoting responses containing 10 or less words and the latter 11 or more. The 

teachers’ follow-up (F) on students’ responses were coded using the following 

classificatory scheme (with some minor modifications), which Hardman J. (2016a) 

developed based on Michaels and O’Connor’s (2012) feedback techniques in what 

they call “academically productive talk” in science teaching. Due to the differences 

in the categorisation adopted in the Hardman J.’s exploratory study (2016b), the 

coding of feedback moves, in particular, were completed by comparing, verifying 

and synthesising the techniques in the two coding schemes based on description 

and examples given and the following categories were used, especially for 

ascertaining the probe/uptake distinction crucial in this research: Teacher 

Acknowledgement (TA), Teacher Add-on questions (TAO) (Uptake), Teacher 

Comment (TC), Teacher Challenge Questions (TCQ) (Uptake), Teacher Expand 

Questions (TEQ) (Probe), Teacher Invitation to Further Response (TFR), Teacher 

Modify Questions (TM) (Probe), Teacher Praise (TP), Teacher Redirect Questions 

(TRQ) as well as Teacher Revoice Questions (TRV) (Probe). A detailed table with 

all the complete explanation of all codes is included in Appendix 1. Given that such 

items as open and closed questions, probes and uptake were measured in terms of 

occurrences per hour in some studies (e.g., Smith et al. 2004), some relevant 

computational efforts were also carried out after transcription for comparison 

purposes. 

 

A more focused analysis of the transcriptions was attempted thereafter to look at 

discourse patterns and interactional dynamics in the lessons observed, which would 

then generate a more comprehensive understanding of the classroom talk between 

students and the EAP teacher participants. This was imperative in helping to ensure 

that a critical and holistic understanding of the dialogue unfolded in the course of 
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discipline-specific EAP teaching that can be analysed for the effect of specific 

strategies used by the teachers. 

 

3.7 Trustworthiness  

Reliability and validity are commonly adapted in quantitative studies to address 

concerns of credibility in educational research, but such assessment may not be 

entirely suitable or appropriate for qualitative research owing to its nature (Bryman 

2016; Given 2008; Golafshani 2003). Consequently, an alternative evaluation that 

addresses the “trustworthiness” of the current study is used to ensure that the 

research process would generate credible results. Trustworthiness refers to the 

pervasiveness of research findings that are rigorous and sound (Unger 2004). 

According to Dörnyei (2007) and Lincoln and Guba (1985), four strategies are 

utilised to establish the trustworthiness of qualitative research, which were put into 

place for the present study: credibility, transferability, dependability and 

confirmability.  

 

Credibility refers to accurate descriptions and interpretation of the qualitative data 

that ensures high quality of data analysis, which would make the findings believable 

and credible (Dörnyei 2007). The present study employed methodological and data 

triangulations during the research process to enhance credibility of the qualitative 

data. Audio recordings for all class observations and individual interviews with three 

teacher participants were triangulated. Also, all data were verified by an 

independent peer researcher so as to prevent potential biases or negligence and 

enhance the suitability of coding schemes developed. 

 

Transferability is another important strategy for assessment of trustworthiness. It is 

understood as the ability to transfer the case to different situations by other 

researchers who may be interested in examining the findings in different contexts. 

A detailed report of the research context, including background information of 

informants, description of research settings, data collection and analysis, would 

allow other researchers to determine whether the present research is transferable 

(Bryman 2016). Sections 3.2 to 3.6, for instance, serve to provide such detailed 

information to address concerns of transferability.  
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Dependability is related to the consistency of findings which can be replicated 

(Lincoln and Guba 1985). This is achieved through a careful audit trial of data 

triangulation. Transcriptions of all class observations and interviews were verified 

by another independent peer researcher to minimise errors and reduce potential 

biases during the triangulation process. Effort was also taken by the peer 

examination to consolidate the categorisation of coding mechanism used for 

transcript analysis. In addition, the researcher conducted a code-recode procedure 

on the data twice during data analysis so as to ensure the consistency and 

dependability of the findings.  

 

Finally, confirmability concerns the neutrality of the research findings, emphasising 

the confidence of the findings to be solely based on the participants’ authentic 

narratives without biases or personal agenda on the part of the researcher. The data 

triangulation process, audit trail and external data verification aforementioned in this 

section were the effort taken to ensure the confirmability of the present study.  

 

3.8 Ethical considerations 

Research ethics requires the researchers to conduct their research with due respect 

to the rights, will and privacy of their participants. Ethical approval for the present 

study from the university was sought prior to any data collection procedures 

described above. Before the recording of the three teaching sessions was 

conducted, the researcher visited the classrooms to explain the research to students 

in teacher participants’ classes. Students were provided with information on the 

research as well as a consent form printed overleaf, which they were then asked to 

sign and return to the researcher. All participants were informed of their right to 

withdraw from the study any time during the research process. Their identities were 

kept anonymous.  

 

Same level of integrity and confidentiality was ensured for the individual interviews 

with the three teacher participants. A relaxed and safe environment was provided 

during the interviews, and they were assured that their identities would be kept 

anonymous; their teaching performance and their comments during the interviews 

would not be evaluated or disclosed to a third party under any circumstances. All 
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data collected were stored on a password protected device and retained for a period 

prescribed by the the university’s research data retention regulations.  

  



 

33 

Chapter 4: Results and Discussion 

In this chapter, I present classroom observation and stimulated recall interview 

findings by first reiterating the research questions detailed in chapter 3: 

 

RQ1: What is the extent of discipline specificity in the EAP classrooms observed as 

evidenced by the relative proportion of discipline-specific content, language and 

general language coverage? 

 

RQ2: How are questioning and feedback techniques in the discipline-specific EAP 

classroom used to open up classroom dialogue for whole-class teaching? 

2a. What types of teacher questions are used more frequently?   

2b. What effects do the teacher questions have on students’ responses? 

2c. What forms of feedback techniques are used to promote dialogically oriented 

interaction and exchanges?  

 

In order to address RQ1, a quantitative analysis of the amount of class time devoted 

to each area of EAP pedagogical focus will be performed. In responding to RQ2 (2a-

2c), the use of various types of questioning techniques, student responses and 

feedback techniques in the classroom for whole-class teaching will be analysed 

quantitatively and supplemented with a close examination of transcript evidence. 

This focus on feedback techniques alone here is again based on the dialogic 

pedagogical theorists’ notion that feedback opens up classroom discourse (e.g., 

Hardman J. 2016a). The nature of such feedback techniques will then be assessed 

for their ability to generate dialogically oriented interaction and exchanges, with due 

attention being paid to the context and aims of the EAP instructional effort in the 

observed lessons from the transcript evidence. Relevant episodes to illustrate 

exchanges geared towards discipline-specific dialogic communication will be 

presented. Teachers’ own views of their discipline specific pedagogical orientation 

will also be discussed in relation to the findings relating to their use of feedback 

techniques. A summary of the key findings will be presented in the next chapter.  
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4.1 Degree of discipline specificity of lessons observed 

Table 1 below shows the proportions of the lesson devoted to different areas of EAP 

subject matter in relation to language and content. Overall, it is clear that the 

proportion of time devoted to discipline-specific language and discipline-specific 

teaching totally 79.9% indicates a reasonably high degree of discipline specificity in 

the EAP classes observed, with discipline-specific content focus taking up a 

relatively higher percentage of 46%. Nevertheless, notable variations can be seen 

in the amount of time taken up for three pedagogical domains, where T2’s lesson 

recording a significant amount of lesson time in which the teaching focus was not 

discipline-specific (46.5%). In T3’s EAP lessons for modern language and cultures 

majors, on the other hand, the entire amount of whole-class time recorded had a 

discipline-specific focus with content taking up roughly 41 of the 58 minutes (70.1%), 

indicating an extensive amount of engagement with content-related matters 

compared to language used for disciplinary communication. This is at variance with 

T1’s lesson, whereby more than half of the whole class time was spent on language 

use in computer engineering report writing.  

 

 T1 

 

T2 

 

T3 Total 

 

Target discipline Computer 

Science 

Architecture Modern 

Languages 

and Cultures 

Total whole-class 

time with a discipline 

specific focus or 

strategies 

37 mins 20 

secs 

55 mins 05 

secs 

58 mins 43 

secs 

151 mins 08 

secs 

Total time with a 

discipline-specific 

content focus 

13 mins 32 

secs 

(36.3%) 

14 mins 50 

secs 

(26.9%) 

41 mins 09 

secs 

(70.1%) 

69 mins 31 

secs 

(46.0%) 

Total time with a 

discipline-specific 

language focus 

19 mins 3 

secs 

(51.0%) 

14 mins 39 

secs 

(26.6%) 

17 mins 34 

secs 

(29.9%) 

51 mins 16 

secs 

(33.9%) 
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Total time with a 

non-discipline-

specific language 

focus 

4 mins 45 

secs 

(12.7%) 

25 mins 36 

secs 

(46.5%) 

0 mins 0 secs 

(0.0%) 

30 mins 21 

secs 

(20.1%) 

 

Table 1: Proportion of discipline-specific and non-specific language vs. content coverage  

 

A more contextual examination of the transcript data reveals that T2 has sometimes 

framed discipline-specific language use in a rather general way without regard to 

context and purpose, causing the discussion to be more focused on the language 

itself rather than how it is used for discipline-specific rhetorical functions. An 

example of a typical moment of such general language treatment episodes is 

presented in Excerpt 1. Although the teacher was seeking to convey the significance 

of the metaphoric language (including simile use) in architectural writing, a 

discipline-focused discussion that encompasses some degree of thinking about the 

communicative purpose of writing characterising architectural building reviews is not 

always readily discernible. This is partly because the teacher was too caught up in 

an individual language item in its form as well as the lexical coverage and details of 

the text. Many of the short responses that pervaded the lesson only point to 

understanding of textual content and specific instances of vocabulary use but not 

how they relate to their role in strengthening building description. Discipline-

specificity is therefore not upheld in this pedagogical episode. 

 

Excerpt 1 (T2): 

T: Can you give me other words you can use in your writing like if you want to 

say something A is like B...as if...as though… 

 

S: seems… 

 

T: It seems? Okay...seeeeems...uhh...or like? kay...yeah...kay…(T reads: 

Calatrive...Calatrava’s buildings don’t sit on the ground, they dance…) Okay...so 

they dance...they don’t sit on the ground...so it’s a metaphor...what category do 
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you think this is…? Can you create a category? Yourself? Hmmm? (Raises 

voice and tone)...we’ve got lots of...in blue...can you look at the text in blue? 

Abstractions. Very abstract. Not concrete…(T reads: strangely 

otherworldly...does not belong to this world)...yeah it belongs to...another 

world...an unknown world...so...it might evaporate in a MIST...not in the air but 

mist...something that you can’t see very clearly...mystical...right?  

How do you feel about this building? Up to this point? (Breathes)  

Apparitional…actually means ghostly...right?  

This word means...ghostly...so how do you feel about this building? This is like 

a… 

 

S: Ghost 

 

On the other hand, T1’s lesson featured instances of discipline-specific language 

coverage typified by Extract 2 below. Concerned with the generality of the use of 

the evaluative comparative adjective “better” in the sentence found in the discussion 

section of the report, the teacher made an attempt to engage students in thinking 

about the use of evaluative language in context. Teacher 2 indeed remarked in the 

interview that she was trying to “move into vocabulary” and as a language teacher 

she saw this scaffolding as fundamental. This suggests a conscious prioritisation of 

language-in-general over language-for-the-discipline. 

 

Extract 2 (T1): 

Tur
n 

Speaker Content 

156 T I have a...I have a question about this…”Although the figure cannot 

say which one is better”...what does better mean? Which one is 

better? Now...what does that mean do you think? Is that referring to 

the writing quality? Is that referring to the more truthful...is that 

referring to the one that’s not fake news...what does (chuckles) what 

does better mean? I’m not sure...ahhmmm...more...yeah? 

157 S Maybe he said uhh...more stable is good or...fluctuates a lot…  

158 T Which one is better? Yeah...is that if it fluctuates or is that if it stays 

stable?  

I don’t know which one is better...actually...okay… 
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159 S That’s what he means. 

 

In terms of the topics covered in the lesson with different areas of EAP focus, 

Appendix 2 provides a comprehensive overview that elucidates the range of themes 

covered under each category of pedagogical focus. As can be seen, it is apparent 

some of the turns do sometimes overlap (marked with an “*”) even if appear to be 

addressing multiple topics and themes or that the teacher abruptly or otherwise 

switch to focus on other matters.  

4.2 Analysis of questioning behaviour and student responses  

4.2.1 Types of teacher questions asked 

Table 2 below demonstrates an overall picture of teacher questioning behaviour in 

the lessons observed. It shows that in general, open questions (58.0%) were more 

frequently used than closed questions (33.1%), despite considerable variation as to 

their relative proportion. An overwhelming majority of the questions in T1’s class 

were of an open nature, while significantly more closed questions were observed in 

T3’s lesson (55.8%), accounting for over half of the questions asked. The latter is 

indeed in stark contrast to T1’s lesson, where only one question was a closed one. 

Only T2 appears to have been marginally similar to the average in terms of 

distribution. It should be noted that T3’s lessons contribute a smaller number of 

questions to the data set given a significant amount of small group work in the 

lessons where students were working on a non-whole-class writing task.  

 

 Teacher 1’s 

lesson 

Teacher 2’s 

lesson 

Teacher 3’s 

lessons 

Total 

 

Open 

questions 

59 (95.0%) 41 (46.6%) 12 (27.9%) 112 (58.0%) 

Closed 

questions 

1 (1.6%) 39 (44.3%) 24 (55.8%) 64 (33.1%) 

Checks 2 (3.2%) 8 (9.0%) 7 (16.3%) 17 (8.8%) 

Total in each 62 88 43 193  
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lesson / Total 

of all lessons 

 

Table 2: Distribution of sub-types of teacher questions in the three teachers’ classes 

 

Of all the open questions, re-initiations (marked “RI” below) accounted for a quite a 

substantial portion of the open questions. Many of such instances were used for 

purposes such as asking for more contributions phrased commonly as “what else”, 

“what about you”, “anything to add” or modifying the questions so as to attract 

responses from students (See Appendix 3): 

 

Although some part of T1’s lesson might appear to be dominated by closed 

questions, a closer examination shows that the teacher did not anticipate exact 

answers but students’ exploratory efforts. This was also confirmed in the interview 

data where the teacher suggested that: 

 

“I want them to share, I want them to vocalise...what kind of content they would 

include for example in this specific area so say difficulty umm i would rather instead 

of making them think of the vocabulary at that time right because maybe it’s not the 

best vocab like a hedging vocab maybe it’s not the best one to come up with 

spontaneously maybe they can worry about a specific hedging vocab when they go 

home and write it…”  

 

Extract 3 (T1): 

Turn Speaker Content 

92 T So hedging is vocabulary that we use to show probability. Okay? To 

be realistic. How can we illustrate this? (Noise coming from the 

background) (T starts to write on the board) Okay...zero percent. 

Yeah. one hundred percent. Ummm...okay can you give me...can 

you give me another word for zero percent? (open question) 

93 S Impossible. 

94 T Impossible...okay.  
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Impossible...anything else? 

95  S No 

96 T Never? (Chuckles) Yeah? No? 

97 S No. (Chuckles) 

98 T (Chuckles) None? Anything else? 

99 S Nothing. 

100 T Ummm...nothing? Yeah. Okay…Let’s move to 100 percent. Pure truth 

here. What’s another way of saying 100 percent? (open question) 

101 S Must 

102 T Must? Perhaps. Yeah. Okay. 

 

4.2.2 Student responses 

As Table 3 below demonstrates, student responses were assessed for their 

quantifiable extensiveness for analysis in terms of length. An answer consisting of 

a single word or phrase that totals less than ten words is considered a “brief 

response”. Conversely, where a student made an attempt to answer a question with 

11 words or longer, that response would be classified as an “elaborated response”. 

Results show that on average, brief responses occurred more frequently. 

Nevertheless, significant variation among the three classes was observed in terms 

of distribution of response types with T3’s lesson generating a much higher number 

of elaborated responses (22) that made up almost 45% of all student answers, which 

is almost 50% more frequently observed than in T1’s lesson (29.8%). Nonetheless, 

a mean value of 10.8 words was recorded from the responses in T1’s lesson, 

compared to only 5.7 in T2’s lesson, showing that students were producing answers 

that were on average almost twice as long. This is followed by 9.8 words in T3’s 

lessons, suggesting that answers in general were still closer to the 11-word 

threshold for elaborated responses than in T2’s lesson. On the whole, student 

responses in this data set showed a relative tendency towards brief reponses, 
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however, with a total of only 53 elaborated reponses and 73 of the 173 answers 

being 1-word answers.  

 

 Teacher 1’s 

lesson 

Teacher 2’s 

lesson 

Teacher 3’s 

lessons 

All 

Elaborated 

responses 

17 (29.8%) 10 (15.0%) 22 (44.9%) 53 (30.6%) 

Brief 

responses 

40 (70.2%) 57 (85.0%) 27 (55.1%) 120 (69.4%) 

All responses 57 67 49  173 

Mean value 10.8 5.7 9.8 8.6 

 

Table 3: Distribution of student response types in lessons observed 

 

On closer inspection, it is not surprising to note that the amount of elaborated 

responses being greater in number in T1’s lesson is co-extensive with the proportion 

of open questions as highlighted in the previous section. In many of T1’s exchanges 

with students, despite some noticeably long stretches of monologic instruction and 

commentary, as is obvious from the extract below, his response featured 

conversational features such as hesitation markers (ummm, you know) and 

rephrasing attempts (“they kind of...they try to have”) that showed an attempt to think 

with the students rather than constantly inundating students with questions. An 

example of more elaborated responses is provided below in Extract 3, where T1 

converses with the students over the clarity of writing as perceived in the sample 

report being discussed in the lesson. Here, the ongoing discussion that kickstarted 

in Extract 2 shown above continues and now focuses on the extent to which the 

challenges highlighted covered in the report is genuinely significant to warrant 

mention. Although turns 210 and 212 both feature extended questioning and 

commentary effort, they succeed in yielding very positive results in terms of affording 

students’ deeper interpretive effort in deciphering meaning (turn 211) based on their 

understanding of whether it is an “inherent difficulty” or “irresolvable problem” (turn 

213).   
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Extract 4 (T1): 

Turn Speaker Content 

210 T Okay...ummm...here’s my questions...so...regarding the first 

point...yeah...is it...is it actually that...time consuming? To...open up 

different browsers? And test the website on different browsers? Yeah, 

at least the three popular ones...Firefox, Chrome and Internet 

Explorer. They’re usually installed on all of the Chi Wah [reference to 

university student study area] computers. Anyways...yeah...so is it 

really like a big problem encountered or…? 

