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Introduction

This study describes a two year action research project to monitor the implementation of a new assessment brief on an undergraduate programme of study. In the data collected for the project, UK and International students interview each other to obtain information for an assessed task on learning and teaching English as an additional language.  The data is explored for insights into the consequences of the new assessment brief.  In the second year of the project, the assessment brief is adjusted as a result of the data analysis and the subsequent consequences observed.  In the final stage of the project, a ‘learning object’ for university students and staff who may be interested in lingua franca-related issues is developed. 
Stage one: the new assessment brief
In the first year of the project, I was teaching a third-year undergraduate module called ‘TESOL and Language Studies’ for the first time.  TESOL stands for Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages and is one of a plethora of acronyms in English language teaching, including: TEFL (Teaching English as a Foreign Language), EAL (English as an Additional Language), EIL (English as an International Language) and ELF (English as a Lingua Franca).  Each of these acronyms implies a certain set of ideas about ‘English’ and the relationship between those who consider themselves either ‘users’ or ‘learners’. Beginning as a project about TESOL, in that the students I was researching were enrolled on a module of that name, my data collection and analysis led me to consider some of the issues raised by ELF.  The final stage of the project, and of this report, describes how an attempt to raise students’ awareness of ELF issues developed into a learning object of that name.

Most of my students on the TESOL module were in the third year of a BA English Language and Linguistics and, apart from three who were European exchange students, all were UK nationals.  The assessment brief in the previous year had required students to listen to an audio recording of an English language learner involved in a Business English-type role-play.  The students had to design two classroom activities for the learner and write a report justifying their design; with reference to the learner’s needs, as evidenced by the recording, and to theories of second language learning and teaching.  At the same time as teaching on the TESOL module, I was also teaching a group of International students on a pre-undergraduate Foundation programme at the same university.  I decided to introduce the two groups of students to each other and require the UK students to base their work on the English language learning goals and needs of an International student.  I thought that abandoning the audio recording in favour of a face-to-face ‘needs analysis’ interview, widely used in English language teaching (Long 2005), would increase the authenticity of the assessed task for the UK students.  By ‘authenticity’ I meant two things; firstly, that needs analysis interviews are widely used by practising language teachers, and secondly that the opportunity to interact with a learner might result in a more detailed and accurate idea of their needs (including their language proficiency and learning preferences), given the scope for clarification and exemplification that an interview format provides.
I explained the aims of the interview to students and allocated them to UK-International pairs.  The UK students were required to record their interview and submit their recordings with their assessment.  In total, four hours and forty-two minutes of interviews were submitted by seventeen students.  At this stage I was unaware that there might be anything particularly interesting in the interviews, but having taught both sets of students, I was curious to hear what they had talked about.  As I listened, it became clear that what was even more interesting than WHAT they were talking about was HOW they were talking.  I began transcribing the interviews and thinking about possible implications for the new assessment brief, and for TESOL in general, of the way in which the UK and International students used English to talk to each other.  
Stage one: results

There are, of course, numerous observations about the students’ talk in the needs analysis interviews that could be made; in this report I will focus on a feature of the interaction that seems particularly relevant to the aim of a needs analysis interview, the management of topic.  Despite the difficulty of defining what a topic actually is, in the context of interpersonal communication and social interaction the processes by which topics get selected, agreed and changed have been shown to be deeply implicated in our understanding of ourselves and those we interact with.  Specifically, topic selection and change provide ways of advancing, maintaining and disengaging personal relationships, of allocating power and control and of enacting identities and roles (Beck 2006).  The aspect of topic management that is most relevant to the needs analysis interviews is the way in which topics are pursued, that is, re-selected subsequent to another topic from which the re-selected topic does not flow (Button and Casey 1985). The interview data contains a number of examples of topic pursuit by the UK student interviewer.  In this report, I illustrate how this feature works with four extracts from one of an interview between Kate (UK) and Tom (China).  The symbols used in the transcripts to indicate pauses, overlap between the turns, intonation etc. are explained in appendix 1.
In the first extract, the main topic of the conversation is Tom’s ‘difficulties’ with English.  The third year student (Kate) supplies explanations for these difficulties, which are contested by the Tom.  The sub-topics are ‘listening’ and ‘grammar’.
________________________________________________________________
Extract A: your difficulties 1.  Kate (UK) and Tom (China) lines 43 – 79 of 336

