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1 INTRODUCTION 

Following Jackson's (1968), classrooms have often been defined as 
territories that are both very familiar and complex. This duality has urged 
many scholars to explore what goes on behind the classroom closed 
doors. The discursive turn provided these scholars with theoretical and 
methodological frameworks that enabled them to examine the 
collaborative construction of meaning closely (ADGER, 2001; 
ANWARD, 1997; BLOOME et al., 2005; CAZDEN, 1988; 
EDWARDS; WESTGATE, 1994; MEHAN, 1979; PELED-
ELHANAN; BLUM-KULKA, 2006; THOLANDER; ARONSSON, 
2003; VARDI-RATH, 2002; YOUNG, 1999; WELLS, 1999) in multi-
cultural educational settings (EDWARDS, 1999; HYMES, 1997).  

Our study attempts to meet the challenge of exploring meaning in 
classroom interaction by using a multiple-method design "in which more 
than one research method […] is used to answer research questions" 
(TASHAKKORI; TEDDLIE, 2003, p. 712). Accordingly, in this paper 
we use three constructivist (LINCOLN; GUBA, 1998) discourse-
oriented methods (TITSCHER et al., 2000), sharing the assumption that 
classroom interaction can be explored through focus on discourse - 
language produced in a particular context (SCHWANDT, 2001). The 
connection between discourse and context is succinctly defined in the 
following citation: "In the study of discourse as action and interaction 
contexts are crucial. Indeed, the main distinction between abstract 
discourse analysis and social discourse analysis is that the latter takes the 
context into account" (VAN DIJK, 1997, p.11).  

The three methods selected are Institutional Speech Event 
Analysis (ISEA) (VARDI-RATH; BLUM-KULKA, 2005), The Four-
World Method (FWM) (KUPFERBERG; GREEN, 2005) and 
Grounded Theory (GT) (GLASER, 1978; GLASER; STRAUSS, 1967). 
In the following sections of the article, we present a short introduction 
focusing on the study of classroom discourse. Then, the theoretical and 
methodological frameworks of the methods are summarized, 
accompanied by three independent analyses of the same text – an 
excerpt taken from a third-grade science lesson about the major food 
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groups. Finally, our discussion highlights the contribution of a multiple-
method design to the study of classroom interaction. 

2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK: EXAMINING CLASSROOM 
DISCOURSE VIA MICRO AND MACRO-ANALYTIC LENSES 

Classroom discourse analysts are often inspired by institutional 
conversation analysis (ICA) (DREW; HERITAGE, 1992). Following 
micro-analytic conversation analysis (SACKS, 1992), ICA foregrounds 
the local construction of institutional life as it is unfolded in real-time 
(THORNBORROW, 2002). Espousing this view, the discourse analyst 
describes and interprets what (i.e., the content) interlocutors say and how 
(i.e., the form) it is manifested in their interactional discourse, shying 
away from a priori statements. In other words, this approach leaves 
agency, opportunity and conditions of possibility in the interlocutors' 
hands (HOLSTEIN; GUBRIUM, 2000).  

For example, exploring classroom discourse via a micro-analytic 
lens, Peled-Elhanan and Blum-Kulka (2006) identified three interactional 
genres characteristic of the Israeli classrooms they explored. Socratic 
dialogue is a topical discussion jointly constructed by the teacher and the 
students. Pseudo-dialogue and monologue in disguise take place when teachers 
present the class with topical discussions, but evaluate the students' 
contributions in terms of "pedagogic or regulative discourse" (p. 120). 
Peled-Elhanan and Blum-Kulka (2006) show that pseudo-dialogue and 
monologue in disguise were dominant in the classes they observed.  

Critical discourse analysts (CDA) (ROGERS et al., 2005) adopt a 
stance on interaction which is guided by the idea that discourse analysis 
should move from description and interpretation of classroom 
interaction "to explanation of how discourse systematically constructs 
versions of the social world" (ROGERS et al., 2005, p.371). To this end, 
critical discourse analysts often define a priori concepts such as 
asymmetry, hegemony, power, ideology, class, gender, race, 

discrimination and interests (VAN DIJK, 2001) before they set out to 
explore meaning-making processes in discourse.  
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We have seen that ICA advocates a micro-analytic study of 
discourse that is by and large free from guiding theoretical principles, 
whereas CDA encourages the researcher to equip himself with 
explanatory macro principles. The two approaches seem incompatible at 
first glance. However, current discourse-oriented studies advocate the 
construction of an interface between micro and macro-perspectives on 
discourse analysis (BAMBERG, 2004; HOLSTEIN; GUBRIUM, 2000; 
KUPFERBERG; GREEN, 2005).  