211 S I...I think he means not only test (St X: yeah) but also to fix the 

bugs...configure…(T: umm hmmm) to make it compatible across all 

the process… [26 words] 

212 T I definitely agree with you. I’m glad you brought that up. BUT, when I 

looked at his writing, I don’t know specifically what bugs...yeah...I get 

the sense that...he’s...he or she was too lazy to write about it...cos it 

was 3 am and they had to submit it...yeah...ummm...but...I completely 

agree...yeah maybe they ARE bugs...that they would have to solve 

in...in...ehhh...some of...you know there’s some specific 

browsers...but, we don’t know...hasn’t been written...it hasn’t been 

tested...yeah...okay...ummm...the second one...second one seems 

like a bit more of a substantial difficulty I think...yeah, getting websites 

to run...you know...desktop level...different screen sizes and mobile 

versions...yeah, requires a bit more work...I think...some website 

managers...like content managers...wordpress or wix...they kind 

of...they try to have like a….automatic...mobile version...Right? Yeah 

they adapt. Any other comments?  

213 S Umm I guess there’s a limitation about umm...like...inherent difficult 

challenge...that can’t...cannot be easily overcome or resolved for 

these two umm...well apparently they’re getting solutions to these 

challenges so I was wondering there’re more difficulties rather 

than…[41 words] 
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On the other hand, in T2’s lesson, however, brief responses were manifestly 

prevalent (85%) and most of them took the form of one-word or single-phrase 

answers to closed questions. In some cases, they amounted to verbal gap fill 

exercises. In Extract 4 below, where the students and teacher were on the topic of 

what makes the description of buildings “interesting”, an effort was made to elicit 

exact words from students with the lengthening of the final syllable at the end of the 

statement preceding a question. Statistically, there is evidence to suggest a sharp 

reduction of response length beyond this point with the mean of all responses 

occurring after this episode approximating 3.2 words, compared to a mean of 14.5 

before turn 47. This, therefore, speaks strongly to the possibility that students had 

become sufficiently discouraged from extending responses.  

 

Extract 5 (T2): 

Turn Speaker Content 

47 T What is the purpose of this building? This is a… 

48 S Bank 

49 T Bank. Yeah.  

 

Does the numbers...do the numbers remind you of uhhh...the 

function...haha? Maybe that’s a bit far-fetched, not really? Haha, 

okay...so one feature is the use of numbers. 

 

Okay, how about the shapes here?  

Can you tell me all those words that describe the shapes? [PAUSE] 

like shapes of the windows, shapes of… 

50 S Square 

 

4.3 Teachers’ use of feedback techniques 

4.3.1 Most common feedback types 
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Table 4 below shows a breakdown of teachers’ use of feedback move types in the 

lessons. It was found that the majority of feedback moves were teacher 

acknowledgements (TA) and teacher comments (TC) with each category 

representing close to one-third or one-fourth of the whole-class feedback turns. 

Variation between teachers in the use of these two strategies are also less 

significant with all three reporting a percentage of the use of such techniques that is 

within 5% of the average figure. It should also be pointed out that very rarely does 

TA occur alone in any of the three EAP lessons observed as stand-alone TA 

instances account for less than 7% of all whole-class feedback in each lesson 

presented below. This suggests that teacher acknowledgements of students’ 

responses were usually followed by other techniques with the most common being 

teacher comments (TC). Acknowledgements were not further classified into positive 

or negative types as only one instance of the latter was recorded in one observed 

lesson. All teachers observed were generally consistent in their use of the feedback 

move to explicitly convey to students their contributions with remarks such as “okay”, 

“yes”, “right” or answer repetition being the dominant forms, if not summarising, 

building on or rephrasing them in some ways.  

 

 

Feedback Types Count 

Ts T1 T2 T3 TOTAL 

Teacher 

acknowledgement 

(TA) 

34 

(29.3%) 

53 

(37.1%) 

34 

(27.4%) 

121 

(31.6%) 

Teacher Add-on 

Questions (TAO) 

- Uptake 

5 

(4.3%) 

1 

(0.7%) 

1 

(0.8%) 

7 

(1.8%) 

Teacher 

Comment  

(TC) 

23 

(19.8%) 

41 

(28.7%) 

30 

(24.2%) 

94 

(24.5%) 

Teacher 1 -- 2 3 
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Challenge 

Questions (TCQ)  

- Uptake 

(0.9%) (1.6%) (0.8%) 

Teacher Expand 

Questions (TEQ) 

- Probe 

10 

(8.6%) 

23 

(16.1%) 

31 

(25.0%) 

64 

(16.7%) 

Teacher Invitation 

to Further 

Response (TFR) 

11 

(9.5%) 

7 

(4.9%) 

1 

(0.8%) 

19 

(5.0%) 

Teacher Modify 

Questions (TM) 

- Probe 

3 

(2.6%) 

8 

(5.6%) 

9 

(7.3%) 

20 

(5.2%) 

Teacher Praise 

(TP) 

12 

(10.3%) 

8 

(5.6%) 

10 

(8.1%) 

30 

(7.8%) 

Teacher Redirect 

Questions (TRQ) 

7 

(6.0%) 

1 

(0.7%) 

1 

(0.8%) 

9 

(2.3%) 

Teacher Revoice 

Questions (TRV) 

- Probe 

10 

(8.6%) 

1 

(0.7%) 

5 

(4.0%) 

16 

(4.2%) 

TOTAL 116 143 124 383 

 

Table 4: Percentage breakdown of follow-up strategies 

 

Despite the high degree of consistency in recognising students’ input and providing 

some elaboration discussed above, more notable variation was recorded in the use 

of teacher praises. Insofar as the use of praises is concerned, although the three 

teachers have only made sparing use of them, it is also noteworthy to point out that 

the manners in which they were used differed with T1 using “I’m glad you brought 

that up” and “good point” in conjunction with some comments explaining the praise 

while the other two generally using “good” and “excellent” only. 
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4.3.2 Co-occurrences of teacher acknowledgements and extended comments  

The incidence of co-occurrence of teacher acknowledgements and teacher 

comments in the same turn was more frequent in lessons taught by T2 and T3 than 

that by T1. This suggests that T2 and T3 provided some further input beyond mere 

acknowledgement. However, in this connection, it is important to reiterate that 

frequent and extended evaluative follow-up on the part of the teacher would 

discourage student participation (Nassaji and Wells 2000). This was especially the 

case with T2 and T3 whose students in the classes observed made relatively shorter 

responses (5.7 and 9.8 words respectively) than those in T1’s lesson. Indeed, in 

much of T3’s lesson such as the one shown in the transcript below (Extract 5), the 

concomitant use of acknowledgements and comments in turn 60 has the effect of 

reducing students’ willingness to provide extended responses. In this part of the 

lesson, the discussion focused on the contributions made by different ethnic groups 

to early industrialisation in Hong Kong from the perspective of the author of an 

assigned reading. It is clear that the student, given a reasonable amount of wait 

time, was able to produce a relatively extended and nuanced response to the 

question (turn 55). However, following the teacher’s attempt to provide an extensive 

echo which basically rephrased the entire answer, the expand question (TEQ) that 

followed attracted a far shorter response, partly also because of the closed nature 

of the question although the teacher added a further one to ensure understanding 

(turn 58). Despite the fact the student then tried to make an effort to remain fairly 

responsive in turn 59, the answer is clearly shorter and less elaborated. The teacher 

then echoes again and elaborates on the answer at length in turn 60. The switch to 

another topic causes the student to say even less, thereby closing the dialogue. 

 

Extract 6 (T3): 

Turn Speaker Content 

54 T And what is the writer’s position? He keeps presenting two 

perspectives from two different readings, what is the real 

perspective? The writer’s perspective?  

[Silence for 8 seconds] 
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55 S The perspective is that uh he acknowledges the role of the Shanghai 

businessmen but at the end of the day, the Cantonese played a far 

larger role.  [27 words] 

56 T Right...so he doesn’t clearly say...my perspective is...does he? 

Right... he acknowledges the role that the Shanghai people 

played...but he rebuts by saying that the Cantonese people played a 

bigger role, more valuable, uh higher valued goods. Okay. (TC) 

 

So whose perspective does he agree with? (TEQ) 

57 S Goodstach 

58 T Goodstach. Yeah...the second author. Okay? 

 

And you know this by…what? How do you know that he supports 

Goodstach? (TEQ) 

59 S The proportion of the writing that he spends ummm...elaborating on 

Goodstach? [11 words] 

60 T Yeah, that’s right... there is a great proportion discussing 

Goodstach’s, ah ha, idea. So that’s how we know that this writer 

supports one writer over the other one. Okay. So these are the kinds 

of strategies that you can use when rebutting, er different ideas from 

sources.  

 

Okay, now which information come from Tsang and which information 

come from Goodstach? ...Kind of already done it from you, isn’t it? It’s 

Tsang. It’s already on the first two...he’s already summarised the 

ideas in two lines...oh sorry, two sentences. But for Goodstach’s idea, 

it goes back...it goes back, refer it and discuss it and evaluate his 

idea, okay. And then we know that he puts more weight on 

Goodstach, okay. So the evaluation analysis and the rebuttal should 

be thoroughly discussed, not just mention it, but thoroughly 

discussed, okay. So if you recall the CUE argumentative essay, what 
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was rebuttal like? Which is like a patchwork wasn’t it? It was like you 

make your stance, you break down your argument from this article, 

and then rebuttal from this article, okay done, that’s the structure. But 

in argumentative essay, you need to discuss thoroughly, okay. 

Narrow and deep, narrow and deep. Now that is, narrow and deep 

discussion, is the good way to present your ideas. Okay? (TC) 

 

The last question. Um, what manage tool does the writer uses to 

make it clear what come from which source? What does he use? 

(CQ) 

61 S simple words.  

 

4.3.3 Teachers’ extensive use of probes  

 

The EAP teachers in the study made quite substantial use of the three types of 

probes with approximately 26.1% of the follow-up (F) turns being classed as such. 

They took primarily the form of teacher expansion questions (TEQ) (16.7%), 

followed by Teacher Modification (TM) and Teacher Revoice Questions (TRQ) 

(5.2% and 4.2% respectively). Despite some variation in terms of the precise extent 

of use, T3, for instance, probed for further explanation from students far more 

frequently with teacher expansion questions taking up one-fourth of the turns, 

compared to less than 10% in the case of T1 and 17.2% in the case of T2. It would 

be critical to examine how far such expansion questions are used for higher level 

evaluation involving the integration of students’ responses into subsequent 

questions and how many of them were lower level questions used to obtain further 

information or clarification, which will be discussed further below.  

 

The excerpt below demonstrates the typical use of probes observed and is indicative 

of an overall picture of its productive utilisation. This lesson featured the teacher 

trying to get students to read for detail to understand contextual information relating 

to Hong Kong colonial history. Where students were trying to regurgitate the text 

and showed a lack of clear contextual understanding, the teacher intervened by 

probing deeper and requesting further evidence of understanding. This interest in 
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ensuring sound understanding is consistent with the T3’s own view as expressed in 

the stimulated recall interview that there is always a need to “dig deeper and ask 

them where, why, which points are connected to what” rather than accepting 

responses at their face value:  

 

Excerpt 7 (T3): 

S: “quote the signed the state... statements of officers who claimed to have”...er 

the earnings of his entire career. (READING PASSAGE ALOUD) 

 

T: Um, okay, but um, why...why was he able to say that this is the top priority? 

[PROBE] 

 

S: ‘Coz HK Police Force organisation is “on the paramilitary lines with strong 

central command structure”. (READING PASSAGE) 

 

T: Okay...so yeah...Yes…(silence for 2 second.)..okay, there are different things 

they need to take care of in their agenda, but why were they able to 

prioritise...this case? About anti-corruption campaign? Is the corruption, was the 

corruption, evident? And how was it evident?  [PROBE]  

 

S: cos... um the whole government had to the application form of the... that was 

sort of evidence... 

 

However, the kind of dialogicality fostered here is very much teacher-led and in most 

cases consistent with the all lessons observed. Probes can be seem as remedying 

situations of inadequate engagement and interaction in the lessons and dialogicality 

as a pedagogical vehicle can seem to be reactive.  

 

Another notable dimension of probe use can be identified in T1’s lessons where the 

revoice technique (TRV) was consistently used for clarification and to invite students 

to share their progress in completing the required research project to which the 

course serves as an adjunct module. Given that the teacher was not entirely familiar 

with the subject knowledge, seeking to verify understanding of a student’s 

contribution became integral to conversations geared towards the reporting of 
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progress. As is clear from the conversation below, as a type of probe questions, 

teacher revoice technique was crucial to the collaborative partnership between 

subject and language specialists in ensuring that the teacher understands what 

students have accomplished so far: 

 

Extract 8 (T1): 

T: Have you tried this, tried that? Did you quickly test this, test that? Anything? 

(volume drops)...{Student name - J}? Yeah? 

 

S: Yeah I used the natural language processing package (rising tone) and...I’ve 

already tried to ahh...scratch the website and put all the raw text into the 

package and see…(T: alright...okay)...the sample result 

 

T: Is it...is it the package you’re gonna be using? [Teacher Revoice Technique 

- TRV] 

 

S: Yeah… 

 

T: Of course...yeah...okay so you’ve already played around with 

something...you’ve already...even if you’ve… 

 

Have you analysed it or not really? [Teacher Revoice Technique - TRV] 

 

S: Ahh...ahh it’s not like analysing because I just used the existing method. 

Existing...so…function 

 

The keen willingness of T1 in using the revoice technique to help navigate the 

territory of the unfamiliar is reflected in his orientation towards discipline-specific 

EAP teaching where he suggested that:  

 

“I’m not the holder of all the knowledge. I’m not the expert...so I give them some 

suggestions and try to elicit from them. Interacting with them helps me tailor 

(materials) specifically to their situation according to their project”.  
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However with T3, the same degree of openness to the exchange of expertise is not 

often shared or somehow limited to seeing students as having the responsibility to 

report on their development of specialist knowledge over the course of the teaching 

of the EAP module where they take their own initiative to conduct research into a 

topic of their own choosing. She did not, therefore, find it necessary to engage 

students in deeper discussions relating to their own research and believed in 

students’ own initiatives and saw “consultation sessions” as the occasion for 

knowledge exchange, not “regular lessons” where academic reading and research 

skills are taught. As is apparent in her comment that she is a “bystander” and that it 

is a “good thing” she does not have expert knowledge so that:  

“they (the students) are taking certain initiatives, ownership of their interpretations, 

their ideas, and their creation of their own essay...they are expected to apply...to 

apply skills and conventions (taught in class) to their own research contexts”. 

 

4.3.4 Teachers’ infrequent use of uptake 

 

It is crucial to note that as a strategy that involves incorporating an answer as a key 

resource for a follow-up with the same student, uptake is a kind of feedback move 

that seems to feature less prominently in all three EAP lessons observed in this 

study with a 3.25% rate of occurrence (5 per hour) of all whole class teaching turns 

(see Table 5 below) with an absence of any such application T2’s lesson. This 

percentage apparently indicates that it is rarely applied as a technique in the 

classrooms observed. Most of these uptake questions do require students to provide 

further input and are open in nature. Overall, teachers have often stayed with the 

same student on many occasions where their views are elicited but generally failed 

to open up the discussion to the class.  

 

Of the very small amount of uptake attempts observed in the three teachers’ 

classes, most of them occurred in T1’s lesson with discipline specific content 

recording a larger though still insignificant overall proportion. Most of the time, as 

will become apparent in the examination of the instances of probes in discipline 

specific discourse in the lesson data, the teacher is more concerned with 

encouraging the student from whom a response is received to say more rather than 

inviting others to contribute and hence the lack of uptake despite the frequency of 
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follow-up attempts. Even the very small amount of uptake questions were rarely met 

with success in terms of eliciting elaborated responses from students. One example 

of this kind of successful uptake is provided in Extract 8 below, in which T1 was 

making an attempt to continue an ongoing discussion on how a supervisor in the 

computer science department would respond to the “difficulties encountered” in the 

sample report selected for discussion in the lesson, which started with a teacher 

challenge question (TCQ) in response to a students’ answer to the quality of 

documenting difficulties in computer science project reports. Where the students 

were slowly digressing the topic of what to use different browsers for, a point very 

specific to the target text in question yet less discipline-focused, the teacher 

intervened and invited a student to add to another student’s previous contribution 

with a teacher add-on question (TAO), also serving as uptake. Achieving the 

purposes of maintaining focus and challenging students to think more critically about 

audience’s perspective, this instance is very much dialogically oriented as 

envisioned by Nystrand et al. (2003) despite an absence of explicit student 

questions and presence of an attempt to assign a question to students by name: 

 

Extract 9 (T1): 

S: Yeah I know there are two problem there they’re encountering. One 

very...straightforward uhh..type like that the headline like...yeah… 

 

T: If you were the supervisor, what would your...what would your comment 

be to these or...either one of those? [Teacher Challenge Question - 

Uptake]...you can choose whichever one...yeah...if you were a supervisor...for 

this student in particular...think like a supervisor now...with that cap on… 

 

S: They didn’t explain...why they chose firefox and chrome and the... that 

resolution for their project at that time  

 

T: At THAT time. Yeah? Okay...at this term the website views in the best by 

using the Mozilla Firefox...don’t need the...by using Mozilla Firefox and Google 

Chrome. Okay...but ummm...what about internet explorer? Well, I mean that’s...a 

VERY popularly used one…(sts chuckle signalling the fact that they get the 
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joke)...I don’t know why...anyone’s using it...but what about internet explorer? 

How long does it take to open...open the website in...in another browser…?  

 

S: You can use just to download Google Chrome. (Laughter)  

 

T: To download Google Chrome? (Chuckles) That’s what everyone uses it for 

right?  