________________________________________________________________

043 Kate: =So maybe where you perhaps six, seven think when you 
044  
started learning English?(4.1)Did you find it ↑difficult 
045 
learning English?
046 Tom:  (.)I think is grammar

047 Kate: Okay,(.)Is that the ↑only thing that you find hard?

048 Tom:  en(.)I think grammar and en li:stening listening

049 Kate: Listening, yeah?(.) What do you find hard about listening?

050 Tom:  en because en well in China my my tutor was (.)was a a(.)
051       was(.)was a foreign people came (.) 
052 Kate: sh-whi-[in-en]
053 Tom:         [from Austra]-Austral=
054 Kate: =Australia or Austria?=
055 Tom:  =Australia=
056 Kate: =Australia?
057 Tom:  Yeah, and another one came from(.) another one came from 
058       A-Aland
059 Kate: Ireland?
060 Tom:  Yeah=
061 Kate: =So they have quite strong accents.
062 Tom:  =Yes, very strong accent and en when I ca-came to UK and 
063 
when I talk to young people completely couldn’t understand
064       yes=
065 Kate: =en
066 Tom:  because it’s quite fast and it’s not clear and en they 
067 
always speaking they speak is not average is is different
068       accent(.)so it’s difficult to
069 Kate: Okay, so(.) really it’s grammar you find difficult. I-is 
70

the grammar(.h) difficult for you because it’s so different 
71     
to Chinese?
72
Tom:  Yes, different=
73
Kate: =TOTALLY different
74
Tom:  en, not really s-some ha-[half-half]
75
Kate:                          [some things are similar] half 
76     
and half ok, so grammar(.) quite  difficult and listening
77

quite difficult and maybe pronunciation?(.) Possibly or 
78

not? Will you ok with that?=
79
Tom:  =en(.)I’m not sure.

In the extract above, Kate uses the story of Tom’s English language learning to set the scene for a diagnosis of his ‘needs’.  Positioning Tom as a language learner in line 43, Kate uses his learner, or ‘non-native speaker’ identity, as a context for the suggestion in line 44 that he may have (had) difficulties with English.  The preference for agreement in conversation sets Tom up to accept that he has difficulties with English, and again projects a context for Kate’s claim (in her assessed work) that Tom has ‘needs’.  In this way, Kate legitimises the ‘needs analysis’ interview and begins to elicit a justification for her choice of assessed lesson plan aims.  Tom’s understanding and acceptance of his ‘learner’ identity is crucial to Kate, if she is to conduct a successful interview.

As line 46 shows, Tom is immediately able to begin the co-construction of his ‘learner’ identity with Kate.  Rather than simply saying ‘yes’, in answer to Kate’s question, ‘did you find it difficult learning English?’ Tom provides a question to the question he anticipates will follow, ‘what difficulties did you have?’  His answer, ‘I think is grammar’ is one possible focus for an assessed lesson plan.  Kate acknowledges Tom’s answer with a rise-fall intonation on the word ‘okay’ and then provides confirmation that she is looking for an additional ‘need’ by asking in line 47 ‘Is that the only thing that you find hard?’, with a rise in intonation on the first syllable of ‘only’ indicating stress on this word and a tense shift from the past into the present.  Tom accepts that more information is needed, as well as re-stating his intial ‘difficulty’, ‘grammar and listening’.  Kate shows interest in the ‘listening’ answer by repeating it and asking a follow-up question, ‘what do you find hard about listening?’
Tom initially accepts Kate’s explanation for his listening difficulties by repeating her phrase ‘strong accent’; adding further emphasis, ‘very strong accent’ (line 62).  He signals the continuation of his turn with the connecting word ‘and’ (line 62), beginning a description of the experience of arriving in the UK for the first time.  Maintaining his with a second use of ‘and’, Tom moves away from a nationality-based explanation for his problems and introduces the new category of ‘youth’.  He elaborates on the specific qualities of speakers in this category, suggesting that they speak quickly and with a non-standard accent (‘not average’, line 67), do not emphasise key words or respect word juncture. In distancing himself from Kate’s single variable (national accent) and providing a more nuanced account, Tom modifies Kate’s explanation.  He carries on with his turn, but is interrupted in line 69 by Kate who changes the sub-topic, re-introducing ‘grammar’.  Tom’s contestation/modification goes unremarked by Kate.