These studies acknowledge the importance of micro text-analysis 
that is sensitive to changes in the participants' discursive positioning in 
relation to each other, but at the same time emphasize the need to relate 
the findings to theory. Accordingly, during and after the process of data 
analysis the researcher seeks to establish a link with theory (HOLSTEIN; 
GUBRIUM, 2000), instead of using it as an a priori framework that 
determines the course of the study.  

Bearing in mind the micro and macro-perspectives on classroom 
discourse outlined in this section, this article will present three methods 
of analysis. The methods can be characterized in terms of two 
dimensions: the use of a priori guiding concepts and the focus on 
content/form. ISEA, the first method, seeks to explore asymmetry and 
power relations in the text by focusing on language forms used by 
interlocutors. FWM and GT describe and interpret the form and content 
of discourse, without imposing a priori guiding definitions. The following 
research question guided our study: What is the contribution of a 
multiple-method design to the understanding of classroom interaction? 

3 A MULTIPLE-METHOD STUDY OF CLASSROOM 
INTERACTION 

In this section, we present the theoretical and methodological 
frameworks of the three methods, accompanied by independent text-
analyses. Our unit of analysis is a turn (i.e. the time when one party 
speaks until a change takes place and another party takes over) (TEN 
HAVE, 1999). The choice of this unit is important for analyses focusing 
on classroom interaction. In addition, ISEA required the division of the 
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turn into utterances (i.e., a speech unit which is autonomous in terms of 
its pragmatic and communicative function) (QUIRK et al., 1985).  

The text is presented in Example 1. This is an excerpt from a third 
grade science lesson in a heterogeneous class in an urban elementary 
school whose pupils come from a middle socio-economic background. 
The lesson constitutes a component of the science program focusing on 
the major food groups and their relevance to one's health. 

 
Example 1 – An excerpt from a third grade science lesson: 

 
1 Teacher: So, if that's the case, what can we say – what 

ingredients are there in bread? 
2 Student 1: Vitamins. 
3 Teacher: Good. Meir says vitamins, he sees it here.  
4  Do you see bread in the Vitamins column? 
5  Do you see bread? 
6  So, when we eat bread, our body also gets vitamins. 
7  Only vitamins?  
8  What else does it have, Amit? 
9  Effie's gone back to his seat without permission. 
10  Effie, stand up. 
11  Yes. 
12 Student 2:  Carbohydrates. 
13 Teacher:  Carbohydrates, good.  
14  What else, Roi? 
15  We saw bread in the Carbohydrates column as well, 

and what else? 
16  Where else? 
17 Student 3: Proteins.  
18 Student 4: In Salts and Vitamins. [All the students are talking at 

the same time.]  
19 Student 5: Orna, in the Food Ingredient Chart on page eleven, 

there's everything in bread  
20 Teacher: We haven't gotten there yet, haven't gotten there yet  
21 Student 5: But there's everything in bread there. 
22 Teacher:  Just a second. We'll get there in a second. 
23 Student 5:  I've already gotten there. 
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24 
 

Teacher: Listen to what you're going to do for homework – 
very, very easy work,  

25  Especially those who listened. 
26  Neta. 
27  I've already called on you several times today. I 

wanted to hear an answer and I 
28  haven't managed to get an answer. 
29  But talk – you talk. 
30  Listen to what you're going to do at home – very, 

very easy work. 
31  Everyone looks at me. 
32  Karen, do you want to fall and break your back? 
33  We're talking; we want to keep our bodies healthy, 

right? 
34  So the first thing I have to remind you of every day 

is not to swing so that you 
35  don't fall 
36  OK, uh, who has something to say? 