 

S: Yeah 

 

T: Ummm...John, any...anything to add to that? [Teacher Add-On question 

to invite another student’s contribution - Uptake]  

 

S: Yeah...I think the last “therefore” is not uhh...is not explain why...why is that 

(they) use Mozilla… 

 

 

 

 Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teacher 3 Global 

Whole class 

turns / total 

turns 

114 / 219 171 / 159 107 / 107 338 / 485 

Whole class 

time / 

Scheduled 

lesson time 

38 mins / 120 

mins 

55 mins / 120 

mins 

37 mins / 120 

mins 

130 / 360 

mins 

Uptake  8 (12.6 per 

hour) 

0 (0 per hour) 3 (4.9 per 

hour) 

11 (5 per 

hour) 

Uptake 

(percentage) 

7% of whole 

class turns 

0% of whole 

class turns 

2.8% of whole 

class turns 

3.25% of 

whole class 

turns 
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Table 5: Amount of uptake - percentage and per hour 
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4.4 Discussion 

In response to RQ1, given the instructional context of the university, it is perhaps 

not surprising that the three teachers observed were able to maintain a relatively 

high degree of discipline specificity in their teaching of EAP. With much of the lesson 

time being devoted to discipline specific content and language coverage, the 

pedagogical orientation reflected in the classroom exchanges show that the 

teachers were by and large capable of addressing the linguistic and textual 

organisation specific to target discipline (Bhatia, 2002; Hyland, 2002, Hyland 2006, 

Hyland 2016). While the design of the material used in the lessons contributed to 

the pedagogical endeavours, it is also clear that the teachers made a concerted 

effort in linking linguistic knowledge with the context in which students are to express 

such knowledge in light of the expectations of their discipline (Hyland 2016). This is 

evident in the related issues such as clarity and audience awareness, for example, 

were tackled. The distinctiveness of disciplinary communication was in many cases, 

therefore, appropriately emphasised by the practitioners in this study. It is instructive 

to recognise, however, that the absence of any research to query this suggests a 

lack of comparability with classes in pedagogical efforts in other EAP contexts where 

discipline specificity is emphasised.  

 

In relation to RQ2a, the findings from the above analysis of teachers’ use of 

questions and feedback techniques as well as students’ responses differ expectedly 

in some ways from those presented in previous research while concurring to some 

extent with some studies. In terms of the use of questioning techniques among the 

three teachers of EAP in this study, a higher percentage of open questions (58%) 

were asked on average than in previous studies conducted in the Hong Kong 

secondary school EFL context as well as UK schooling contexts where open 

questions were sparse (Smith et al. 2004; Tsui 1985; Wu 1993; Yang 2010). 

However, it must also be reiterated that the effect of T1’s predominant use of open 

questions in his class is a result of his own exploratory approach as discussed in 

4.1.1. The fact that he did not demand exact answers also meant that some of the 

questions that would otherwise appear to resemble closed questions in other 

contexts in terms of their form which require efforts at more contextual interpretation. 

In comparison to Hardman J. (2016b), a research conducted in a UK higher 

education context, the results in this study also contrasted markedly as closed 

questions had a 50% rate of occurrence in the university tutorials compared to about 
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one-third in the EAP classrooms in this study. In EAP classes, therefore, it could be 

argued that teachers did show a slightly stronger tendency towards more open 

questioning techniques.  

 

On the topic of students’ responses (RQ2b), it was found that the number of 

elaborated responses more than doubled the amount, with over 30% of such 

responses recorded compared to only 13.5% in Hardman J.’s (2016b) UK university 

study. The mean of 8.6 words found in this study was also more than twice the 

number reported in Hardman J.’s (2016b) study of university content area 

classrooms (four words). T2’s lesson, however, generated only a mean of only 5.7 

words and the distribution of brief and elaborated responses were more similar to 

that found in Hardman J.’s (2016b) study. These results also contrast, 

unsurprisingly, with Yang’s research (2010) with responses greater than three 

words being virtually non-existent in many classrooms observed in the secondary 

EFL context. Overall, therefore, teachers’ more extensive use of open questions in 

tertiary-level discipline-specific EAP classes generally resulted in more elaborated 

responses and effects of reluctance and lack of readiness suggested in Tsui (1996) 

and Shomoosi (2004) were not observed. 

 

In terms of the use of teacher feedback moves (RQ2c), the findings are summarised 

in Table 6 below for ease of comparison, which indicate surprising consistency with 

some contrasts. The table shows that with teacher acknowledgement (incorporating 

negation) (TA) (31.8%) being the most common follow-up move category, the study 

is In broad agreement with Hardman J. (2016b), which nevertheless reports an even 

higher percentage of 54.3%, with the comment typically being only an 

acknowledgement of “correctness” or repetition of students’ answers. Yet, it is also 

quite apparent that the teachers in the present study showed a greater tendency to 

use teacher probes where they remain with the same student to ask for further 

elaboration or expansion, realised typically in the form of a teacher expand question 

(TEQ) or teacher revoice questions (TRV) as shown above. Even when compared 

to other higher education studies such as Boyle (2010) and De Klerk (1995) where 

teachers were shown to be requesting confirmation and clarification at a rate of 18%, 

this study still demonstrates a somewhat different picture. The comparatively 

extensive use of teacher expansion questions by teachers in this classes examined 

shows teachers were in general more ready to request extension of students’ 
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responses. With the exception of T2, the two other EAP practitioners exhibited a far 

more proactive attitude to following up on students’ responses.  

 

Moves Present Study Hardman J. 

(2016b) 

Teacher acknowledgement and negation 31.8% 54.3% 

Teacher Comment 24.7% 21.9% 

Teacher Praise 7.9% 10.3% 

Teacher Probe 25.7% 9.9% 

Teacher Uptake  2.6% 3.6% 

 

Table 6: Comparison between the use of feedback moves in the present and Hardman 

J.’s study (2016b) 

 

The uptake figure in this study is lower but not by a significant percentage compared 

to the national average of only 4% of teaching exchanges in UK primary school 

contexts while 43% of teachers use no such strategy (Smith et al 2004; Wells and 

Ball 2008). Hardman J.’s (2016b) findings in the tertiary context is largely consistent 

with this figure with a frequency of occurrence of 3.6% in the medium-sized UK 

university tutorials studied, which means the EAP teachers in this study appear to 

be almost as unlikely to use uptake to engage students and develop thematic unity 

in discourse with the interweaving of student responses and teacher questions 

maintaining coherence in classroom discussions (Nystrand et al. 2003). 

 

Compared to Smith et al. (2004)’s UK National Literacy and Numeracy Strategies 

study, the amount of uptake per hour in the lessons in this study also appear to be 

broadly similar to that found in previous research (5 per hour). Although the kind of 

dialogicality through the use of feedback move to propel continuous exchanges may 

suggest a relatively optimistic picture in the EAP lessons examined here, it cannot 

be assumed that uptake necessarily leads to dialogic interactions in the classroom, 

especially if students are not sufficiently motivated to respond further, a point 
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recently raised in a study of university level English classrooms in Japan (Ahmadi 

2017).  

 

In line with Ahmadi (2017), it was observed that teachers’ attempt to involve 

students’ in classroom exchanges was conducive to enabling them to develop the 

confidence to articulate ideas, a point T1 emphasised strongly in his interview, as 

well as affording students’ development of a sense of responsibility for their own 

learning, as emphasised by T3 in her sharing during the interview. It is evident from 

the results of this study, nonetheless, that simply by making some use of uptake or 

probe does not necessarily lead to a dialogic incident or spell being enacted, as also 

highlighted in Ahmadi (2017). Notwithstanding the fact that teachers may fall short 

of inculcating a dialogic mode of teaching as defined in Nystrand et al. (2003), it is 

clear that dialogicality manifests itself in episodes rather than lessons in their entirety 

where it is conceptually inappropriate to describe a whole lesson as “dialogic”. 

Indeed, as Hardman J. (2018) has recently suggested, it is the art of using a 

combination of different modes of teaching with an emphasis on awareness of 

pedagogical purpose that gives rise to well executed teaching in a given learning 

context. The interplay between monologic and dialogic interactions is indeed critical 

(Wells and Mejia-Arauz 2006). 

 

Transcript evidence from the present study presented above has somehow been in 

contrast to Miri and Qassemi’s (2015) study in the Iranian context where material 

texts were overwhelmingly relied upon with assigned tasks around source texts. 

Although in some lessons, teachers did orient classroom teaching towards a certain 

text, the use of feedback techniques have shown that teachers have actively called 

upon participants to think beyond the materials at hand. The precise extent to which 

probes, for instance, were used to extend dialogue around a text may vary, as was 

evident in the three teachers’ diverse attempts to adopt this technique for various 

purposes to address discipline specific content, language or non-discipline 

language learning points. The use of the revoicing technique by T1 to ask relevant 

questions to elicit further information about or attempt verification of disciplinary 

knowledge. Overall, nevertheless, three teachers have made varied use of different 

feedback techniques of engagement to promote some productive dialogue the EAP 

lessons responding to the demands presented by specialised disciplinary learning 

(Heron and Webster 2018). 
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Chapter 5: Conclusion 

 

This chapter begins with a summary of the findings identified in chapter four, 

followed by the implications of the findings. This will then lead to a discussion of the 

limitations of the study. Recommendations for further research in the area will be 

proposed.  

5.1 Summary of major research findings 

RQ1 explores the extent of discipline specificity in the EAP classrooms observed as 

evidenced by the relative proportion of discipline-specific content, language and 

general language coverage. The study has found that an overall high degree of 

discipline specificity was maintained with discipline-specific content focus taking up 

being emphasised most strongly.  

 

RQ2a is concerned with the questioning and feedback techniques in the discipline-

specific EAP classroom used to open up classroom dialogue for whole-class 

teaching. It was found that with regards to questioning techniques, open questions 

featured more prominently than closed questions with a 58% prevalence, which is 

comparatively higher than other schooling contexts as well as content area 

university tutorials (Smith 2004 et al, Hardman J 2016b).  

 

In relation to RQ2b, student responses were also of a more elaborated nature in 

being longer in the EAP classrooms examined with a mean value of 8.6 words, A 

higher percentage of elaborated responses of over 30% was found, which is not 

matched by previous studies. This was found to be a result of more extensive open 

question use noted in RQ2a.  

 

With regards to RQ2c, the study indicates that teacher acknowledgements and 

teacher comments were the most pervasive of all types of follow-up moves. It was 

also found that teacher probes were used to ask students for further elaboration or 

expansion of responses usually in the form of Teacher Expand Questions (TEQs). 

Two of the EAP teachers were found to be adept at using such with the exception 

of T2. Teacher 1 was found to be using Teacher Revoice questions (TRQs) to elicit 

further information about or attempt verification of disciplinary knowledge. In line 

with previous studies such as Smith et al. (2004), uptake was used sparsely but 
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transcript evidence pointing to some rare attempts to maintain focus and propel 

critical insights.  

5.2 Implications of the study 

The study raises a few important implications relating to ongoing teacher 

development effort as well as classroom pedagogical interventions. Firstly, teachers 

could very well employ prescribed course notes and other learning materials in 

delivering discipline-specific EAP modules but the study indicates a need to 

examine the classroom interaction strategies that would make such efforts fruitful. 

Specifically, it is pivotal that the connection between communicative dynamics and 

the effectiveness in ensuring active and critical thinking on the part of learners to 

enhance the relevance of their EAP learning to their specialist area. Secondly, in 

programmes where students are working on projects or assignments about which 

the discipline-specific teacher on a topic chosen by students involving content 

knowledge not tackled by the EAP practitioner on the teaching programme, as is 

the case with many EAP modules (especially adjunct ones), an open invitation to 

share progress of work and core disciplinary concepts will ensure sound 

communication is maintained to facilitate understanding and adequate reflection on 

audience needs and expectations on the part of learners. This would enhance the 

quality of learning and validity of assessment. Thirdly, while it may not be feasible 

or advisable for practitioners to engage in extensive knowledge, developing 

classroom communicative competence will make it possible for them to fruitfully 

address learner needs although the importance of background research and where 

possible, communication with content area specialists should nevertheless still be 

emphasised. This could be achieved through self-reflection and the development of 

self-observation or other developmental instruments so as to help practitioners 

become aware of their classroom interaction behaviour which leads to the building 

of the essential repertoire of discourse strategies to be employed in the course of 

EAP teaching. 

 

5.3 Limitations of the study 

There are several limitations to the present study, which are hereby acknowledged. 

Firstly, the study was a small-scale one and only examined a small number of EAP 

practitioners. Although quite a number of available number of teachers expressed 
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interest, time constraints, scheduling conflicts as well as the scope of the project 

made it impossible for the researcher to look at a large number of classes and 

teachers.  

 

The second limitation relates to the use of audio equipment which may have caused 

the students to become conscious of the fact that they were being observed in class. 

As one of the teachers mentioned in the interview, the observational visit to her 

classroom had a notable impact on the willingness of the students to participate in 

class and they appeared to be more reserved than usual. This was inevitable given 

the need for the audience to be informed of the fact that they were being recorded, 

as per research ethics requirements. 

 

A third limitation was that despite the two-week interval taken to compile interview 

scripts for stimulated recall, this proved difficult given the researcher’s own teaching 

commitments and time needed for careful analysis. Most of the time, episodes were 

chosen without adequate coding effort based on some identifiable features such as 

ambiguity surrounding open/closed questions or obvious attempts to take a more 

controlled approach to the questioning and feedback techniques adopted in a given 

part of the observed lesson. This was due mainly to the time frame of the dissertation 

assessment as well as the need to prevent delays in conducting interviews.  

5.4 Suggestions for further research 

Owing to the scope of this study, a full presentation of adequate data to match 

questioning and feedback techniques to specific areas of pedagogical focus 

(discipline-specific content and language, for instance) was impossible. Therefore, 

it is recommended a more in-depth examination of classroom interaction 

(questioning and feedback) techniques in relation to specific areas of pedagogical 

focus be attempted. A larger scale study looking at postgraduate EAP courses 

would be useful in revealing techniques used to scaffold disciplinary communication 

in research writing. Also important would be a project aiming for an in-depth 

exploration of EAP teacher beliefs and cognitions and their relationship with 

classroom interaction practices. This would inform the way EAP teachers’ 

professional development needs as well as how they may be supported.  

 

  



 

62 

List of References 

 

Ahmadi, H. M. (2017) Investigating characteristics of a dialogic discourse pattern 

in Japanese Academic English classrooms. International Journal of English 

Linguistics, 7 (1), pp. 25-44. 

 

Alexander, O. (2007) Groping in the dark or turning on the light: routes into 

teaching english for academic purposes. In T. Lynch, ed. Teaching languages for 

academic purposes: 12th symposium for language teacher educators; educating 

legal English specialists. Edinburgh: Institute of Applied Language Studies, 

Edinburgh University. 

 

Alexander, R. (2008) Towards dialogic teaching: rethinking classroom talk. York: 

Dialogos. 

 

Ammar, A. and Spada, N. (2006) One size fits all?: recasts, prompts, and L2 

learning. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 28 (4), pp.543-574. 

 

Bakhtin, M. (1992) The dialogic imagination: four essays. Austin: University of 

Texas Press. 

 

Banbrook, L. and Skehan, P. (1989) Classrooms and display questions. In C. 

Brumfit and R. Mitchell, eds. ELT documents 133. London: the British Council, pp. 

141-152. 

 

Barnes, D. (1975) From communication to curriculum. Harmondsworth: Penguin.  

 

Barnes, D. (2010) Why talk is important. English Teaching: Practice and Critique, 

9 (2), pp. 7-10. 

 

Bhatia, V. K. (2002) A generic view of academic discourse. In J. Flowerdew, ed. 

Academic Discourse. London: Longman, pp. 31-49. 

 



 

63 

Bloor, M., and Bloor, T. (1986) Language for specific purposes: practice and 

theory. In CLCS occasional paper no.19. Dublin: Centre for Language and 

Communication Studies, Trinity College. 

 

Boyle, A. (2010) The dialogic construction of knowledge in university classroom 

talk: a corpus study of spoken academic discourse. PhD Thesis. Queen’s 

University, Belfast. 

 

Brock, C. A. (1986) The effects of referential questions on ESL classroom 

discourse. TESOL Quarterly, 20 (1), pp. 47-59.  

 

Bryman, A. (2016) Social Research Methods. 5th ed. Oxford: Oxford University 

Press.  

 

Campion, G. C. (2016) ‘The learning never ends’: exploring teachers’ views on the 

transition from general English to EAP. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 

23, pp. 59-70. 

 

Cazden, C. B. (2001) Classroom discourse. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 

 

Cazden, C. B. and Beck, S. W. (2003) Classroom discourse. In A. C. Graesser, M. 

A. Gernsbacher and S. R. Goldman, eds. Handbook of discourse processes. 

Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, pp. 165-198.  

 

Chan, C. K. L. (1993) A study of teacher-student verbal interactions in a F.6 

English classroom. MEd dissertation, University of Hong Kong. 

 

Chappell, P. (2014) Engaging learners: conversation-or dialogic-driven pedagogy? 

ELT Journal, 68 (1), pp. 1-11. 

 

Charles, M. (2013) English for academic purposes. In B. Paltridge and S. Starfield, 

eds. The handbook of English for specific purposes. Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell, 

pp. 137-154.  

 



 

64 

Charles, M. and Pecorari, D. (2016) Introducing English for academic purposes. 

Abingdon, England: Routledge.  

 

Chaudron, C. (1988) Second language classrooms: research on teaching and 

learning. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

 

Cullen, R. (2002) Supportive teacher talk: the importance of the F-move. ELT 

Journal, 56 (2), pp. 117-127. 

 

Cunningham, R. T. (1987) What kind of question is that? In W. Wilen, ed. 

Questions, questioning techniques, and effective teaching. Washington DC: 

National Education Association, pp.67-94. 

 

David, F. O. (2007) Teachers’ questioning behavior and ESL classroom interaction 

pattern. Humanity & Social Science Journal, 2 (2), pp. 127-131. 

 

De Klerk, V. (1995) Interaction patterns in post-graduate seminars: tutor versus 

student. Language and Education, 9 (4), pp. 249-264.  

 

De Klerk, V. (1997) Interaction patterns in university education. In B. Davies and 

D. Corson, eds. Encyclopedia of language and education, volume 3: oral 

discourse and education. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, pp. 207-216. 

 

Denzin, N. K. (1978) The research act: a theoretical orientation to sociological 

methods. 2nd ed. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

 

Dippold, D. (2014) ‘That’s wrong’: repair and rapport in culturally diverse higher 

education classrooms. The Modern Language Journal, 98 (1), pp. 402-416. 

 

Dörnyei, Z. (2007) Research methods in applied linguistics. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press.  

 

Doughty, C. (1994) Fine-tuning of feedback by competent speakers to language 

learners. In J. E. Alatis, ed. Georgetown University round table on languages and 



 

65 

linguistics 1993: Strategic interaction and language acquisition: theory, practice, 

and research. Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press, pp. 96-108. 

 

Dudley-Evans, T. and St. John, M. J. (1998) Developments in English for specific 

purposes. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Duffy, M. E. (1987) Methodological triangulation: a vehicle for merging quantitative 

and qualitative research methods. Journal of Nursing Scholarship, 19 (3), pp. 130-

133.  