In returning to the first sub-topic, ‘grammar’, Kate asks (lines 67 – 68) if the reason for Tom’s difficulty is that Chinese is ‘so different’ from English.   Tom initially says, ‘yes, different’ (line 72) and is immediately followed by an emphatic re-statement by Kate, ‘TOTALLY different’ (line 73).  Tom hesitates and then provides three modifications of the explanation they seemed to have just agreed upon, saying (line 74),

1
not really 

2
s-some 

3
ha-half-half

Kate overlaps with Tom’s turn, accepting his modification by rephrasing his idea, twice (line 75-6),

1
some things are similar

2
half and half

Again, as with Tom’s earlier attempt to contest by modifying the ‘strong accent’ explanation, Kate begins to close down the topic with exactly the same words, ‘okay, so’ (line 76).

At the end of this extract, Kate sums up her understanding of Tom’s English language learning needs (lines 76 – 78) providing four opportunities for Tom to supply confirmation of her analysis,

1
so grammar (.) 

2
quite difficult and listening quite difficult and maybe pronunciation? (.)

3
possibly or not

4
will you okay with that? 

Tom does not take the floor at any of the first three opportunities Kate provides, until she asks him directly whether he can confirm her summary, ‘will you okay with that?’  Tom hesitates and says, ‘I’m not sure’ (line 76).  Despite having taken up the powerful position of ‘interviewer’, with the pre-allocated right to select and change topics and sub-topics, Kate finds that she is not in control of the outcome of this section of talk.   The framework of topic selection (by Kate) and acceptance (by Tom) allows the interaction to proceed and does result in two useable ‘needs’ for Kate, though with some doubt, created by Tom, that these may are in fact his actual needs.

In the second extract, Kate and Tom are further into the interview and have, by now, dealt with a number of new topics, including Tom’s reasons for learning English.  In line 135, Kate re-selects the ‘difficulties’ topic.  This pursuit of a previously closed topic acknowledges only one of the previous sub-topics, ‘listening’ and refrains from mentioning the second, ‘grammar’. Kate’s question is actually an extended sequence of eight sub-questions/statements (What…I know…but…if I said…which…you said…so…do you…).  Either because Tom’s acceptance of her previous diagnosis of his needs was hesitant, or because Kate is hoping to be able to plan one listening and one speaking or reading or writing lesson, she sets up an elaborate topic pursuit.
________________________________________________________________
Extract B: your difficulties 2.  Kate (UK) and Tom (China) lines 135 – 143 of 336

________________________________________________________________

0135 Kate: Okay(5.0) wha-what do you find I know you talked about what
0136       do you found hard about learning English to begin with
0137       but(.) out of certain skills could you tell me what you
0138       find hardest? So if I said to you that things we would look
0139       at would be reading(.)listening (.)speaking(.)or writing.
0140       Which of those do you find most difficult?(.) You said you 
0141       found listening difficult didn’t you? So we’re looked that 
0142       so you got speaking, writing en(.)and reading do you find
0143       any of those difficult?
Another example of topic pursuit is evident in an earlier section of the interview.  The topic is Tom’s reasons for learning English, initially selected by Kate in line 10.
_______________________________________________________________
Extract C: your reasons for learning English 1.   Kate (UK) and Tom (China) lines 07 – 26 of 336

________________________________________________________________

07
Kate:
So first of all en(.)do you think it is important 08

to learn English as a second language?