 

3.1 Institutional Speech Event Analysis (ISEA) 

3.1.1 Theoretical framework 

Institutional Speech Event Analysis (ISEA) is inspired by the 
ethnography of communication (HYMES, 1972, 1997), which analyzes 
patterns of communication as part of cultural knowledge and behavior, 
and pragmatics (AUSTIN, 1962; SEARLE, 1969, 1975), which examines 
the communicative intentions of the various speech acts, and also deals 
with the mismatch between utterance meaning and speaker meaning 
(GRICE, 1975; DASCAL, 1983). ISEA also draws on interactional 
sociolinguistics (GUMPERZ, 1982, 1992), which analyzes the 
"participant structure" on the basis of contextualization cues, 
conversation analysis (SCHEGLOFF; SACKS, 1973), which affords a 
thorough examination of turn exchange in discourse and Goffman's 
theory, which enriches the analysis of the social interaction in the context 
of the public and formal domain (GOFFMAN, 1959, 1967, 1981).  
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ISEA (VARDI-RATH; BLUM-KULKA, 2005) aims at 
understanding social interaction during institutional speech events. The 
analysis seeks to foreground speech strategies used by interlocutors for 
building and maintaining power relations, and/or for saving face (i.e., 
“The positive social value a person effectively claims for himself by the 
line others assume he has taken during a particular contact”) 
(GOFFMAN, 1967, p. 5).  

Following this theoretical framework, ISEA regards the lesson as 
an institutional speech event which takes place in frontstage (i.e., in the 
public and formal domain) (GOFFMAN, 1959). It is an asymmetrical event 
in which the relationship between the teacher and the students is not 
egalitarian (CAZDEN, 1988, 1992). As such, the lesson is perceived as a 
sensitive speech event that threatens the interlocutors' face, thus leading 
them to use politeness strategies whose function is saving face 
(PAVLIDOU, 2001; VARDI-RATH, 2002). Politeness is defined in 
terms of Brown and Levinson's model (1987) as the intentional, strategic 
behavior of an individual meant to satisfy self and other face-wants in 
case of a threat, enhanced via discourse strategies. 

3.1.2 The methodological framework 

ISEA combines qualitative and quantitative analyses of the 
participant structure in asymmetric speech events (VARDI-RATH; BLUM-
KULKA, 2005). A coding scheme comprising quantifiable discourse 
categories that stem from the data is built for event analysis. The 
categories are about recurring speech acts or strategies that relate to the 
power relations and politeness dimensions of the analyzed interaction.  

3.1.3 Text analysis 

The analysis resulted in the identification of two categories: 
Functional aspects of the interaction and indirect speech acts. Functional aspects 
of the interaction were expressed in the text in various ways. First, the 
teacher produces 26 of the 33 utterances computed in the text. This 
shows that the teacher is holding the floor most of the time. Second, 10 
out of the teachers' 26 utterances comprise a question. Eight questions 
are test questions, checking whether the students know the answers 
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(DILLON, 1988) to the question regarding the bread ingredients. Two 
of the 10 questions are indirect command questions (GOODY, 1978) (e.g., 
"Karen, do you want to fall and break your back?" (line 32). 

It seems that the teacher does not expect the students to answer 
these questions. Why then does she use interrogatives? It is plausible to 
assume that questions have a linguistic power that enables the teacher to 
perform an act of control (RICHARDS; LOCKHART, 1994). However, 
control may establish an atmosphere of threat to the students' face as the 
following utterance shows: "What else does it have? Amit?" (line 8). The 
test-like nature of the questions hints at an atmosphere of testing and a 
threat to the pupils' face. When the teacher addresses the question to 
Amit, he is subjected to a public scrutiny (ERICKSON; MOHATT, 
1982), and his answer will be accepted or rejected according to the 
teacher's decision. 

In addition, even though 9 of the teacher's 26 utterances are 
apparently informative, they do not function as such. Thus, for example, 
when the teacher says "Effie's gone back to his seat without permission" 
(line 9), she informs the students about Effie's actions. However, it 
seems that in line 9 the teacher actually intends to scold Effie, rather 
than communicate information. Why does the teacher refrain from 
addressing Effie directly? How does this indirect address affect Effie or 
other students in the class?  

Before we answer these questions, we should take another look at 
the teacher's utterances which can also be categorized in terms of 
Anward's (1997) distinction between activity talk (i.e., talk defining the 
social activity in the classroom, including lesson management, discourse 
flow, and the relations between the participants) and topic talk (i.e., talk 
that is responsible for the development of the content studied in the 
lesson).  