 

Edwards, A. D. and Westgate, D. P. G. (1994) Investigating classroom talk. 3rd 

ed. London: The Falmer Press. 

 

Ellis, K. (1993) Teacher questioning behavior and student learning: what research 

says to teachers. Paper presented at the 64th annual meeting of Western States 

Communication Association. Albuquerque, NM, February, 12-16, 1993. 

Albuquerque, New Mexico: The Western States Communication Association. 

Available: https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED359572.pdf  [Accessed: 29 November 

2018].  

 

Ellis, R. (2007) Education settings and second language learning. Asian EFL 

Journal, 9 (4), pp. 11-27.  

 

Ellis, R., Basturkmen, H. and Lowen, S. (2001) Learner uptake in communicative 

ESL lessons. Language Learning, 51 (2), pp. 281-318.  

 

Flick, U. (2008) Managing quality in qualitative research. London: SAGE 

Publications. 

 

Flowerdew, J. and Peacock, M. (2001) Issues in E. A. P.: a preliminary 

perspective. In J. Flowerdew and M. Peacock, eds. Research perspectives on 

English for Academic Purposes. Cambridge: CUP. 

 

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED359572.pdf


 

66 

Francis, G. and Hunston, S. (1992) Analysing everyday conversation. In M. 

Coulthard, ed. Advances in spoken discourse analysis. London: Routledge, pp. 

123-161.  

 

Garton, S. (2012) Speaking out of turn? taking the initiative in teacher-fronted 

classroom interaction. Classroom Discourse, 3 (1), pp. 29-45. 

 

Gass, S. M. and Mackey, A. (2000) Stimulated recall methodology in second 

language research. Abingdon, OX: Routledge. 

 

Gibbons, P. (2002) Scaffolding language, scaffolding learning. Portsmouth, NH: 

Heinemann. 

 

Gillies, R. M. (2016) Dialogic interactions in the cooperative classroom. 

International Journal of Educational Research, 76, pp. 178-189. Available: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2015.02.009 [Accessed: 24 May 2018].  

 

Given, L. M. (2008) The SAGE encyclopedia of qualitative research methods. 2nd 

ed. London: SAGE Publications. 

 

Golafshani, N. (2003) Understanding reliability and validity in qualitative research. 

The Qualitative Report, 8 (4), pp. 597-606. 

 

Guilford, J. P. (1956) The structure of intellect. Psychological Bulletin, 53 (4), pp. 

267-293. 

 

Hall, J. K. (1997) Differential teacher attention to student utterances: the 

construction of different opportunities for learning in the IRF. Linguistics and 

Education, 9, pp. 287-311. Available: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0898-

5898(97)90003-6 [Accessed: 15 May 2018].  

 

Hall, J. K. and Walsh, M. (2002). Teacher-student interaction and language 

learning. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 22, pp. 186-203.  

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2015.02.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0898-5898(97)90003-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0898-5898(97)90003-6


 

67 

Hardman, F. (2008) Teachers’ use of feedback in whole-class and group-based 

talk. In N. Mercer and S. Hodgkinson, eds. Exploring talk in schools: inspired by 

the work of Douglas Barnes. London: SAGE Publications, pp. 131-150. 

 

Hardman, F. and Abd-Kadir, J. (2010) Classroom discourse towards a dialogic 

pedagogy. In D. Wyse, R. Andrews and J. Hoffman, eds. The international 

handbook of English, language and literacy. London: Routledge, pp. 254-264. 

 

Hardman, F., Smith, F. and Wall, K (2003). Interactive whole-class teaching in the 

National Literacy Strategy. Cambridge Journal of Education, 33 (2), pp. 197-215.  

 

Hardman, F., Smith, F. and Wall, K (2005) Teacher-pupil dialogue with pupils with 

special needs in the National Literacy Strategy. Educational Review, 57 (3), pp. 

299-316.  

 

Hardman, J. (2016a) Opening-up classroom discourse to promote and enhance 

active, collaborative and cognitive engaging student learning experiences. In C. 

Goria, O. Speicher, and S. Stollhans, eds. Innovative language teaching and 

learning at university: enhancing participation and collaboration. Dublin: Research-

publishing.net, pp. 5-16.  

 

 

Hardman, J. (2018) Classroom interaction and professional development across 

the disciplines. Classroom Interaction at the Internationalised University. Surrey, 

University of Surrey, 10th December. Available: 

https://www.surrey.ac.uk/department-higher-education/events/classroom-

interaction-symposium [Accessed: 29 December 2018]. 

 

Heath, S. B. (1983) Ways with words: language, life, and work in communities and 

classrooms. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Hermann, R. S. (2013) High school biology teachers’ views on teaching evolution: 

implications for science teacher educators. Journal of Science Teacher Education, 

24 (4), pp. 597-616.  

 



 

68 

Heron, M. and Webster, J. (2018) Scaffolding talk in EAP lessons: an examination 

of experienced teachers’ practices. Innovation in Language Learning and 

Teaching. Available: https://doi.org/10.1080/17501229.2018.1466892 [Accessed: 

6 May 2018].  

 

Ho, D. G. E. (2005) Why do teachers ask the questions they ask? RELC Journal, 

36 (3), pp. 297-310.  

 

Hong Kong Legislative Council (2014) Recurrent funding for the University Grants 

Committee-funded institutions in the 2016/17 to 2018/19 triennium. Education 

Bureau. Available: https://www.edb.gov.hk/attachment/en/about-

edb/press/legco/others/LegCo%20Brief-

%201619%20funding%20for%20UGC%20(consolidated).pdf  [Accessed: 17 

November 2018].  

 

Hutchinson, T. and Waters, A. (1987) English for specific purposes. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press.  

 

Hyland, K. (2002) Specificity revisited: how far should we go now? English for 

Specific Purposes, 21, pp. 385-395.  

 

Hyland, K. (2006) English for academic purposes: an advanced resource book. 

London: Routledge.  

 

Hyland, K. (2015) Re-imagining literacy: English in Hong Kong’s new university 

curriculum. In D. Conium, ed. English Language Education and Assessment: 

Recent Developments in Hong Kong and the Chinese Mainland. London: Springer. 

pp 139-154. 

 

Hyland, K. (2016) General and specific EAP. In K. Hyland and P. Shaw, eds. The 

Routledge handbook of English for academic purposes. London: Routledge, pp. 

17-29. 

 

Hyland, K. and Hamp-Lyons, L. (2002) EAP: issues and directions. Journal of 

English for Academic Purposes, 1, pp. 1-12.  

https://doi.org/10.1080/17501229.2018.1466892


 

69 

 

Jacknick, C. M. (2011) ‘But this is writing’: post-expansion in student-initiated 

sequences. Novitas-ROYAL, 5 (1), pp. 39-54. 

 

Johns, A. M. (1997) Text, role and context: developing academic literacies. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Johnson, R. B., Onwuegbuzie, A. J. and Turner, L. A. (2007) Toward a definition of 

mixed methods research. Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 1 (2), pp. 112-133.  

 

Jones, S. (2009) Application of the Sinclair and Coulthard discourse model to a 

Korean university English course. Module 4 paper. Centre for English Language 

Studies, University of Birmingham. Available: 

https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/Documents/college-

artslaw/cels/essays/csdp/JonesSD.pdf  [Accessed: 28 November 2018].  

 

Kilburn, D. (2014) Methods for recording video in the classroom: producing single 

and multi-camera videos for research into teaching and learning. National Centre 

for Research Methods. Available: 

http://eprints.ncrm.ac.uk/3599/1/methods_for_recording_video.pdf [Accessed: 24 

May 2018].  

 

Kress, G., Ogborn, J., Jewitt, C. and Tsatsarelis, C. (1998) Rhetorics of the 

science classroom: a multimodal approach. London: Continuum. 

 

Lefstein, A. and Snell, J. (2013) Better than best practice: developing teaching and 

learning through dialogue. New York: Routledge.  

 

Li, D. (2012) Scaffolding adult learners of English in learning target form in a Hong 

Kong EFL university classroom. Innovation in Language Learning and Teaching, 6 

(2), pp. 127-144. 

 

Lincoln, Y. S. and Guba, E. G. (1985) Naturalistic inquiry. Beverly Hills, CA: SAGE 

Publications.  

 

http://eprints.ncrm.ac.uk/3599/1/methods_for_recording_video.pdf


 

70 

Long, M. and Sato C. (1983) Classroom foreigner talk discourse: forms and 

functions of teachers’ questions. In H. Selinger and M. Long, eds. Classroom 

oriented research in second language acquisition. Rowley MA: Newbury House, 

pp. 268-286. 

 

Lotman, Y. M. (1988) Text within a text. Soviet Psychology, 26 (3), pp. 32-51. 

 

Lyle, S. (2008) Dialogic teaching: discussing theoretical contexts and reviewing 

evidence from classroom practice. Language and Education, 22 (3), pp. 222-240.  

 

Lynch, T. (1991) Questioning roles in the classroom. ELT Journal, 45 (3), pp. 201-

210.  

 

Lyster, R. (1998) Negotiation of form, recasts, and explicit correction in relation to 

error types and learner repair in immersion classrooms. Language Learning, 48 

(2), pp. 183-218.  

 

Lyster & Ranta, (1997) Corrective feedback and learner uptake: negotiation of 

form in communicative classrooms. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 19 

(1), pp. 37-66. 

 

Macaro, E., Graham, S. and Woore, R. (2016) Improving foreign language 

teaching: towards a research-based curriculum and pedagogy. New York: 

Routledge.  

 

Mackey, A.  amd Gass, S. M. (2005) Second language research: methodology and 

design. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Association. 

 

Massey, S. L., Pence, K. L., Justice, L. M., and Bowles, R. P. (2008) Educators’ 

use of cognitively challenging questions in economically disadvantaged preschool 

classroom contexts. Early Education and Development, 19 (2), pp. 340-360. 

 

McCreedy, L. and Simich-Dudgeon, C. (1990) An educology of classroom 

discourse: how teachers produce coherence through managing topics, interactive 

tasks and students. International Journal of Educology, 4 (2), pp. 122-147. 



 

71 

 

Mercer, N. (1995) The guided construction of knowledge: talk amongst teachers 

and learners. Clevedon: Multilingual matters. 

 

Mercer, N. (2000) Words and minds: how we use language to think together. 

London: Routledge. 

 

Mercer, N. (2004) Sociocultural discourse analysis. Journal of Applied Linguistics, 

1 (2), pp. 137- 168.  

 

Michaels, S. and O’Connor, C. (2012) Talk science primer. Cambridge, 

Massachusetts: TERC.  

 

Millan, E. L. (2008) Epistemic and approximative meaning revisited: the use of 

hedges boosters and approximators when writing research in different disciplines. 

In S. Burgess, and P. Martin-Marin, eds. English as an additional language in 

research publication and communication. Bern: Peter Lang, pp. 65-82. 

 

Miri, M. and Qassemi, Z. (2015) Delving into EAP teachers’ classroom behavior: 

construction or obstruction of learning opportunities in EFL context. The Journal of 

Teaching English for Specific and Academic Purposes, 3 (1), pp. 149-164. 

 

Mori, J. (2002) Task design, plan, and development of talk‐in‐interaction: an 

analysis of a small group activity in a Japanese language classroom. Applied 

Linguistics, 23 (3), pp. 323-347.  

 

Nassaji, H. and Wells, G. (2000) What’s the use of triadic dialogue? an 

investigation of teacher-student interaction. Applied Linguistics, 21, pp. 333-363. 

 

Nunan, D. (1987) Communicative language teaching: making it work. ELT Journal, 

42 (1), pp. 136-145. 

 

Nystrand, M. (1997) Opening dialogue: understanding the dynamic of language 

and learning in the English classroom. New York: Teacher College Press. 

 



 

72 

Nystrand, M. (2006) Research on the role of classroom discourse as it affects 

reading comprehension. Research in the Teaching of English, 40 (4), pp. 392-412. 

 

Nystrand, M. and Gamoran, A. (1991) Instructional discourse, student 

engagement, and literature achievement. Research in Teaching of English, 25 (3), 

pp. 261-290. 

 

Nystrand, M., Wu, L. L., Gamoran, A., Zeiser, S. and Long, D. (2003) Questions in 

time: investigating the structure and dynamics of unfolding classroom discourse. 

Discourse Processes, 35 (2), pp. 135-198. 

 

O’Connor, C. and Michaels, S. (2007) When is dialogue dialogic?, Human 

Development, 50, pp. 275-285.  

 

Otrel-cass, K., Cowie, B. and Maguire, M. (2010) Talking video cameras into the 

classroom. Waikato Journal of Education, 15 (2), pp. 109-118. Available: 

http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.911.2634&rep=rep1&typ

e=pdf [Accessed: 23 May 2018].  

 

Panova, I. and Lyster, R. (2002) Patterns of corrective feedback and uptake in an 

adult ESL classroom. TESOL Quarterly, 36, (4), pp. 573-595.  

 

Pica, T., Young, R. and Doughty, C. (1987) The impact of interaction on 

comprehension. TESOL Quarterly, 21, (4), pp. 737-758.  

 

Post, D. (2010) The transition from teaching general english to english for 

academic purposes: an investigation into the challenges encountered by teachers. 

Masters Dissertation, University of Bath. 

 

Psathas, G. (1995) Conversation analysis: the study of talk-in-interaction. CA, 

United States of America: SAGE Publications.  

 

Rapley, T. (2008) Doing conversation, discourse and document analysis. London: 

SAGE Publications.  

 

http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.911.2634&rep=rep1&type=pdf
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.911.2634&rep=rep1&type=pdf


 

73 

Richards, J., and Lockhart, C. (1996) Reflective teaching in second language 

classrooms. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 

 

Roberts, M. A. (1995) Awareness and the efficacy of error correction. In R. 

Schmidt, ed. Attention and awareness in foreign language learning. Honolulu: 

University of Hawai’i Press, pp. 163-182.  

 

Seedhouse, P. (1996) Classroom discourse: possibilities and impossibilities. ELT 

Journal, 50 (1), pp. 16-24. 

 

Shea, D. (2017) Compelled to speak: addressing student reticence in a university 

EFL classroom. The Asian Journal of Applied Linguistics, 4 (2), pp. 173-184. 

 

Shomoosi, N. (2004) The effect of teachers‘ questioning behavior on EFL 

classroom interaction: a classroom research study. The Reading Matrix, 4 (2), pp. 

96-104. 

 

Sinclair, J. M. H. and Brazil, D. (1982) Teacher talk. Oxford: Oxford University 

Press.  

 

Sinclair, J. and Coulthard, M. (1975) Towards an analysis of discourse. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press. 

 

Smith, F., Hardman, F., Wall, K. and Mroz, M. (2004) Interactive whole-class 

teaching in the National Literacy and Numeracy Strategies. British Educational 

Research Journal, 30 (3), pp. 403-419.  

 

Spack, R. (1988) Initiating ESL students into the academic discourse community: 

How far should we go? TESOL Quarterly, 22 (1), pp. 29-51.  

 

Strevens, P. (1988) ESP after twenty years: a re-appraisal. In M. Tickoo, ed. ESP: 

State of Art. Singapore: SEAMEO Regional Language Centre, pp. 1-13. 

 



 

74 

Taber, K. (2013) Classroom-based research and evidence-based practice: an 

introduction. 2nd ed. London: SAGE Publications. 

 

Thoms, J. J. (2014) An ecological view of whole-class discussions in a second 

language literature classroom: teacher reformulations as affordances for learning. 

Modern Language Journal, 98 (3), pp. 724-741.  

 

Thornbury, S. (1996) Teacher researcher teacher talk. ELT Journal, 50 (4), pp. 

279-289.  

 

Tsang, W. K. (2004) Feedback and uptake in teacher-student interaction: an 

analysis of 18 English lessons in Hong Kong secondary classrooms. RELC 

Journal, 35 (2), pp. 187-209.  

 

Tsui, A. B. M. (1996) Reticence and anxiety in second language learning. In K. M. 

Bailey, D. Nunan and M. Swan, eds. Voices from the language classroom: 

qualitative research in second language education. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, pp. 145-167. 

 

Unger, R. K. (2004) Handbook of the psychology of women and gender. New 

Jersey, NY: John Wiley & Sons.  

 

van Lier, L. (1988) The classroom and the language learner. London: Longman. 

 

van Lier, L. (1997) Observation from an ecological perspective. TESOL Quarterly, 

31 (4), pp. 783-787.  

 

van Lier, L. (2001) Constraints and resources in classroom talk: issues of equality 

and symmetry. In C. Candlin, and N. Mercer, eds. English language teaching in its 

social context: a reader. London: Routledge, pp. 90-107. 

 

Vold, E. T. (2006) Epistemic modality markers in research articles: a cross-

linguistic and cross-disciplinary study. International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 

16 (1), pp. 61-87. 

 



 

75 

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978) Mind in society. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.  

 

Walsh, S. (2006) Investigating classroom discourse. Abingdon, OX: Routledge. 

 

Walsh, S. (2011) Exploring classroom discourse. London: Routledge. 

 

Walsh, S. (2012) Conceptualising classroom interactional competence. Novitas-

ROYAL: Research on Youth and Language, 6 (1), pp. 1-14. 

 

Walsh, S. and O’Keeffe, A. (2010) Investigating higher education seminar talk. 

Novitas-ROYAL: Research on Youth and Language, 4 (2), pp. 141-158. 

 

Wells, G. (1985) The meaning makers. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 

 

Wells, G. (1999) Dialogic inquiry: towards a sociocultural practice and theory of 

education. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

 

Wells, G. and Ball, T. (2008) Exploratory talk and dialogic inquiry. In N. Mercer and 

S. Hodgkinson, eds. Exploring talk in school: inspired by the work of Douglas 

Barnes. London: SAGE Publications, pp. 167-184. 

 

Wells, G. and Mejia-Arauz, R. (2006) Dialogue in the classroom. The Journal of 

the Learning Science, 15 (3), pp. 379-428. 

 

Wilen, W. W. (1991) Questioning skills, for teachers. What research says to the 

teacher. 3rd ed. Washington DC: National Education Association. 

 

Willis, D. (1992) Caught in the act: using the rank scale to address problems of 

delicacy. In M. Coulthard, ed. Advances in spoken language discourse analysis. 

London: Routledge. pp. 111-122. 

 

Wood, D. (1992) Teaching talk. In K. Norman, ed. Thinking voices: the work of the 

national oracy project. London: Hodden and Stoughton for the National Curriculum 

Council, pp. 203-214.  