Fourteen of the 26 teachers' utterances belong to the are examples 
of activity talk, which defines the social activity in the classroom, and 12 
utterances are examples of topic talk (i.e., teaching about the major food 
groups). The high frequency of activity talk in the lesson is evident. 
According to this quantitative description, it would seem that the teacher 
is involved in organizing and managing the lesson no less than in the 
learning processes themselves. 
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These two talk types operate according to a different meta-
linguistic scheme. Topic talk operates according to the I.R.E sequence 
(i.e., the teacher initiates an act, the student responds, the teacher 
evaluates the response) (MEHAN, 1979). The meta-linguistic scheme 
manifested in activity talk might vary. In our case, the teacher presents a 
request (e.g., "Effie, stand up", line 10), expecting no response from the 
students. During the lesson the teacher shifts from topic talk to activity 
talk and the students are expected to recognize this transition and react 
accordingly. However, the abrupt transitions from topic talk to activity 
talk, which break the basic I.R.E sequence, are not announced openly. 
Consequently, they are liable to confuse and distract the students. 
Example 2 illustrates this abrupt and unexpected transition: 

 
Example 2 – Transition from topic talk to activity talk:: 

 
7. Teacher: Only vitamins? 
8. Teacher: What else does it have, Amit? 
9. Teacher: Effie's gone back to his seat without permission. 
10. Teacher: Effie, stand up. 
11. Teacher: Yes. 
12. Student: Carbohydrates. 
13. Teacher: Carbohydrates, good. 
 
 

The second category characteristic of the text is indirect speech acts 
(i.e., when the literal meaning of the utterance is different than its 
communicative intention) (SEARLE, 1975). Pragmatics deals with 
bridging the gap between the utterance meaning and the speaker meaning 
(GRICE, 1975). For example, when the teacher says: "Effie's gone back 
to his seat without permission" (line 9), we assume that she wishes to 
rebuke Effie. To save her face, the teacher chooses to speak indirectly, 
presenting herself in a moderate and positive light, instead of uttering a 
harsh rebuke. The concept of politeness may be used to explain the use 
of linguistic strategies to save the participants' face during the interaction 
(THOMAS, 1995).  

Our analysis shows that indirectness characterizes the teacher's 
utterances. In a third grade lesson, it might come at the expense of clarity 
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and confuse some of the students. For example, the teacher uses a 
question form to reprimand Karen: "Karen, do you want to fall and 
break your back?" (line 32). It seems that Karen managed to identify the 
teacher's meaning, and therefore she does not respond, even though a 
question has been addressed to her. 

In our text, politeness is constructed via mitigation (lines 30-35), 
and the use of the first person plural. (e.g., "Teacher: we want to keep 
our bodies healthy, right?" (line 33. See also lines 20, 22). The first 
person plural is often ascribed in sociolinguistics to relationships of 
proximity and solidarity (SCOLLON; SCOLLON, 1995). However, 
when the teacher says "we haven't gotten there yet" (line 20), she actually 
tries to stop a student from advancing on his own. In Example 3, the 
student expresses his insight that bread contains all the food ingredients, 
but the teacher ignores this discovery.  

 
Example 3 – The teacher curbs the student's curiosity: 

 
19. Student: Orna, in the Food Ingredient Chart on page eleven, there's 

everything in bread 
20. Teacher: We haven't gotten there yet, haven't gotten there yet 
21. Student: But there's everything in bread there. 
22. Teacher: Just a second. We'll get there in a second. 
23. Student: I've already gotten there. 
 
 

Example 3 shows that in response to the student's insight, the 
teacher stresses that the student's fast pace does not suit her agenda to 
describe each ingredient separately, and only finally reaches the point 
(i.e., bread does indeed contain all the food ingredients). She therefore 
curbs him but uses "we", thus mitigating her request by claiming that it is 
done for the good of the students.  

To recapitulate, following ISEA, the text analysis shows that the 
teacher uses various discourse strategies to consolidate her power during 
the lesson. The teacher's dominance comes to the fore in her holding the 
floor and in her extensive exploitation of the linguistic power of posing 
questions. It is further manifested in her broad use of activity talk and in 
the abrupt transitions between topic and activity talk. These shifts are 
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liable to confuse the students. The teacher's use of various politeness 
strategies, such as the first person plural and mitigation, indicate that she 
expends a great deal of effort to gain and maintain control.  

3.2 The Four World Method (FWM) 

3.2.1 Theoretical framework  

The Four World Method (FWM) aims at exploring how 
interlocutors position, or locate themselves in interactional discourse 
(DAVIES; HARRÉ, 1990; LANGENHOVE; HARRÉ, 1999). The 
method is inspired by two functionalist approaches to discourse analysis 
(SCHIFFRIN, 1994): Linguistic anthropology (DURANTI, 1997) and 
institutional conversation analysis (ICA) (DREW; HERITAGE, 1992). 
In addition, it is also based on a current definition of discursive 
positioning (BAMBERG, 2004; KUPFERBERG; GREEN, 2005; in 
press).  

The functionalist approaches listed above view language resources 
(e.g., syntactic structures, figurative and non-figurative lexical items and 
phrases, pronouns, reported speech, etc.) as tools used by interlocutors in 
the co-construction of interpersonal communication and self. For 
example, in the classroom discourse analyzed in this paper, the teacher's 
questions and directives are salient linguistic resources which she uses to 
manage the interaction (THORNBORROW, 2002). The use of these 
language resources also shows that she positions herself vis-à-vis her 
students as the person who is in charge. 

Following linguistic anthropology (DURANTI, 1997), the first 
functionalist approach, we assume that discourse is locally produced in a 
specific context and is reflexively related to it. Inspired by ICA (DREW; 
HERITAGE, 1992), the second functionalist approach, we assume that 
interlocutors co-produce meaning in discourse and therefore we have to 
examine the text turn-by-turn in order to identify the interactional 
dimensions of an ongoing conversation.  

Positioning is a discursive activity that was originally defined as 
how narrators locate themselves in conversation in relation to one 
another. This concept constitutes “a dynamic alternative to the more 
static idea of role” (LANGENHOVE; HARRÉ, 1999, p. 14). Espousing 
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Bamberg's analysis of positioning (2004), and the definition of 
chronological and narrative time (see an overview in Kupferberg; Green, 
2005), we assume that interlocutors use self-displaying resources that 
enable them to position (DAVIES; HARRÉ, 1990), or locate, themselves 
in discourse vis-à-vis significant others in the past world of experience 
(e.g., a student tells a personal story during the lesson), which is unfolded 
in the present (i.e., the ongoing classroom interaction).  

FWM (KUPFERBERG; GREEN, 2005; in press) also shows that 
sometimes interlocutors shift the focus of the talk to possible future 
worlds where they attempt to change past experience (e.g., a student 
talks about his future plans during the lesson). The fourth world is an 
interpretive interface in which the researcher examines the interlocutors' 
trans-world journeys (i.e., from the present to the past and the future) and 
relates them to theories that guide them (BEN-PERETZ; 
KUPFERBERG, 2007; KUPFERBERG; BEN-PERETZ, 2004; 
KUPFERBERG; GREEN, 2005).  

3.2.2 Methodological framework 

The method of analysis (KUPFERBERG; GREEN, 2005) is a 
step-by-step heuristic procedure based on the FWM showing how the 
text is broken down into the interlocutors' present, past and future 
worlds. Subsequently, the text is reassembled in a fourth world – an 
interpretive interface that establishes a bridge between the micro and 
macro-analytic perspectives. In our text, for example, the teacher and the 
students position themselves via language resources mainly in the 
ongoing classroom activity in the present. The interlocutors' past and 
future worlds of experience are barely reached. Our fourth interpretive 
world is presented in the next subsection.  

FWM is guided by the principle that research should be action-
oriented and applicable in the very context in which the data was 
collected (KUPFERBERG; GREEN, 2005). The advantages of this 
method are two-fold. First, it offers a procedure for dividing the 
complexity of discourse into well-defined parts that are later 
reconstructed in an interpretive interface. Second, this reconstruction 
links the micro and macro-analytic perspectives on discourse.  
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3.2.3 Text analysis 

It is not difficult to see that the text analyzed in this paper is 
mainly located in the present where the teacher and the students position 
themselves vis-à-vis each other. The teacher locates herself in relation to 
the students as an authoritative figure in charge of instruction and class 
management and she decides which of the two should be focused on. 
The students are positioned as obedient and compliant. These 
positionings are discursively expressed via a turn allocation system that is 
teacher-centered. The teacher uses questions and directives – two 
linguistic resources that enable her to control the interaction. 