 



 

76 

Woodward-Kron, R. and Remedios, L. (2007) Classroom discourse in problem-

based learning classrooms in the health sciences. Australian Review of Applied 

Linguistics, 30 (1), pp. 9.1-9.18.  

 

Wu, K. Y. (1993) Classroom interactions and teacher questions revisited. RELC 

Journal, 24 (2), pp. 49-68.  

 

Xu, L. (2012) Teacher questioning as a way to open up dialogue in the EFL 

intensive reading classrooms in China. Journal of Cambridge Studies, 7 (4), pp. 

101-115.  

 

Yang, C. C. R. (2010) Teacher questions in second language classrooms: an 

investigation of three case studies. Asian EFL Journal Quarterly, 12 (1), pp. 181-

201. 

 

  



 

77 

List of Appendices  

 

Appendix 1: Feedback techniques and descriptions  

 

Techniques Descriptions 

Initiation Moves (I)  

Open questions (OQ) An open question for eliciting students’ views without 
prescribed answers or a verbal answer with more than 
one possibility 

Closed questions (CQ) A closed question for whereby only a single answer 
known to teacher is acceptable  

Checks (Ch) Questions used to check if students can understand or 
hear what is said in class 

Response Moves (R)  

Brief Answers (BA) Students’ answers of a length equal to or less than 10 
words 

Elaborated Answers (EA) Students’ answers of a length equal to or more than 11 
words 

Follow-up moves (F)  

Teacher  
acknowledgement/rejectio
n 
(TA) 

Teacher accepts (or rejects) a student’s contribution 
(e.g. nod, repeat answer, ‘yes’, ‘ok’, ‘thank you’, ‘not 
quite the answer’, ‘incorrect’) 

Teacher praise 
(TP) 

Teacher praises a student’s contribution ‘well done’, 
‘good’, brilliant’ 

Teacher comment 
(TC) 

Teacher remarks, summarises, reformulates, builds on 
and/or transforms a student’s contribution 

Teacher Re-direct 
Questions (TRQ) 

Teacher redirects the same (preceding) question to a 
different student 

Teacher Add-On 
Questions (TAO) - Uptake 

Teacher asks students to add on to another student’s 
contribution e.g. ‘Can anyone add on to …?’, ‘Can 
anyone follow on from…?’, ‘Any comments on that?’) 

Teacher Challenge 
Questions (TCQ) 
- Uptake 

Teacher provides a challenge or a counter-example (e.g. 
‘Does it always work that way?’, ‘What if…?’, ‘Is that 
always true?’) or asks why  

Teacher Expand 
Questions (TEQ) - Probe 

Teacher stays with the student and asks to say more 
(e.g. ‘What do you mean by that?’, ‘Can you put that in 
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another way?’, ‘Can you give an example?’) and or 
simply asks “why” for further elaboration 

Teacher Revoice 
Questions (TRQ) - Probe 

Teacher verifies his/her understanding of a student’s 
contribution e.g. ‘So, are you saying…?’, ‘Then I guess 
you think…’) 

Teacher Modify Questions 
(TM) - Probe 

Teacher simply rephrasing the question to invite 
students to to think further about a given matter being 
discussed  

 

Reference: Hardman, J. 2016a, Hardman, J. 2016b 
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Appendix 2: Whole class turns and corresponding thematic focus 

 

 T1 T2 T3 

Target Discipline Computer Science Architecture  Modern Languages and 

Cultures 

 Turns Topics Turns Topics Turns Topics 

Themes of turns 

with a discipline-

specific content 

focus  

8-38 

 

 

 

 

 

194-214 

 

 

 

 

 

 

215-219 

 

Research 

project 

preliminary 

results 

 

 

Quality of 

scenario 

description in 

discussion 

section 

 

Problems 

encountered 

while 

conducting 

research 

5-9 *, 13-

17* 

 

 

 

 

17*-23 

 

 

 

 

28-38 

 

 

 

 

 

60-75 

 

 

 

 

 

147-151 

 

 

 

 

 

Features of  

building for 

descriptive 

analysis 

 

 

Criteria for 

judging 

buildings  

 

 

Focus of 

written 

building 

review 

 

 

Thematic or 

conceptual 

focus of 

building 

review text 

 

View / stance 

of architectural 

critique 

 

 

Key principles 

S1/1-11 

 

 

 

 

 

S1/13-39* 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

S2/13-38 

 

 

 

 

S2/41-60 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Corruptions in 

colonial admin, 

checks and 

balances 

 

 

Corruption 

among officials 

in the early 

colonial days 

and the 

establishment of 

ICAC 

 

 

Origins of the HK 

Textiles industry 

(lead-in 

discussion) 

 

Academic 

arguments 

relating to the 

contributions of 

various ethnic 

groups to the 

growth of the HK 

textiles industry 
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152-155 of building 

design 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Themes of turns 

with a discipline-

specific language 

focus  

63-78 

(M),  

87-92 

(M) 

 

 

 

152-164 

 

 

Tenses for 

reporting of 

results 

 

 

 

 

Use of 

evaluative 

adjective in 

computer 

science 

discussion 

41-47 

 

 

 

 

 

49-57  

 

 

 

 

129-135* 

 

 

 

135*-147 

 

 

 

155-159 

 

Organisational 

pattern of 

building 

review articles 

 

 

Descriptive  

language use 

in building 

reviews 

 

Architectural 

descriptive 

language 

 

Metaphoric 

language use 

in arch context 

 

Architectural 

use of 

metaphor 

S1/39*-41  

 

 

 

 

S2/1-13 

 

 

 

 

 

S2/39-43 

 

 

 

 

S2/60-62 

 

Language for 

expressing 

deterministic 

causality  

 

Functions of 

rebuttal in the 

bibliographic 

essay genre 

 

 

Differences 

between 

summarising and 

paraphrasing 

 

Rebuttal 

language use 

Themes of turns 

with a non-

discipline-specific 

language focus  

92-124 

 

Hedging in 

general 

* 9-13 

 

 

76-124 

 

 

125-128 

 

 

Symbolic 

language use 

 

Metaphoric 

language use 

 

Simile 

language 
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Appendix 3: Instances of re-initiations (RI) in Teacher 2’s lesson 

 

 

Turn Speaker Content 

91 T Okay, can you give me some examples, for example body parts, okay, can 

you look at my body here?...(laughter) I don’t mind, do you looking at 

me?...Can you name some part in my body that maybe described in 

architecture? (RI) (slight laughter) Yes? You must have a very good 

answer there...Just look at me...body parts, for example? (RI) 

92 S Arms 

93 T Arms, my arms, okay. One arm of the building, the other arm for example? 

Meaning one...section and the other one. What else? (RI) 

94  S Skin 

95 T Skin, the facade, the skin. 

96 S Bones 

97 T The bones! Yes, the framework, the spine, to talk about the, err...the 

structure, okay.  

 

What else? (RI) Can the building has a heart? (RI) Yeah, the heart of the 

building, or the heart of the city. What else? (RI) 

98 S Eyes 
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Appendix 4: Stimulated Recall Interview Script - Teacher 3 

 

1. How far / to what extent do you see your Arts EAP classroom (countries/cultures) as an 

occasion where there’s an exchange of expertise going on, i.e., you are the language 

specialist and the students make learning effective by contributing some content 

knowledge from the humanities? 

 

 

 

2. The course notes (session materials) present some elements that are specific to your 

students’ assessment and learning needs on this course as well as. How much do you 

think as a teacher, you need to encourage your students to think beyond the materials 

and relate the course to their learning on the BA language and cultural studies 

programme? 

 

 

 

 

 

3. As between knowing how to approach the given task in the booklet and thinking about 

their discipline while sometimes not sticking to what’s relevant to the lesson, what would 

be your priority? What underlies your thinking process or anything that promoted you to 

engage in this dialogue with your students?  

 

 

 

Extract 1 

File source: 22:36 - 27:24 

 

T [22:36] Okay, so the first question is: according to the author, looking at the Peter 

Fitzroy Godber case, what’s the colonial hk government to do? What did the 

government do because of this case? 

St 6 [22:52] What’s question about is indicate here that government have been 

[pause]...to confront question about the integrity that previously had been ignored.  

T [23:09] That’s right. Because of this case, this case raised the question about 

integrity, and corruption, in the colonial administration. It raised a very...um...important 

case. Ah, why did the police officers make plans to migrate to Canada? Why did they 

want to go to Canada?  

St 8 [23:31] Because they are afraid that the Chinese government would take revenge, 

because they were corrupted.  

T [23:40] Yeah that’s right. So they...ummm...they were afraid for their own 

safety...right...um...yeah because umm they feared that the colonial government might 

collapse...abandon HK...so...their safety was shaking. Okay. good. Why did these police 

officers tell the Canadian government how much money they had? Why did they have to 

present? 

St 18 [24:07] Because they need to apply for immigration, and they need to show their 

asset [T: yeah what do you mean they needed to show their asset?] they need to have 

enough asset. 
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T [24:17] Yeah...very good...yeah...so they need to have, they need to prove that they 

had enough money to support themselves before they immigrated to Canada, so that’s 

why they need to present...um...how much money they had... Umm... how did the HK 

special branch find out about this? They told the Canadian government. How did the HK 

government found out about this asset? 

St 9 [24:43] It’s because the Canadian government had...had forwarded the 

administration form back to the HK special branch... and ahh...the HK special branch 

could investigate um the police officer’s...asset.  

T [24:56] Okay...Yeah...so why did the Canadian government send all these application 

information to HK? [silent 4-5 seconds] was there any previous...agreement about this… 

St 9 [25:11] Umm...it’s because of the security liaison between the Commonwealth Law 

Enforcement Agencies.  

T [25:17] Yeah...very good. Very good. So there was a previous...umm...it was 

previously agreed through...what was it called? Um...in accordance with Commonwealth 

Law Enforcement Protocols, very good. So...um...when they applied for immigration in 

Canada, all information was sent back to HK, so the HK government found out about 

this. And rather permission of Charles Sutcliffe...able to prioritise the anti-corruption 

campaign of the HK police force…[silence] how was he able to...enforce this? 

St 6 [26:04] “quote the signed state... statements of officers who claimed to 

have”...assigned, excluded earning of his XXX career. 

T [26:18] Um, okay, but um, why...why...why was he able to say that this is the top 

priority? 

St 2 [26:25] ‘Coz HK Police Force organisation is on a paramilitary lines with strong 

central command structure.  

T [26:38] Ok (silence 2 second)...so  yes... there are different things they need to 

take...take care of in their agenda...but why were they able to prioritise...this 

case...about anti-corruption campaign? [silence 6 seconds] is the corruption, was the 

corruption, evident? And how was it evident?  

St 17 [27:15] cos...um..the HK government had to the application form...you know...of 

the... that was sort of evidence... 

T [27:24] Very good...the HK government had the evidence of the application form of 

the immigration...that was...that was the proof, that there is corruption going on. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Extract 2 

File source: Front 6 NOV 9:55 - 12:11 

 

[9:55] Right, I have told you so many times, this is not an argumentative essay, you are 

not arguing for your stance, okay? In an argumentative essay, you will need to follow 

the advocacy conventions, so do you still need a rebuttal? [silence] [S: yes, because it’s 

covered in this topic? haha] Yes yes, then how? And why do I need a rebuttal in an 
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argumentative essay? And how would you, how would you use a rebuttal in an 

argumentative essay?  

St 1 [10:30] Maybe in the response section...or to demonstrate understanding, and 

integration of the source...I use... 

T [10:44] demonstrate to your understanding of the source of the idea as a rebuttal?  

St 1 [10:47] maybe I disagree with the author, or find some logic is not clear? 

T [10:57] So do you need to present the source of idea that you disagree with? [S: yea] 

Why is that? [S: ahhh...(long pause)] Can anyone help her?  

St 4 [11:24] It is a way to show that you are working with the text…[T: yes, right] and 

you are interacting with the information. 

T [11:30] Yes, correct. Very good. So yes... it is a way to show that you are engaged 

with the text, you are critically engaging with the text. Right. And also the way to show 

your broad knowledge of the topic, and you are the expert on the topic. Not me, you are. 

So you need to show that you understand your topic, you know our topic, and rebuttal is 

a way to doing that. But but it’s slightly different though...than the argumentative style of 

rebuttal...k...So let’s get on to that one today. So today’s focus is to um the outcome of 

the lesson 

 

Extract 3 

File source: Front 6 NOV 15:22 - 20:42 

 

T [15:22] So today’s text is about...um...textile industry in HK. Do you know these 

people? Henry Tang? James Tien? Tung Chee Hua? Huh? Yes? Are they famous 

people? [S: yea] who are they? [S: politician] They are politicians, okay. Do they have 

anything in common?  

St 13 [16:02] They are pro-establishment.  

T [16:06] Okay, they are pro-establishment politicians? Okay, anything else?  

St 3  [16:18] Not sure James Tien is pro-establishment.  

T [16:21] Okay, James Tien may not be. [S: His brother is, hahaha] Ah ha. You wanna 

say something?  

St 5 [16:33] They all came from, I don’t know, they are...but they really...really came 

from HK, although they are Hong Kong but they’re...but they’re really from Shanghai 

T [16:45]: Very good, very good...you hit the jackpot! [CHUCKLES]... Yeah... What they 

are in common is that they are originally from Shanghai industrial families. That’s what 

they have in common, okay? What about question 2? During the colonial era, what kind 

of business kept dominating the local economy? What do the British people or the local 

Cantonese people, or Shanghai people dominating? [silence for 3 seconds] Business in 

HK? [silence for 2-3 seconds] maybe we can specify the industry, what kind of industry, 

which industry was marching in HK during the colonial era? [silence for 7 seconds] if 

you look at the following questions, you may get an idea. [St 1: textile?] Yea, so the 

textile industry was marching in HK during the colonial era. Okay. So which ethnic group 

does people, were involved in this business? British people? Local Cantonese people? 

Chiu Chow people? Or the Shanghai people?  

St 12 [18:10] Shanghai people. [T: Shanghai people? Yea.] They brought in capitals, 

and ship building...skills labour from Shanghai 

T [18:28] Yeah...Okay...do we agree? We’ll find out later. Okay, question number 3. Is 

textile manufacturing important in HK...now? It’s virtually non-existent right? What about 

in the past in the colonial era?  
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[silence for 5 seconds] 

St 2 [18:51] yeah...it was important.  

T [18:55] Yeah it was very important...Okay. What about this question? Before the 

handover of HK in 1997, the Chinese government said the HK people would need the 

HKSAR. So what does this statement reflected? It’s true in the election of the first 

executive. Who was the first executive? [St Tung Chee Hua] From Shanghai. Okay, so 

what what would you say about this? [St hum...] um, frown face [Slight laughters] okay, 

um...a different question here. Difference between paraphrasing and summarising. As 

you did it, when we covered the summary, we covered about this. Similarities? Any 

similarities? 

St 4[19:54] They both condense the content. [T: condense always? Paraphrase?] Yes, 

depending on how you construct the paragraph. 

T [20:12] Yea, that’s right, that’s right. [SILENCE] That might actually be the difference. 

For summary, the content needs to be condensed, and packed, right. So you have to 

boil down to the important points. While paraphrasing depends...like what you said, 

depends on how you structure the sentence which could actually be longer than the 

original text. You are just choosing your own words, or you know sentence structure... 

 

 

 

 

4.What underlies your decision to engage in a dialogue with students - or being more 

“conversational”, “open-ended” or “controlled”, as you might have noticed from the three 

clips above, which present the more open-ended examples, it seems, from the lesson I 

observed?  
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Appendix 7: Teacher 1 Lesson Transcript 

 

Teacher 1  

 

T [4:45] Okay so today we are going to…[[oh you are guys are really crawling in at the last 

moment here]] That’s ok. That’s ok.  

 

ADMIN 

 

T [5:32 - 5:33] So doing okay? Getting busy?  

St [5:35] Yeah 

T [5:34-5:36] That’s good. Not really 

T [5:38-6:00]    So as you can see today we’re gonna be looking at...at the results and 

discussion chapter. Okay? I’ll go through the results and discussion chapter the different 

components - language features. You know...how we use when we do. And ummm...I’ll 

also take some time to go through the progress report so we can a Q and A session so 

guys know what to expect through the progress report.  

SILENCE [6:00-6:05]  

T [6:05-6:17]  Thanks guys. If you like I can...I can collect that [referring to a 

document]...thank you (rising tone)...thank you (rising tone). So [name] really appreciates 

your help. Awesome thanks.  

SILENCE AND CHATTER [6:17-6: ] 

T [6:29-7:45] Okay! Today we’re gonna be looking at the results and discussion  chapter. 

Okay that’ll include the components...you know, the components you should cover in this 

chapter. Language features like tense use, okay. Ahmm...we’ll also be looking at 

articulating the difficulties encountered, which is also an important part of the chapter. 

Okay? This is applicable … definitely I think later on when you really do get some results 

in so maybe...in the coming few months or next semester I think you’ll really be hopefully 

reviewing this lecture for your...you know for that chapter...you know when you’re 

finalising things and analysing your results and all that, okay? Ahh but yeah this class is in 

the first semester so we’re covering it now...Ahh after the lecture we’ll do a kind of 

progress report 1 Q and A. The due date is Oct 24th that’s after the reading week...yeah 

we have this week, reading week and a few days after that cos it...cos Oct 24th is a 

Wednesday...yeah so you have some time to really be able to...hopefully you started 

something like a introduction chapter or hopefully you have some content...that you...you 

kind of have a better sense of for doing your project plan, yeah (low voice). Okay? (rising 

tone) Anyways we will cover this later…(pause and clears throat) 

T [7:48-7:51] Results and discussion. Do any of you have any results?  

Wait time 

T [7:54-8:11] Yeah any any results... have you analysed anything? It’s kind of early right 

it’s kind of early for me to ask you that okay, how about this? Ummm...have you played 

around with anything? Have you tried this, tried that? Did you quickly test this, test that? 

Anything? (volume drops)...{Student name - J}? Yeah? 

St J [8:12-  ]: Yeah I used the natural language processing package (rising tone) and...I’ve 

already tried to ahh...scratch the website and put all the raw text into the package and 

see… 

T [8:23] - [alright...okay] echoing interruption 

St J [8:23-8:24] the sample result 

T [8:24-8:25] Is it...is it the package you’re gonna be using? (rising tone) 
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St J [8:25-8:26] Yeah… 

T [8:26-8:31] Of course...yeah...okay so you’ve already played around with 

something...you’ve already...even if you’ve...have you analysed it or not really? You just 

did a… 

St J [8:31- 8:37] Ahh...ahh it’s not like analysing because I just used the existing method. 