The only instances of temporal shift to the past and the future are 
displayed in lines 26-30, where the teacher decides to change the 
temporal focus. As for the nature of these shifts, in both cases the shift 
is carried out to accomplish tasks that are on the teacher's mind. They do 
not provide the students with an opportunity to generate a meaningful 
discussion about their own past experience or focus on possible and 
attractive future landscapes. 

To recapitulate, examined from the FWM perspective, the text is 
teacher-oriented. It neither provides the students with a space to relate to 
their own experience, nor does it enable them to plan or dream about 
the future. Such temporal shifts are crucial for inter and intra-personal 
development of self and other-awareness and insights (KUPFERBERG; 
GREEN, 2005). 

3.3 Grounded Theory (GT) 

3.3.1 Theoretical framework 

The Grounded Theory approach in social sciences was initially 
developed by Glaser and Strauss (1967). Glaser defines GT as "the 
systematic generating of theory from the data, which in itself is 
systematically obtained from social research" (GLASER, 1978, p. 2). 
This approach aims at understanding personal and social phenomena 
using an inductive process of eliciting the main categories of meaning 
from the data and identifying the interconnections between them until a 
theory emerges.  
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3.3.2 Methodological framework 

A GT study begins with an open-ended question about a 
phenomenon. Empirical data are collected to represent the 
phenomenon, and the GT is formed by gradually coding the empirical 
data. Strauss and Corbin (1990) suggest three phases of data coding. The 
first phase is open coding, when the empirical data is segmented into 
sentences or paragraphs. The researcher notes the main idea of each 
sentence or paragraph and forms categories and subcategories of 
meaning based on recurring ideas. 

During axial coding, the second phase, the researcher establishes a 
pattern, order or inter-relationships among the categories. In order to 
establish such order, Strauss and Corbin (1990) recommend identifying 
the implied casual relationship among the various categories. For 
example, the researcher can suppose that some categories represent the 
reasons or origins underlying the studied phenomena. Others represent 
its symptoms, manifestations, results or implications. This meta-
organization of the categories based on abstracting factors that are present 
in any phenomena can help the researcher form his local theory. Selective 
coding is the third phase, when the researcher identifies a story line based 
on the now interlinked categories, and proceeds to write the grounded 
theory.  

The GT actual phases of coding might vary among researchers, 
but their dynamics is essentially the same. The researcher constantly 
compares the categories that emerge during data analysis, looking for 
differences, similarities and other types of relationship like inclusion, 
exclusion and overlapping. Through constant comparison the researcher 
gradually forms hypotheses about the meaning of the categories and 
inter-relationships among them until a theory emerges. 

3.3.3 Text analysis 

What epistemology do third grade students learn through a 
science lesson about the major food groups? The following analysis aims 
at providing an answer to this question. Epistemology is "about the 
nature of knowledge and knowing, including definitions of knowledge, 
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how knowledge is constructed, and how knowledge is evaluated" 
(HOFER; PINTRICH, 1997, p. 88). 

The analysis is grounded in several contextualizing suppositions. 
First, students attend school in order to learn something. Second, science 
lessons are usually about learning some scientific facts, ideas and/or 
theories and procedures. Thirdly, when one studies science (or any other 
discipline) one also acquires general ideas about the meaning of 
knowledge and knowing in science and in general. 

3.3.3.1 Open coding 

During this phase, two categories emerged: knowledge domains and 
ways of knowing. The former category is further subdivided into scientific 
and social subcategories. Example 4 illustrates the lines to which the 
subcategory scientific was attached.  

 
Example 4 – Foring the subcategory "scientific": 

 
1. Teacher: So, if that's the case, what can we say – what ingredients are 

there in bread? 
2. Student: Vitamins. 
 