Existing...so…function 

T [8:38 - 8:55] Right that’s that’s still good that you kind of tried it and you tinkered with it. 

Anyone else? Played around with something? Tried a little line of code here and 

there?...Read some journal articles or some previous research?  

SILENCE [8:55 - 8:58] 

T [8:58-8:59] Woody…{Student name - P}? 

P [9:00- 9:01] I haven’t done anything yet 

T [9:00-9:02] Not yet? Hehe 

St C [9:04-9:22]: I tried to ahhh what...what does the browser has done when I ahhh...go 

into get some data from the certain website and I try to explore whether it’s ahh...whether 

the results are usable in my project 

T [9:23- 9:26] Ahh ok...so which browser is that? Chrome? Or…? 

St [9:26- 9:27] Ummm safari. 

T [9:27] Safari? 

St [9:27] Yeah 

T [9:29 - 9:31] Okay so playing around there? Anything else? 

SILENCE [9:31-9:34] 

T [9:34 - 9:43] How about this? Any errors or glitches or…? You tried some 

coding...something broke and it didn’t work? Any any of these kind of problems come up?  

SILENCE [9:34-9:46] 

T [9:46-9:49]: {Student K} (Student shoke head) Not really? No? (rising tone, sounding 

surprised) {Student F}? 

St F [9:50-10:]: Ahhh ahhh...I am dealing...I was did...I am doing ahhh...a super resolution 

in ah…I’ve tri..ded..(T 9:55 Right) to use some of the code using XX...like you can not 

always run it successfully so (T 10:10 uh ok) you have to try...er...to read 

the...umm...instruction very carefully to see any dep...dependency is in charge...so it’s 

take some time to… 

T [10:21-10:27] [INTERRUPT] I see...so you’re not...you’re not going to use an existing 

package right...are you gonna make your own or are you improving? 

St F [10:28- 10:42] Yeah yeah so the first step will be to use other...use other persons to 

results to...replicate their models and replicate their result and the next step will be 

errr...us creating our own models 

T [10:42-10:44] umm hmm...umm hmm...based or inspired by…? 

St P [10:44] Yeah 

T [10:44-10:52] So another question then ummm...where did you get these 

ahh...packages from? Are they...just...do they just exist online or are they from previous 

students or…? 

St P [10:53-11:03] Ahhh they exist online so they published the papers and at the same 

time they published their code in...in like ahhh...a gib(?) hub or… 

T [11:03 - 11:04] Ok so you have easy access… 

S [11:05] Yeah 

T [11:05 - 11:22] Okay. Anyone else? Yeah so some difficulty with the package ummm 

that you got...any any other difficulties or glitches or errors? {Student S} How about you? 

(Student shakes head) Nothing really no? {Student P} 
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St P [11:23 - 11:25] Not yet still trying to write the codes of provide by the author of the 

conference paper.  

T [11:26 - ] Yeah 

St P [11:27- 11:43] So these codes are easily accessible from the gib hub...from...ahhh 

from...a few days ago we are beginning to write...ahh ours...not really uhh...not really real 

errors we can report because we are still beginning to write it 

T [11:43 - 11:52] Okay so not really any errors...but...already what you’re telling me is 

umm some progress...yeah some sort of tinkering here and there...yeah...okay  

SILENCE [11:52 - 11:55] 

T [11:55 - 14:10] So for the results and the discussion...chapter okay your audience will 

not interpret results themselves...okay...don’t rely on the audience to think for themselves 

basically...it’s up to you to show the readers your results. For example, you have 

date...you have a product like a finished product or you’ve improved something you’ve 

made something more efficient...okay...and you need to discuss these results...okay...and 

that means interpreting okay...interpreting the data what does this mean. Is this an 

improving trend? Okay evaluation...how well has the product performed?...Right? Does it 

mean...like...the standards that you wanted? Okay...any other important details that the 

readers show know about...alright...ahmm...so here’s how you discuss the results. 

Remember our three steps? Okay? So step one introduce the results...okay step two 

describe the results...step three offer comments and details. For example, interpretation or 

evaluation of these results. Okay? These steps can be...maybe repeated throughout your 

chapter right because you might be talking about different components or different areas 

or ahh...different tests you’ve done. Okay? The results can be introduced ahhmm...either 

throoough...like...text...okay...you just write it or maybe you show a figure like err this is 

the finished...this is the screetch out of the finished app or something. Maybe an 

illustration or a graph…like a stock...like your stock predictions or something...or even a 

table...right? Okay? Here when I say...when I wrote results here by results I mean...data 

or component or a module or a feature...or...product...or whatever it is you’re actually 

working on that you wanna present...yeah...so in your writing…[pointing to something on 

screen]...looks familiar...you’ve seen this. Introduce, describe, offer comments and details 

on the results. Okay? (rising tone) So let’s see this...ahhh...in an example...okay? So 

again we’re looking at blueprint...okay...so we’re gonna look at the blueprint...ahh...kind of 

results...okay...commenting on the results on...on page 81. I think you have the page 

number right?  

SILENCE [14:10 - 14:22] 

T [14:23 - 14:29] You guys are very keen on your little phones. Yeah. Is it a bit too small? 

(Student shakes head) No?... 

T [14:31 - 14:59] So on page 81 okay take a read through the blueprint text. This looks 

familiar, doesn’t it? We’ve seen that...we’ve seen that graph...thing before...right...that 

figure before. So now they’re gonna explain it for us...we can finally understand it cos we 

saw it last week as a preview. See if you can identify these three steps in their writing. 

Again, it might be repeated...you might see it in several places. Steps 1 and 2 might not 

necessarily...follow this order it might be step 2 and then step 1...that’s totally fine as well. 

SILENCE [14:59 - 15:29] 

T [15:30 - 15:33] [Walking out monitoring] Smart...good idea...hey! Charlie… 

SILENCE AND TASK TIME [15:33 - 17:22] 

T [17:22 - 17:30] So this might look familiar from our last week...it’s our preview of it and 

now they’re gonna explain it to us...see what it means 

SILENCE AND TASK TIME [17:30 - 18:48] 
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T [18:48 - 19:00] Okay so continue reading...and wait for your partner to continue reading. 

If you’ve finished reading...wait for your partner to finish up as well. Both of you have 

finished? Maybe you can discuss how you’ve found these three components in the...in the 

text 

SILENCE AND TASK TIME AND ST COMMUNICATION  

T [19:45 - 19:51] You’ve finished? (inaudible - check other recordings) You think the text 

help you understand the visual a little better? 

St J [19:51]: Yeah  

T [19:52 - 19:54]: of course it’s still a little confusing 

St J [19:56 - 20:02]: but I’m confused with like they introduce result or describe the result 

like for the first sentence I understand is that kind of introduction or description…? 

T [20:03 -  20:07]: Here’s quick hint. Usually, if you see something like see figure 3. 

St J [20:08 - 20:08]: Oh this…easy step one 

T [20:09 - 20:32] So that’s introducing result cos I mean well, figure 3 is not just any 

random figure it’s actually leading to the result...yeah...so there’s an easy way to do step 

one…(5 sec pause)...again, you might see the order...makes the two sentences step 

one… 

[LOTS OF ST-ST DISCUSS’N IN B/G] 

T [20:44 - 20:50] You think the text helps you understand the visuals a little more? Or is 

this still confusing? 

St C [20:53 - 20:55]:  Confuses me cos the numbers... 

T [20:55] The numbers?  

St C [20:55 - 20:57] like P equals...blah blah 

T [20:57 - 21:32]: Right...let’s ahh...that’s for like...like... statistical analysis. This is a 

reserve test case scenario so they have a number of users that’s why they have the 

statistics...we’re not familiar with the number P...and all that...maybe they...could have 

explained it just a little bit more but other researchers that are familiar with this text they’ll 

see and go oh P equals 0.14 that’s interesting. 

SILENCE AND TASK TIME CONTINUES 

T [21:36 - 21:39] How about the ahh...Any...any luck with the three components?  

SILENCE 

T [21:47 - 22:13] Okay...so again a quick tip...you see that section that says see figure 3? 

Yeah that’s an easy “Introduce result”...see figure 3 because figure 3 is kind of like a 

summary it’s a visual of the result...yeah, so...then...again, describe the results...step two 

that might come before...or it might come after step one...it doesn’t have to follow the 

exact order. 

TASK TIME CONTINUES 

T [22:33 - 23:18] Okay? Ahhhmm...shall we see...the...answers?...Okay so first, these are 

the locations where you might have them...okay, just to note that...ahmm...this can be 

like...a reference kind of method so this could be something that would have been in the 

methodology. Okay? Ahmm...if you remember, I think one of our comments from last 

week was ahhmm...ahhh the...the...the...details about how to judge the code 

quality...they’ve included it here. Yeah...so this could have been the methodology...now 

we know about it here. Okay? Ummm...you can see the steps. Okay? So step one and 

two. Okay? One see figure three, two two three...okay?  

SILENCE [23:19 - 23:22] 

T [23:22 - 24:58] Okay? You’ll notice...ahmmm...wait, well first of all is this errr...different 

from what you had in mind? Or...does it kind of make sense? Okay? So...step one...if we 

go back to step one introduce the result. Again...it’s as easy as including it as a text or a 

figure or an illustration graph table. So that’s an easy way to do step one. Just have it. 
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Right? Umm...But we’re not finished yet...we also need to describe and offer comments. 

Okay? So step two. Describing so they’re kind of describing the details that we see in the 

figure...umm...some statistical analyses that...I’m not that familiar with...ummm...maybe a 

little bit...but I think you guys are probably not that familiar with it maybe? (some student 

nod) Yeah…this is more like masters level statistical analysis...ummm...step three (rising 

tone) remember what I said about the key words there. Yeah? Ahh...interpretation, 

evaluation, other important details. We can see in step three and I’ve...I’ve underlined it in 

green they’re trying to explain why this is the case why that is the case...we can see 

here...this suggests that lowering the time required da da da...or okay? So they’re 

explaining why this happened...we hypothesise this is because...the example-centric view 

blah blah blah...okay? We’re searching for the URL loader etc...okay? Umm...so they’re 

offering these comments...this evaluation and these are the details here. Okay?  

SILENCE / PAUSE [24:58 - 25:01] 

T [25:02 -  25:36] one thing I’d like to point out...which, will be our next topic...okay so here 

they say this suggests that...okay this suggests that lowering the time required to search 

for so like copying examples will speed development...this suggests...they don’t say this 

IS...alright...is there a difference? This suggests or This is because…? Can you...can you 

see a difference? This suggests that. This is because of...is there a difference there? 

{Student W} 

Student W [25:37 - 25:38] Yeah this suggests that...not really sure? 

T [25:38 - 28:32]: Not really sure? So some probability. Right? Some possibility there, 

yeah. Good. Okay? Ahhh...same with...same with here...we hypothesise this is 

because...what if they just said this? Cover this and this says “this is because”. Would that 

change the meaning? (St nods) Yeah...why is that? Again, it’s like a possible explanation 

right? Yeah. Okay? Umm...so I’ll talk about that in a second. This is called hedging. Might 

sound familiar. Yeah. I’ll cover that in a second. Okay...so these are the components that 

you should try and include in your results and discussion...ok? One thing I want to point 

out ok...steps one and two here...ahhh is...covered by these three steps. Right? Introduce, 

describe, offer comments. That’s already refer and evaluate. Right? So that’s the first two 

steps. We also have these other possible steps to kind of consider okay? Umm...so 

reference to data findings and evaluation, data findings...observations and actions already 

performed...something similar to methodology...but the way you’re describing the results 

is important to repeat or show some details...Ahhh current situation...general 

phenomena...standard procedures...right, when you start comparing your...you know your 

project to the real world...to other researchers...to other standards. Okay? You can even 

describe features of your product. Okay? Ummm...acknowledgement of difficulties 

encountered. Suggestions or hypothetical situations. Okay? Umm...I’ve put this in...kind 

of...this red here to get your attention…yeah...don’t forget this part. Students...what do 

students say...previous students have said something like this - oh but Brutus I shouldn’t 

talk about my difficulties encountered...I don’t want to show my supervisors that I made 

mistakes. Alright…(chuckles)...I’ll address that in a second. Okay? Any questions about 

these components? So far...okay...considering these components, what tenses should we 

use to cover these components...so...you might need to recall what we looked at in the 

previous chapter...uhh...I’ve done these for you because they look familiar don’t they? We 

saw these in...ehh...introduction and methodology. Right? Things, actions already 

performed...simple past. Current situation, general phenomena, standard procedures - 

what saw in the methodology - simple present. I’ve also included describing features 

here...you can describe features...you know...of your results...of your finished product...of 

your functions...you can do it in simple present. Okay? How about the others? Yeah, help 

me out here...reference to data and findings… 
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St D [28:33] : Simple Past? (rising tone) 

T [28:34 - 28:38] Simple Past? Okay. Simple past? Or...anyone said something different?  

SILENCE [28:38-28:42] 

T [28:42 - 29:24]: Could be simple present? Yeah? I think it could be a bit of both. It 

depends on the...it depends on the writing style of the author. You can see simple 

past...you could see simple present...usually...you’ll see simple present...like this...okay 

something like...something...like...this...ummm...right? See figure 3. Remember that’s an 

easy way to do step one? Refer to the...refer to the result. This could be in present tense. 

Yeah, so there’s an example of present tense there. But...there are situations where...it 

could be past tense...evaluation of data and findings...evaluation… 

St T [29:24]: Simple Present? 

T [29:25]: Woo...I heard a lot. Yeah...what do you think? 

St Y [29:28]: Simple Present.  

T [29:28 - 30:24]: Simple Present...okay...anyone think...something else? Could be simple 

present...could be simple past...okay? Umm...I think...again I think it really depends on the 

writer and the situation. Let’s come back to here…okay? Evaluation. Okay...this suggests 

that...lowering the time required to search for...will speed up development...okay? So this 

suggests...so evaluation here they’ve done it in present tense...something like that...okay? 

We hypothesise this because...the...makes it more likely that users will choose...so 

yeah...THIS is because...rather than this WAS because...they said this IS because...so 

they’ve used present tense...alright...some authors might have a situation where they do it 

in past tense...so actually...again, it could be both...simple past...simple present...okay? 

Phenomena...features..acknowledgement of difficulties encountered… 

St U [30:24]: Past 

T [30:25 - 30:]: Past tense? Past tense? Okay…makes sense...you experience the 

difficulty so now you report about it...okay? There could be some special cases where you 

use present tense...maybe if it’s an ongoing difficulty that you haven’t solved yet. You 

can...write about it...in present tense...as well...suggestions or hypothetical situations… 

St (a few responding) [30:47-30:48] 

T [30:49]: What? (Chuckles)  

St [30:51]: Present? 

T [30:52 - 32:00]: Simple present? (Rising tone) Okay? Simple present...maybe simple 

future...okay there’s a condition for this...okay? Simple present...maybe I should put OR 

PAST here...simple present or past...you’ve seen these two...simple present if it’s an 

ongoing issue you’re still dealing with...simple past...if you know...you’re talking about the 

difficulty...at that time...Okay? Simple future...it could also be simple 

present….actually...for example if you use if...then...modal verbs such as would could 

should can etc...right?...so...even if we look at the blue print one...we’ll see some present 

tense...users will choose...likely that...users will choose...we see a future tense...talking 

about the hypothetical situation there...ahmm...you might not remember but I 

mentioned...don’t use “could” in your writing...alright...use “can”...right? This feature 

can...execute this...etc...don’t use “could”...ahh...you remember why?  

St P [32:01]: It’s make it possible… 

T [32:03 - 32:22]: It’s just a possibility...yeah...so if you use “could”...right...my product 

COULD do this...it sounds like...yeah it COULD...if it works (chuckles)...right? Can...is 

ability...Could...is probability...yeah so don’t use could instead of can...use CAN....okay? 

SILENCE [32:22 - 32:27] 

T [32:27 - 33:11]: ummm...cool...so let’s see these components and...the tense use...in 

another example...okay...so this one’s on page 82...I think 82 and 83...okay? So image-

based exploration of massive online environments. Again, a familiar example...we saw 
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this for evaluative language...yeah (low voice)...so what I’d like you to do for this 

one...read through...okay? Page 82 83...see if you can label...the components...right...one 

through six...and ahh...see if the tense makes sense...okay? I think the text...if I’m 

correct...the text has already highlighted the…(drops something and says to student - I’ll 

get it)...has highlighted the verbs for you...right? So...should make it easier… 

SILENCE AND TASK TIME [33:11 - 34:29] 

T [34:29 -  ] What are these numbers 4, 3...Is that the area … St resp)...current situation.  

SILENCE [34:39 - 34:47] 

T [34:48] Maybe you can think about this one again - we report experimental results - here 

they are. 

SILENCE [34:56 - 35:17]  

T [35:18 - 35:46] I think...I feel like it would go with...1. Right...it’s the first it’s kind of like a 

topic sentence “we report the results”, “here they are”...it’s kind of like introducing 

them...(St: oh ok)...isn’t it? …[St pauses for 2 secs and says “yeah”]...keep...keep the 

XXX...maybe I’m wrong...maybe I don’t remember my own answers (chuckles)...maybe 

you can compare with...with errrhhh...with X when you guys finish (St: ok) 

SILENCE [35:47 - 36:12] 

T [36:13 - 36:25] Any components that you think are a little difficult to...point out? Or to 

identify? Or kind of make sense as you’re going through? (St: yeah it makes sense...yeah) 

(St twds front: reference to data file)  

T [36:28 - 36:56] OK so again just...just a tip remember the three steps we saw to 

introduce describe  comment. Alright? Introduce, describe, comment. Right? Introduce 

describe comment. The first...so that that might be a bit tip for you yeah. Introduce 

describe or introduce describe comment. So those three steps you can find in the first two 

categories.  

SILENCE [36:56 - 37:09] 

T [37:10 - 37:37] You think the components were easy to identify, C? (St seems to agree) 

Ish? Right? Ok Easy-ish. Ok, when you finish reading ummm maybe you can compare the 

components you highlighted with ummm someone sitting next to you see if you have 

anyyy differences or conflicts there or join a group, a little group if you like... 

SILENCE [37:38 - 37:49] 

T [37:50 - 38:11] Everyone’s here? Cool. One two three four five six ...fifteen (T counting 

the number of students present and pointed at one student) you came a little late today 

(St: yeah) but I’ll give it to you.  

 

T [38:15 - 39:31]  Ok...ummm...here you go…(chuckles) ok so I’ve highlighted...okay, the 

numbers 1 through 6 which errr are these ones so...you can also see them in the booklet. 