The social subcategory (i.e., rules of appropriate classroom 
behavior) is manifested in line 9: "Teacher: Effie's gone back to his seat 
without permission", since we assume that the teacher focuses on 
classroom behavior here. 

As for ways of knowing, the second category, the analysis shows that 
it is also subdivided into two subcategories. The first is being sent by the 
teacher to discover information by looking at the tables. This subcategory is 
expressed in "Teacher: Do you see bread in the Vitamins column?" (line 
4). The second subcategory is listening to the teachers' descriptions of students’ 
behavior and being told or 'rhetorically asked' about the meanings or consequences of 
this behavior. Example 5 presents the lines to which this subcategory was 
attached: 

 
Example 5 – Categorizing the text: 
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27.  I've already called on you several times today. I wanted to 
hear an answer and I 

28.  Haven’t managed to get an answer. 
29.  But talk – you talk. 
 

3.3.3.2 Axial coding  

Each knowledge domain is reached via specific ways of knowing. 
Scientific knowledge about the major food groups is learned by listening to 
the teacher's instructions that monitor the process of looking at the table. 
Social knowledge related to appropriate classroom behavior is learned by 
listening to the teacher reprimanding students who strayed and 
describing their improper behavior by asking for explanation or talking 
about the consequences of such behavior. For both knowledge domains, 
the only source of information is the teacher. The teacher is an authority 
that monitors ways of knowing. Example 6 illustrates this point. 

 
 

Example 6 – The teacher monitors ways of knowing: 
 

19. Student: Orna, in the Food Ingredient Chart on page eleven, there's 
everything in bread 

20. Teacher: We haven't gotten there yet, haven't gotten there yet 
 

3.3.3.3 Selective coding  

Apparently, the teacher, in conducting a lesson on the major food 
groups, is urging the third graders to explore the major food groups and 
in this process construct their own knowledge. Actually, the teacher 
merely instructs the students to identify the major food groups that are 
present in bread by looking at a table: "Do you see bread in the Vitamins 
column? Do you see bread?" (line 4). Therefore, the so called exploration 
is only mechanical, since nothing is done apart from finding the right 
answers in the table. The teacher does not attempt to relate the meaning 
of food groups to pertinent issues such as health promotion and body 
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building. Furthermore, students are not allowed to advance on their own, 
as Example 3 illustrates.  

The teacher also instructs the students about what appropriate 
classroom behavior is. Instruction is performed by pointing at unruly 
students in the presence of their classmates and asking rhetorical 
questions or using negative parallels. It is plausible to assume that the 
teacher's verbal behavior ridiculed and embarrassed the students. 
Example 7 illustrates this point:  

 
Example 7 – Pointing at unruly students: 

 
27. Teacher: I've already called on you several times today. I wanted to 

hear an answer and I 
28.  haven't managed to get an answer. 
29. Teacher: But talk – you talk. 
 
 

To recapitulate, examined via the GT lens, the lesson focuses on 
two knowledge domains: the scientific (i.e., the major food groups), and 
the social (i.e., appropriate classroom behavior). These ways of knowing 
are monitored by the teacher. In fact, in the classroom interaction 
presented in Example 1, there are only two sources of information: the 
teacher and the table. The students are not allowed to express their voice. 
Knowing is achieved by fulfilling the teacher's instructions or getting 
reprimanded. Consciously or unconsciously, the teacher keeps 
transmitting contradictory messages that have both explicit and implicit 
meanings. The students are sent to explore a table and find the major 
food groups, but the exploration is mechanical. The students are 
reprimanded about their unfit behavior but the questions are rhetorical.  

We can conclude that the notions of knowledge and knowing that 
emerge from the lesson are rigid. Knowledge is something one gains by 
following the expert's (i.e., the teacher's) instructions. The expert tells the 
students to explore data, but all they do is identify the right answers. If 
students disobey the instructions, they are reprimanded or ridiculed. 
Either way, they do not have a say in the matter. 
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4 DISCUSSION 

Our study of classroom discourse was guided by the following 
question: What is the contribution of a multiple-method design to the 
understanding of a classroom interaction? To answer the question, we 
used three discourse-oriented methods that provided three text analyses. 
The analyses showed that the classroom interaction that we analyzed is 
asymmetrical – exclusively dominated by teacher talk. This finding is not 
surprising. It supports Peled-Elhanan and Blum-Kulka's (2006) findings 
that in the Israeli context, teachers mostly engage in pseudo-dialogue or 
monologue disguised as a dialogue.  

The present article further foregrounds different dimensions of the 
asymmetry identified in the analyzed text. ISEA illustrates social 
dimensions of the interaction through the discourse strategies employed 
by the teacher in order to consolidate her power during the lesson (e.g., 
abrupt transitions between topic and activity talk). In addition, this 
method reveals various face-saving politeness strategies employed by the 
teacher. 

FWM foregrounds the experiential aspect of the interaction. It 
shows that the teacher's authoritative positioning in the here and now does 
not allow the students to make meaningful discursive journeys to their 
worlds of past experience and/or hypothetical future worlds. GT 
emphasizes the epistemological dimension by illuminating the limited 
and mechanical pattern of knowledge acquisition enforced by the 
teacher.  

The three methods further show that the teacher's discursive 
productions contain contradictory pedagogical and communicative 
messages. ISEA shows how the teachers' use of indirectness (e.g., using 
the form of question instead of order) comes at the expense of clarity in 
the lesson. Second, politeness strategies (e.g., the use of the first person 
plural and mitigation), which usually express solidarity, are exploited to 
gain control.  

FWM stresses that the teacher's control of temporal shifts in the 
classroom discourse was carried out to satisfy her needs, and did not 
provide the students with a space where they could express their voice. 
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GT shows that the teacher uses pseudo search and explore didactics which 
directs the students to look for information, but the search is merely 
mechanical. She also uses a pseudo you figure it out strategy which urges 
the students to explain their behavior but because the questions are 
rhetorical, no response is expected.  

The joint picture that emerges out of the multiple-method design 
shows that the social, experiential and epistemological aspects of the 
classroom interaction are interrelated: the teacher holds the floor and a 
lot of her utterances are informative, which shows that she is the one 
who knows the major sources of information. The teacher controls the 
interaction in the here and now, which doesn't allow the students to 
voice their knowledge or relate to past and future experiences.  

The three analyses use different means to probe the text, and thus 
they complement as well as validate each other. Focusing on language 
resources, ISEA and FWM show how the teacher consciously or 
unconsciously uses language resources to control her class. GT probes 
the content of the interaction, and shows that the epistemological 
dimensions of the learning process are mechanical and do not enhance 
explorative ways of knowing. Together, the three methods provide a 
rigorous trust-worthy (LINCOLN; GUBA, 1998) description and 
interpretation of the classroom interaction. 

We claim that the multiple-method design employed in this study 
illuminates implicit aspects of the classroom puzzle, the mysterious ways 
in which teachers and students interact about knowledge (BRUNER, 
1996, p. 55). Explicitly, the teacher and students are interacting about the 
major food groups. Implicitly, the students learn that the teacher and the 
learning materials are the only sources of information. They further learn 
that in the classroom knowing is completely monitored by the teacher. 
She is the one who decides what, how and when one is allowed to know.  

This interpretation raises another question. Does the power the 
teacher exercises in the classroom come from a position of strength? 
Our analyses reveal a paradox concerning the teacher's control. 
Institutionally, the teacher's power is supposed to be overt and deep-
rooted, but in fact it seems that her authority is not unequivocal, and 
therefore she is obliged to use various language strategies to sustain her 
control.  
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Our explanation lies in the teacher's need for face-saving. We 
assume that nowadays, in an era of knowledge explosion, the teacher's 
face is constantly threatened. As a result, she cannot rely solely on the 
formal authority that has been vested in her by the establishment. She is 
compelled to continually negotiate her authority with the students. 

In conclusion, our study has theoretical, methodological and 
practical implications. Theoretically, the link between the 
epistemological, the experiential and the social dimensions of classroom 
interaction that emerges from multiple text analyses can be further 
explored in educational and non-educational institutional settings. 
Methodologically, the use of a multiple-method perspective can open 
new venues for the study of interaction in education and elsewhere. 
Finally, the practical implication of the study should be focused on 
"changing patterns of participation" (GEE; GREEN, 1998) and bringing 
about better teaching and learning practices. Educators should be 
creative about designing new models of teacher-students interaction that 
may enhance the growth and development of the students. 
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