Okay? So...let’s take a look. We report...okay...we report. First sentence kind of a topic 

sentence. Here’s the results. We report. Okay an easy way to introduce the results. 

Alright? Okay we report experimental results. Okay? Were conducted. Step 3 

there...uhh...previous...previous actions. Okay? Procedures...or...sorry not 

procedures...standards...or general phenomena or features or whatever. Step 4 there. 

There. There. There. There. Okay? And again you can see that it’s present tense. Seems 

to consistent with ours right? Step four...one two three four. Simple...present...yeah. Has, 

has, is, right. [pause] any of these that ehhh...you missed? Or...they’re conflicting? And it’s 

confusing? Anyone? Does it make sense? Is it clear? Yeah? 

St J [39:34 - 39:48] For...the like...the first is ahhhh ten thousand. Before you say it’s a 

current situation, (T: ahhh... looks at course notes and thinks to himself, murmuring) can 

we say like that it’s kind of data? 
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T [39:48 - 41:41] Yeah, you know what...I see your point. Yeah. (Reading from course 

notes “Were constructed to reflect  the scale and generality of online worlds”) Yeah. I see 

your point because did they know that world? (St: yeah) Yeah. So that it could be 

reference or that can be just describing uhhh describing features there. Alright? So again 

that was step four (“The first is uhhh 10000 km 25-billion polygon…” whatever” so that’s 

the world, the kind of landscape they built. Right? So here...that’s why I put here 

describing features. Yeah so they’re describing the features of their product in a way. And 

it follows the...simple present. Yeah. Alright? Good. Good catch. Yeah. [3 sec silence] Ok 

so the...the...first...uhh...is the first world and the second world. So you can see it as 

describing the features of their results. Right? Cos their...I guess they built it it’s kind of 

their system, their kind of update. Yeah. Ok anything else? Any other comments of 

questions...there? Ok...so again we look at step 6...ahhh hypothetical situations. Ok...here 

we see could…(“could make these improvements”). Probability. Yeah. Ok? So...in your 

FYP, something that you can do and / or you will do...use that...don’t use could...because 

if you...are going to do something and you say could. It sounds like yeah, maybe you 

won’t do it. You don’t feel like it. (T chuckles). Alright? But this is a prediction, a 

probability. (Reads from notes: Could make these improvements feasible within a small 

number of year). Yeah. K? 

[SILENCE - 10 secs] 

T: [41:51 - 42:] Number 2. Evaluation okay. So evaluation of data and findings. Okay? 

Simple present or past. Here they’ve used present tense. Okay? And they’re evaluating. 

Remember evaluative language from ahhh...last week? Right? (Reads from notes: 

compares favorably with the size of the original). So they’re using this evaluative language 

showing that...uhh...you know the data...seems...to be going...in a good direction. Okay? 

They’re evaluating it there. So 2 there. And there’s another 2 here. (Reads from notes: 

is...is a viable approach to handling large-scale duh duh duh) Okay so again it’s also 

evaluating...again they’re kind of...uhh...approach and they’re saying that...yeah it’s a 

viable approach. Okay? They’re using hedging in a way that they’re nuts. Okay. They’re 

saying (is a viable approach). They’re not saying it’s a great or it’s the best approach. 

They’re saying it’s a viable approach. So they’re keeping a neutral kind of tone. Okay? 

Same with here (reads from notes: compares favorably) When they’re saying compares 

favorably, they’re not saying this data shows great potential or anything like that. That’s 

WAY too much. Alright? Instead, (compares favorably). So kind of positive, a positive but 

neutral and academic tone there. Any...other questions about these components? Yes, 

Ken? 

St K [43:13-43:29] Can we say that...uhh...in the...in the last sentence in paragraph 

3...paragraph 3. [T: Paragraph 3...1, 2, 3?] Yeah can we say that (reads from notes: 

changes of...even larger regions were processed?) ...could we [as] the description of 

the...of the data?  

T [43:35-44:07] As the description of the?…(St J: of the graph) Oh...ok...so you 

mean...as...like as shown...as shown in the figure? (St T: something like that) Yeah...I 

think that would be great if you can...if you can link right (were processed) quickly...this 

procedure...if you can link it back to the graph. Right? Cos it’s... it’s relating to that 

figure...yeah? Here. (St: yeah...it’s just the...the big…) Yeah the processing time...Yeah. I 

think, I think that’ll be great...if you can...if you can add that to link it back to the figure 

there. Yeah. I think that’s a good point that you brought up. Yeah...link it...it’s okay to link it 

to the figure one or two times, right? You don’t have to do it just once...to the same figure. 

Yeah...any other questions? S...so far? Okay? So...these are the main components and 

their tense uses. For...results and discussion chapter. Okay. Hedging. Have you heard of 

hedging? How many of you...how many of you were exempt from CAES1000? Exempt. 
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Anybody? Oh you all took CAES? Oh you’re exempt? You didn’t have to take CAES1000? 

(St: Oh no no no…) Oh...you DID take it? (St: Yeah I take it) Yeah. Anyone exempt? No? 

Okay. So does this sound familiar? Hedging. Good times, right? Back when you were in 

your first year...a little scared. What’s hedging? So hedging is vocabulary that we use to 

show probability. Okay? To be realistic. How can we illustrate this? (Noise coming from 

the background) (T starts to write on the board) Okay...zero percent. Yeah. one hundred 

percent. Ummm...okay can you give me...can you give me another word for zero percent?  

St D: Impossible. 

T [43:30]: Impossible...okay. Impossible...anything else?  

St B [43:35]: No. 

T [45:36-] Never? (Chukles) Yeah? No? 

St E [45:42] No. (Chuckles) 

T [45:42 - 45:47] (Chuckles) None? Anything else? 

St U [45:50] Nothing. 

T [45:51- 46:02] Ummm...nothing? Yeah. Okay...Let’s move to 100 percent. Pure truth 

here. What’s another way of saying 100 percent? 

St I [46:03] Must. 

T [46:04 - ]  Must? Perhaps. Yeah. Okay.  

St K [46:10] All 

T [46:10- ] All?  

St W [46:14] Absolute.  

T [46:15-46:23] Absolute. Absolute. And absolutely. Anything else?  

St Y [46:24] Definitely. 

T [46:25-46:32] Definitely. That’s it. That’s a strong one there. Definitely. Anything else?  

St W2 [46:35]: Obviously. (Chuckles). 

T [46:36-47:17]. Obviously. (Chuckles). Okay. so we have zero percent and some 

vocabulary that oh...that also refers to zero percent. Same with a hundred percent. Now 

your project...right, you’re doing new recent project...cutting edge…a lot of new 

technologies that you’re testing out. Chances are...you’re not writing about something 

that’s definitely zero percent and definitely a hundred percent. If you did, that’d be a very 

easy project, wouldn’t it? Right? Chances are...your project...and your results, and your 

interpretations fits somewhere in the middle. Right? Can you give me some vocabulary for 

the middle area like fifty percent?  

St X [47:18] Possibly. 

T [47:18] Possibly.  

St W [47:19] Might. 

T [47:20-47:27] Might. Yeah. Might let’s say forty eight percent there. (Sts Chuckle) Might 

St D [47:28] Probably. 

T [47:28] Probably. 

SILENCE 5 seconds 

St X [47:32] May.  

St C [47:32] Should. 

T [47:33-47:39] Should. Okay. So a little bit stronger. In terms of prediction. Should.  

St D [47:41] Will. 

T [47:41-47:53]: Will. (St coughs). Will is...uhhh...100 percent certain. You WILL finish 

your project on time. Good luck. (Chuckles) (Student murmurs). Anything else? 

St M [47:55] Could. Would. 

T [47:56-48:19]: Could. Would. Okay? So around here? (Sts chuckle) Okay...so would. 

Could. Yeah let’s put maybe around here. Could. You COULD finish your project on time. 
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Good luck. (Sts chuckle). (T chuckles). How about something like this? Five percent? 

Unlikely?  

St D [48:20] There is a chance.  

T [48:21 - 50:44] There is a chance. Maybe somewhere around here? Okay. There is a 

chance. And...umm...sort of unlikely. Yeah. very likely. Yeah that’s a strong assertion. 

Okay. Anyways, these are kind of subjective in a way, really. You can argue if probably is 

it 50 percent or 60 percent or 55 percent. The point is…you wanna show, again, you 

wanna show whether weak certainty or strong certainty without using here’s a good 

one...another one for 100 percent...IS...this IS the case. Yeah...when you’re interpreting, 

when you’re interpreting your results. Use language to be realistic. With how certain you 

are. Here’s some vocabulary that you can use...you can see verbs. Okay. Hedging verbs. 

Adverbs. Adjectives. Modal verbs like may could. Modal nouns “the probability”. Okay? 

Conditional conjunctives like we’ve seen for hypothetical situations IF...if this theory is 

correct. Right? So these are different ways that you can use this vocabulary to 

be...ahhh...realistic...yeah. Okay so be careful when you’re interpreting and evaluating 

and explaining reasons...why this...you know...reasons why that...alright? Okay? So 

hedging. Good review. Good times from CUE...okay, any questions about hedging 

vocabulary? Okay...ummm...let’s take a look at a previous student example so this is on 

page 85. Okay? Read a previous student example. Okay it’s their results and discussion. 

Do you think it is a good discussion? Con- (st coughs) Consider what we’ve learned so far 

in this lecture? And uhhh...make some improvements okay? Some constructive 

comments. Critique it. Okay? You can do this together with someone so uhh...Shawn if 

you like if can...you can join them...maybe read it first and then discuss it together 

after...yeah...my...my previous sub-class they really tore this one apart. (Chuckles).  

[SILENT READING TIME 50:44 - 54:32]  

T [54:33 - 55:05]: Okay. So...the text is not too long. Umm...so...we’ve finished reading it. 

Or you can keep reading it. If you’ve finished you can turn to your partner or small team. 

And uhh...any comments anything that we’ve covered so far that applies to this course? 

Ummm...a fun part is to just apply your fun part and questioning to this writing. And to the 

students’ writing as well. There’s also...some interesting uhhh...sentences in 

there....(some sts start to discuss)... 

T talks to some students [55:34 - 56:05]: Do you think it’s...it’s uhhh...it’s not a successful 

attempt to illustrate what they wanted to illustrate…? (St resp inaudible but seems to 

suggest agreement through the slightly extended response) Exactly. Yeah...ahhh...What I 

get is that they’re trying to illustrate the ups and downs of newsheadlines and the ranking 

per day and uhh...but it’s too complicated to sit there and look at line by 

line...ummm...that’s what I think. 

[Sts allowed to discuss on their own 56:05 - 56:32] 

T to some students [56:32-56:34] Any comments? Or anything kind of like...strange? 

St [56:44- 56:52] Because it…. [inaudible] 

T [56:52 - 56:59] Do you think it’s necessary to have all of those...each line there’s 

different kind of news articles I guess...do you think it’s necessary to show all of them to 

prove one...one figure? (St nods) Yeah...doesn’t make it very clever.  

[Some other sts suggest sentence structure too complicated] 

St: [inaudible response] 

T [57:03 - ] Right.  

St: [inaudible response] 

T [57:08 -58:11] Yeah...it’s a bit random isn’t it? Yeah maybe...yeah’s that’s a good idea. 

Do you think they can add...or stick to one of two main categories rather than all the 

random news articles? (St agrees) Here’s here’s...my question...something that I can’t 
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figure out: do you see that part where it says elasticity? Or something like that? Elastic? 

Ranking yeah...something something more...elastic there. Yeah... Towards the end there 

something something. More elastic. Actually I can’t really figure out… 

T turns to anotehr group [58:12 - 59:51] Has the writing confused you guys? A little bit? 

(Sts: yes) Here’s my question: ummm so how come elastic...something something more 

elastic...where was the more elastic? I didn’t understand that...Another thing I didn’t 

understand is the last sentence completely...I didn’t understand what he means...flexible 

or switching positions…(st says he thinks flexible...that’s what it means in Chinese) 

Okay...So they mean so they mean like [inaudible]...but I see the case for both figures. 

For Google news and their rankings it’s kind of both true there. uhhh...I guess...I mean...it 

seems similar...maybe it’s on here...but then how about the others? The others? They’re 

moving around fine. So interpretation? (St tries to respond) Yeah. 

T turns to yet another group [59:53]: What are you guys’ thought? Anything NOT 

confusing?  

Hmmm?  

St F  [1:00:02- ] The methodology is not that confusing.  

T [1:00:03 - ] Methodology is not? uhh...or? 

St F [1:00:07- ] Probably the first paragraph is not.  

T [1:00:11 - ] Yeah.  

St F [1:00:12- ] Probably it’s just the first paragraph is not coherent...the second 

paragraph is [inaudible]...also the graph... 

T [1:00:15 - 1:00:32] So you kind of...you kind of understand what they try to do...what I 

understand is that they try to compare their ranking to Google news. That’s as far as I got. 

But then what they interpreted these results...it’s a little bit ahhh…confusing isn’t it... 

St [1:00:33 - 1:00:50] I think what they’re going to...they’re trying to prove that they’re 

perhaps their algorithm...network...can show better trends of searching those...ehhh 

searching the topics… 

T [1:00:51- 1:00:59] To be honest people thought the our ranking one and google news 

one they both show good ranking positions… 

T [1:01:01-1:02:02] What do you guys think? 

[SILENCE 4 seconds] 

Sts [1:01:06 - ] uhhh… 

T [1:01:07 - ] Anything you’ve been able to figure out? Go head… 

St T [1:01:10 - 1:01:12] The description of the graph is misleading.  

St T2 [1:01:12 - 1:01:17] Yeah. The caption of the figure and the first paragraph… 

T [1:01:18 - ] I’m glad you brought that up.  

St T2 [1:01:23 - 1:01:36] In the caption said that uhh...I don’t know what is this one...sixty 

and forty something topics in the graph but in the description of the data collection, it’s 

mentioned that only 23 topics are included.  

T [1:01:37 - 1:02:33] Yeah. Okay. So...so uhh...forty one topics...the total number of topics 

got up to 66 and almost 41 for google news but in the first sentence they’re only talking 

about 23 topics. Okay...ahh...24 hours? By 6:30 pm or 6:30 am? So there’s a bit of a 

mismatch between the text itself and like the timing, the number of topics and the figure. 

Yeah the figure has more topics and it’s a different time frame. So here’s an example 

where the figure isn’t that well integrated. With the text I don’t know...maybe they changed 

and they forgot to edit it...yeah they were they were working on it too late...3 am...they 

forgot to change...change it...okay?  

T resume to whole class mode [1:02:34 - ] What do you guys think of the readability of the 

figure?  

St [1:02:39] ummm...very messy 
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T [1:02:41] Very? 

St E [1:02:42] messy. 

T [1:02:42 - 1:04:48] Very messy? Yeah? (Chuckles) Okay? I like what you guys said 

uhhh...uhhh...you said that uhh...you know they have these random categories like 

gaming or dinosaur find..okay you know they have these different...what if they focused on 

a particular category of news like gaming news? Or uhh...archeology news? Or...things 

like that...Yeah tech...tech news...instead of putting them all...all in one. Yeah like...I like 

you guys mentioned that. They could’ve been more specific and precise with their figures. 

Yeah...okay...some other things to highlight? Here. Okay...so first of all we COULD 

observe okay...we CAN observe...we COULD observe...if we really wanted to but we don’t 

want to so we’re not gonna observe anything...okay? They give us some brief context 

which as we mentioned seems to contradict the figure caption. Okay? Figure. Okay? 

Missing the figure number. Is it still figure 16? I assume it is? Step one. Step two. Step two 

describe the data. Step three offer comments on the data. Great they’ve done the three 

steps for us introduce describe comment. Okay? Ummm...they have some hedging 

vocabulary so that’s done well, isn’t it? “Seem to”...or “it can be explained”... “It can be 

explained by the fact that…” Okay. Ummm...I have a...I have a question about 

this…”Although the figure cannot say which one is better”...what does better mean? 

Which one is better? Now...what does that mean do you think? Is that referring to the 

writing quality? Is that referring to the more truthful...is that referring to the one that’s not 

fake news...what does (chuckles) what does better mean? I’m not 

sure...ahhmmm...more...yeah? 

St W1 [1:04:48 - 1:04:58] Maybe he said uhh...more stable is good or...fluctuates a lot… 

T [1:04:58-1:05:06] Which one is better? Yeah...is that if it fluctuates or is that if it stays 

stable? I don’t know which one is better...actually...okay… 

St W2 [1:05:06-1:05:07] That’s what he means. 

T [1:05:08 - 1:06:07] Yeah so he means referring to the position, okay. Okay. I guess...so 

that could be...that could be made a little bit clearer in the writing. Yeah...but uhh...good 

good good point there. Ummm...more...more elastic? I was asking some of you guys 

around about what means by elastic. So I guess we mean...elastic means it’s moving 

around...and it’s not staying in one place. Flexible, let’s say? Flexible ranking...or...mobile 

ranking something like that. Yeah…(sighs)...(clears throat)...here’s my final question - “it 

might indicate the difference between topic, topic initiated...by the media and by the 

pub..the public” “The difference between topic initiated by the media and by the public” 

What does that mean? I guess the media...okay this...this...the graph is the media isn’t it? 

This is the media. Are they initiating their own ranking? What’s what’s the… 

St W2 [1:06:08] Google news takes from...uhhh...some media...newspaper… 

T [1:06:14] Yeah newspapers or popular blogs… 

St W2 [1:06:16 - 1:06:21] But their...their ranking is based on twitter... by the public 

T [1:06:22 - 1:07:39] Their ranking is based on twitter...okay... I still think the media like 

news headlines or blogs or the parts that Google gets...I feel like that’s still the public (St 

W2: okay). Yeah maybe they could have said by twitter users. Could that be more 

precise...yeah...let’s...I think that’s a good explanation though...yeah...I didn’t think about 

that...so the difference between Google sources and Twitter sources...yeah...that could 

have been clearer couldn’t it...cos they’re both public...anyway...okay...Any other 

comments about this...text...so far? Okay? Yeah...so I think you can see how okay there 

were some things that were well done. Yeah they didn’t skip the lecture they included the 

three steps they included some hedging...but the logic...the evaluation...that quality can be 

a little better...I think...uhh..okay...let’s take a 5 minute break...good time to take a 5 
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minute break now and when we come we’ll talk about the difficulties encountered so it’s a 

11:41 now so come back at 11:45, 11:46  

 

T [1:12:33-1:12:56] Ok. Let’s...come back...ok so we’ll...will uhh...finish earlier 

than...than...uhh...I think we’ll finish earlier than uhh...past...the twenty past...okay? I just 

wanna cover articulating difficulties and limitations and then the progress report....Okay?  

T [1:12:57-1:14:58] Articulating difficulties and limitations...okay...actually I think 

sometimes they can be intervened...interchangeable...difficulties 

encountered...experience...limitations...ummm...you can think of them like 

this...okay...difficulties that you encountered during your work. Limitations can be seen 

limitations of the study in terms of scope, in terms of time...you didn’t have time to cover 

this...you didn’t have time to really...focus on that...you just focused on this so it’s kind of 

study limitations. Okay? Difficulties. Okay? Are important for the progress report, the 

interim report. Okay because it’s part of your progress. It’s part of your ongoing work and 

how you’re solving problems. You might find some difficulties you encountered significant 

enough to mention in the final report because it might lead to something new or some 

opportunity to fix something or future research. Alright? Limitations. Ummm...Maybe 

you’re not aware of the study’s limitations in terms of the scope just yet...cos it’s still only 

October...uhh...but if you do you can...you can include it if you know in the progress 

report...or uhh...interim report...uhhh...okay but in the final report you’ll probably be 

covering uhh...a significant amount of limitations...yeah study limitations...things you 

weren’t able to cover becos of the scope...bcos of the budget...things like that...okay? 

Ummm...so here’s what I’d like you to do...o..kay? So again turn to the team...that you 

were just kind of working with...okay? Share...okay...articulate...describe...some difficulties 

you’ve encountered...it’s gotta be something...okay...are you aware of any limitations? 

Like project limitations? That you know you’re not gonna be able to really target in this 

FYP...but...you know...maybe it could lead to a future project. Yeah...any limitations you’re 

aware of...try to share both of these...if not, maybe just difficulties. Okay? So go ahead I’ll 

give you...  

St Y [1:14:58] Of…the current project 

T [1:14:59] Hmmm? 

St Y [1:14:59] Of the current project 

T [1:15:00] Yeah, for the current project. Yeah, so for your current project, 

difficulties...what difficulties have you encountered?  

STS DISCUSSING VARIOUS CHALLENGES [1:15:03 - ]  

T talks to a group that has started getting distracted [1:16:42 - 1:16:47] What ‘bout you 

guys? Any particular difficulty you’re working on at the moment? Ta...try to solve?  

St T [1:16:48-1:17:00] Difficulty of our OWN project, right? (T: ummhmmm) Yeah...if I 

already mention all of my difficulty in my project plan...do I need to uhh...re...re-mention it 

in the uhh...progress report or… 

T [1:17:00- 1:17:34] Uhh...yes...two reasons. One, becos...ummm...bcos I don’t have your 

project plan so I don’t know...yeah...so it’s good to put it in writing for the progress 

report...and two...bcos uhhh...your department will expect you to kind of...repeat this kind 

of information for the interim report...yeah...uhhh...now, maybe you’ll solve the 

problem...before...before uhh...you submit the uhh...interim report. Right? Your interim 

report is due in Janurary? For your supervisor? You might have solved this problem. But 

by then, you’ll probably be encountering new problems or difficulties… 

St T [1:17:34 - 1:17:39] So...like uhh...update of the difficulties… 

T [1:17:39 - 1:19:07] Update yeah...good word there...update...hehehe...any any anything 

in particular now? That you...kind of try to solve? (St shakes head) No? Yeah...well I 
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guess that’s good...so far so good then...right? (St T: yeah) Umm...but definitely if...if 

you’ve written about difficulty already in the project plan...you can include it again in 

the...in our progress report...maybe you can even show some steps you’ve taken since 

then...to try to mitigate...the fault (St T: okay and then murmurs to others in Cantonese he 

thinks the project is really simple and another responds and says the professor he’s been 

emailing but he hasn’t replied to him. Another says he has met the prof 2 or 3 times. 

Discussion goes on about how he’s gonna do his work without consulting professor. The 

student says he’ll just work on his own but says the prof has met him once and then says 

he’ll fucking get it done nonetheless. Another student chuckles...he then adds he’s never 

checked his emails so often but he hasn’t really replied)  

T turns to another group [1:19:11]: How ‘bout you guys? Any particular difficulties you’re 

working on?  

St O [1:19:14 - ] Maybe the architectural...the game… 

T [1:19:16 - ] Architecture of the game?  

St O [1:19:17 - ] ...the data exchange will be maybe...we use the…[inaudible programme]  

T: [1:19:29 - 1:19:44] hmmmhmmm…so you’re working already to set up...set up the 

architecture...kind of...set up this kind of system for…? Yeah...is that what you’re working 

on now? To...to try and figure out? Yeah? Okay...How ‘bout yours, Sam? 

St S [1:19:44 ] Maybe the coding measure? (T: Coding measure)...uhh...I…[inaudible]  

T [1:19:59] Which...uhh language are you focusing on?  

St S [1:20:00] C sharp 

T [1:20:05] C sharp? Okay...uhhmmm...so there should be a lot of free kind of...libraries 

out there right? So you’re just kind of trying to figure out the best one...any...any 

particular...any particular difficulty now? Other than just...like...have you tried any of the 

libraries already or…? (St: no) Not yet, so you’re still kind of have to figure out...do you 

foresee any limitations? Do you know of any limitations...now? Like study 

limitations...like...you know, it won’t include this or that...if it did it wouldn’t have been a 

bigger project, it would have been...but know...maybe...you’d have the limitations of 

time...because of budget… 

St [1:20:50 - ] I guess the...because we need to do some kind of validation...and they 

need to…(T: is that validation on the XX part?) Yeah yeah yeah...and we need a 

security...which is not within my project scope…(T: hmm...okay) we use some existing 

digital ones to  

T [1:21:22 - 1:22:25] Okay a way...a way...that’s kind of a way you’re gonna solve that. 

Solve that problem yeah...good…thanks! 

T [1:21:45 - 1:27:49] So...thank you for that...talking about your difficulties...so as I 

mentioned before...uhhh...one of my previous students he came and asked me he...said 

uhh..teacher should I include difficulties encountered for my CAES class? Should I include 

it for my supervisor? I told I told them...yeah becos it shows your supervisor you’re able to 

analyse...you’re able to understand...the problem you encounter...and you’re able to offer 

some possible ways to solve these problems. Sounds pretty good right? It sounds like you 

can impress your supervisor...with that...and you know what he went and did? He came 

back two days later or three days later...oh teacher, I didn’t include the difficulties 

encountered for my supervisor in my progress report. I said why not? You al...you already 

had it finished...oh ummm...I have some quotes remember my supervisor quotes 

here...from mechanical engineering right? Okay I have some quotes related to the results 

and discussion and some of them apply to the articulating the difficulties 

encountered...okay? Uhh...let’s see..okay...let’s find a better one here…”lack of detail 

when describing features”...okay so here’s the quote… “supervisor attacks the 

student...ummm...what about backwards movement? Have you actually tried that? Okay? 
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So...a rescue robot...a rescue robot...in emergency situation a rescue robot goes in and 

finds survivors...the supervisor asks “can it move backwards? Have you tried it?” He did 

not present it...I’m sure they’ve tried it but they didn’t include it in the presentation...so 

that’s what I mean...when I say play around...play around with...this and that...alright? 

Becos one day, your supervisor’s gonna come and he’s gonna say “hey did you try that? 

Hey did you try to do the reverse procedure?” Any...anything like that...right? “How to 

accommodate a situation whereby the patient is moving?” Can [] analysis of joint...how 

many joints? That’s for a surgery robot...what about when the patient is moving not when 

the patient is still?” Okay...so...features during different situations. Okay… “Lack of 

product performance information” This one is a good one. “How to evaluate the efficiency 

of the walking performance?” Okay so they made a robot that walks and it can walk 

around obstacles. “How do you evaluate the efficiency of its walk? Is it walking slowly or is 

it walking fast enough? Does it trip on itself?” The walking robot… okay? So evaluation of 

your own products. Umm… “How do you evaluate the performance of your results?” Very 

general comment from the supervisor there...okay...so keep that in mind...Okay? Evaluate 

step three. Okay? “Vague description of progress - work remaining or future work” Okay? 

“After the project, what will you get? Is it a prototype? Is it a finished product? What is your 

progress so far? Okay… “lack of limitations and difficulties encountered” This is our topic 

right now. Okay. Here was the comment. Very straightforward and he pointed two he said 

“not traditional design. What are the challenges?” And the student went “uhhh….” Okay? 

Focus more on the major technical challenges. Why did you give up on the previous 

design for the new design? Okay? Explain why. Supervisors want these details. Okay 

focus more on the technical challenges. Any other good ones? “What probably will be the 

expected result? Any reference or standards test? Why did you select these parameters? 

Okay? So these all kind of relate in some way...to the result and discussion chapter. I wish 

I could share them with you but I don’t have permission to share with you guys. Only to 

read them out. Okay? So supervisors. Okay. This was during...so mechanical engineering 

they do their pre...their final presentations during reading week of the second semester. 

So hopefully they took all their supervisors’ comments seriously and fixed up their final 

reports in April...after the...after the reading week. Yeah...I hope they did. Ummm...okay? 

So definitely include your difficulties encountered. Your study limitations. This shows your 

problem solving...and your process...okay? How do you articulate difficulties? Okay? 

Ummm...how to follow these four steps. Okay? (T reading ppt slides: Can the readers 

understand the difficulty? Can they visualise it? Can they assess the impact and 

significance of the difficulty?...(adding own comment: is it a significant difficulty or is it kind 

of like ehhh...it’s not really a difficulty...you can fix it up in a few hours?) To what extent 

can the difficulties be overcome? How? Any justification offered if the difficulties are not to 

be solved? (Okay so offer some potential solution or mitigation to solve this difficulty. 

Okay?) Do these (difficulties) lead to future work or future research opportunities?” Alright, 

maybe not for this project. Maybe for a future project. Right? Give back to the community. 

Right. You found these limitations, you found these difficulties...you can offer some new 

ideas to research into further for your readers. For the computer science community. 

Alright?) Okay? Can...can they visualise it? Maybe a visual can help...can help us 

understand...difficulty. Screen cap. Or something like that? That’s very helpful. Okay? 

Umm...must take a look at two examples here. Okay? You can follow along on page 105. 

So...we’re skipping through a bit...or, you can read it on here (pointing to the screen). Cos 

it’s just these two short texts. So I’ve just put them up here you can take a look.  

 

SILENT READING TIME [  -1:28:40] 
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T [1:28:39 - 1:28:49] Okay...I’ll try and cover the lecture...ummm...so what do you think? 

Do you think this is a good discussion? What’s your opinion? Is it a good discussion of the 

difficulties they’ve encountered?  

SILENCE [1:28:49 - 1:28:56] 

T [1:28:56 - 1:28:59] What are your thoughts on this one? Mick? 

St M [1:29:07 - 1:29:12] Think...I think it’s actually pretty good 

T [1:29:12 - 1:29:15] Yeah? Pretty good? Yeah Okay? Alright.  

St M [1:29:16 - 1:29:19] It describe like...describe all the...scenario...yeah… 

T [1:29:22 - 1:29:22] Okay so describing the scenario...you think they’re able to visualise 

it? Understand it? 

St M [1:29:24 - 1:29:35] Yeah I know there are two problem there they’re encountering. 

One very...straightforward uhh..type like that the headline like...yeah… 

T [1:29:35 - 1:29:55] Fair point. Yeah...ummm...okay how ‘bout this...uhhh...if you were 

the supervisor, what would your...what would your comment be to these or...either one of 

those...you can choose whichever one...yeah...if you were a supervisor...for this student in 

particular...think like a supervisor now...with that cap on… 

St D [1:29:55 - 1:30:05] They didn’t explain...why they chose firefox and chrome and the R 

that resolution for their project at THAT time  

T [1:30:05 - 1:30:38] At THAT time. Yeah? Okay...at this term the website views in the 

best by using the Mozilla Firefox...don’t need the...by using Mozilla Firefox and Google 

Chrome. Okay...but ummm...what about internet explorer? Well, I mean that’s...a VERY 

popularly used one…(sts chuckle signalling the fact that they get the joke)...I don’t know 

why...anyone’s using it...but what about internet explorer? How long does it take to 

open...open the website in...in another browser…?  

St T [1:30:38 - 1:30:40] You can use just to download Google Chrome. (St Laughter)  

T [1:30:41 - 1:30:55] To download Google Chrome? (Chuckles) That’s what everyone 

uses it for right? (St: yeah) Ummm...John, any...anything to add to that? 

St J [1:30:55 - 1:31:05] Yeah...I think the last “therefore” is not uhh...is not explain 

why...why is that use Mozilla… 

T [1:31:06- 1:31:35] Ahhh good...good point here... so this therefore “therefore, at the 

term, the website views in the best by using Mozilla Firefox and Google Chrome” Okay...it 

doesn’t really...so this therefore doesn’t really match what came before…(St J: yeah)...cos 

they haven’t really talked about umm...Firefox...or 

Chrome...specifically...until...now...that’s what they’re using...okay so a bit of a 

vague...kind of description there...ummm...Franklin? 

St F [1:31:35 ] hehe…SILENCE 

T [1:31:41 - 1:32:24] Anything to add to that? (St shakes head) No? Okay...ummm...okay 

so the student has provided some difficulties encountered or some limitations. Mick, you 

mentioned that pretty good (chuckles)...you like it? Okay...ummm...here’s my 

questions...so...regarding the first point...yeah...is it...is it actually that...time consuming? 

To...open up different browsers? And test the website on different browsers? Yeah, at 

least the three popular ones...Firefox, Chrome and Internet Explorer. They’re usually 

installed on all of the Chi Wah computers. Anyways...yeah...so is it really like a big 

problem encountered or…? 

St D [1:32:24 - 1:32:31] I...I think he means not only test (St X: yeah) but also to fix the 

bugs...configure…(T: umm hmmm) to make it compatible across all the process… 

T [1:32:31 - 1:33:38] (Interrupts St D) I definitely agree with you. I’m glad you brought that 

up. BUT, when I looked at his writing, I don’t know specifically what bugs...yeah...I get the 

sense that...he’s...he or she was too lazy to write about it...cos it was 3 am and they had 

to submit it...yeah...ummm...but...I completely agree...yeah maybe they ARE bugs...that 
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they would have to solve in...in...ehhh...some of...you know there’s some specific 

browsers...but, we don’t know...hasn’t been written...it hasn’t been 

tested...yeah...okay...ummm...the second one...second one seems like a bit more of a 

substantial difficulty I think...yeah, getting websites to run...you know...desktop 

level...different screen sizes and mobile versions...yeah, requires a bit more work...I 

think...some website managers...like content managers...wordpress or wix...they kind 

of...they try to have like a….automatic...mobile version...Right? Yeah they adapt. Any 

other comments?  

St H [1:33:40 - 1:34:00] Umm I guess there’s a limitation about umm...like...inherent 

difficult challenge...that can’t...cannot be easily overcome or resolved for these two 

umm...well apparently they’re getting solutions to these challenges so I was wondering 

there’re more difficulties rather than… 

St H [1:34:01 - 1:37:05] Good point...yeah...if you...if you look at the...if you look at the 

booklet on page 105...okay? Uhhh...maybe I can bring that up right now? Look at the 

booklet on page 105. The text here is accompanied by their headings...6.1 

limitation...yeah...umm...is this really a limitation? Or is it just...a kind of...difficulty 

encountered that they...can’t solve...or have solved? Yeah...is it a limitation that leads to 

future research? Alright? So...good point there. Yeah I think limitation is a bit...is a little bit 

bigger...yeah...limitation can lead to...maybe...if the limitation is big enough it can lead 

to...a...a future project...to...to target that specific limitation. Yeah...whereas I would see 

this more as a difficulty...right? And...I would call the student a little bit lazy...ummm...on 

this time consuming thing with the browsers...at least...at least open it...and tell us what 

bugs you encounter...yeah...maybe fixing the bugs...maybe...that’s outside the scope but 

at least let’s see...let’s see what bugs they are first...alright? Ummm...yeah good 

point...yeah limitations...is a little bit bigger...isn’t it? Yeah...study limitations in a 

way...okay so...in general...yeah that would be my comment for this student….umm...at 

least they’ve included...they’ve included this section...you can see how they they can 

improve it...okay? So they are legu...legitimate issues…(T reads from slide “the scope is 

limited”) and here’s what I would ask the student if I was one to one with the student I 

would ask him there must be a bit more…”Slide text: there must be a bit more critical 

functionality challenges experienced”...for example, okay...functional...functionality 

challenges...how ‘bout the bugs...right...the bugs...in each browser...what are they...did 

you take a look at them? Alright? That’s a...more quality discussion than...yeah...:”Slide 

text: these can be accompanied by visuals such as a screen capture” to show the...you 

know to show the resolution issues...alright? Uhhh “slide text: time-consuming job here is 

vague. Can we have more precise figures?” Yeah...Hours...to days...to weeks? Right? Are 

there really that many differences between the browsers...well...the student hasn’t told 

us...uhh…”slide text - no recommendation on addressing these in the 

future”...yeah...what...what’s their plan in the future? Basically they’re saying for now, 

we’re gonna stick to this...but this is just an interim report...first semester...October...what 

about...what about in a few months’ time...what about in uhh...second semester...what’s 

the plan then? Okay? Any questions about the difficulties? Limitations? Okay? So another 

section to include in your results and discussion chapter here...okay? 

Ummm...good…[assignment instructions]  

 

Around 1:40:00 a question asking if sts (named two of them) have results but didn’t push 

 

T [1:40:52 - 1:41:00] Any early testing or playing around? Franklin you’ve tried to do 

something with the super resolution thing right…(St F: I did)...Can you...can you explain to 

the class what you did?  
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St F [1:41:00 - 1:41:54] What I did is...I just went to the github repository and try their 

models there (T: whose models?) Uhh...the researchers’... 

T [1:41:11 - 1:42:00] Okay...so other researchers’ models...so you took their model. You 

played around with it? Have you tried it? You encountered some problems? Here and 

there? Yeah? Okay? So play with...play with some things...test something...early...just 

early stage stuff...but it’s something...that you can include...in the progress report. Okay? 

So don’t feel stressed out when I say results, give me some results. I’m not trying to push 

you for results. I’m just asking for...for some of your progress...your work done so far...do 

you think that’s a little more...a little more..ummm...clear? Yeah? Okay...so if you want you 

can snap a picture of this. For your reference...or write it down…[Q&A session 

continues…followed by suggested prep task for next session] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