09
Tom: 
(.)Yes, that’s very important for(.)English students.

10
Kate: Okay, yeah, so(.) why do you think it’s important? 

11

you’re learning English so why it’s important to you?=

12
Tom: 
=en (.) actually before when I was in China my parents
13

are force me to study English, because they think they 14

thought the English is(.) it a it a i:international 
15

language=

16
Kate: =right= 
17
Tom: 
=and in mu- in many countries, if you speak another 
18

language you can(.) find a good job easily=
19
Kate:
=Okay=
20
Tom: 
=so and en(.)in our country there is a lot of company en(.)
21

companies come come from(.)American or(.) England or Canada 22

so they speak English so if you speak good English you 
23

can(.)find a job=
24
Kate: =Okay=
25
Tom: 
=and °it’s a very good job°
26
Kate: Okay, 
Tom’s answer to the question about why he is learning English (in line 12 onwards) is that his parents have forced him to study, in the belief that speaking English will help their son get a good job. Later in the interview, Kate re-selects the ‘reasons’ topic by re-stating Tom’s ‘job’ answer, before suggesting to Tom that as he has said that he want to continue his studies, he will also need English for academic purposes.
________________________________________________________________
Extract D: your reasons for learning English 2.   Kate (UK) and Tom (China) lines 77 – 105 of 336

________________________________________________________________

077 Kate:             Okay(.)So why you learning English? we 
078 
said you said you-y hopefully to get a better job(.)en in
079 
China because lots of companies want you to speak 
080 
[English].

081 Tom:  [en]
082 Kate: So are there any other reasons?(.) Is it mainly you’re 
083 
learning English for work?(.) for job prospects?=
084 Tom: 
=yes probably for future=
085 Kate: =[future] work
086 Tom:   [future work]
087 Kate: (.) Will you do any more academic study, Tom, once you
088 
finish your course here?=
089 Tom: 
=en, the first year I finish, then academic study.=
90
Kate: =Okay, so it’s gonna be to look at the job but also you’ll 
91

need English if you do more academic study yeah. Wha-What 92

do you think you might study?(.) What course do you think 93

you might do when you finish your English course?=
94
Tom: 
=en(.)business manage[ment]
95
Kate:                      [ok]
96
Tom: 
in the college=
97
Kate: =Okay. In England?=
98
Tom: 
=Yes, probably I’m interesting in on financial.
99
Kate:
Okay, so business management (.) finance and maybe 
100

psychology.
101
Tom: 
[psy-]
102
Kate:
[en]it’s an interesting combina[tion].
103
Tom: 




      °[combination]°
104
Kate: Okay, do you think you might study here? At Saint John’s? 
105

yeah?=
Needs analysis interviews are an example of institutional (as opposed to mundane) talk (Heritage 2005), in that they have an aim (the diagnosis of language proficiency and learning preferences), the achievement of which is dependent on the interactants identifying as ‘interviewer’ and ‘interviewee’.  Interviews differ from other types of interaction in that the right to select and change the topic is pre-allocated to the interviewer (Roulston 2006). The ‘acting out’ or orientation to the interviewer and interviewee roles by the participants creates constraints on what may be contributed, by whom and how these contributions are get interpreted in the interview.   The extracts above show how one student on the TESOL module oriented to the role of interviewer by selecting and pursuing topics, and subsequently generating usable ‘answers’ for her assessed lesson plans and report.
In abandoning the audio recording in favour of a face-to-face ‘needs analysis’ interview, I was aiming to increase the authenticity of the assessed task for the UK students on the TESOL module.  By ‘authenticity’ I meant two things; firstly, that needs analysis interviews are widely used in TESOL, and secondly that the opportunity to interact with a learner might result in a more detailed and accurate idea of their needs (including their language proficiency and learning preferences), given the scope for clarification and exemplification that an interview format provides.  In fact, on listening to the recorded interviews, I found that the UK students, on a number of occasions, used a topic pursuit strategy to create a rationale for their choice of lesson aims.  I decided therefore to think again about the needs analysis interview in the second phase of the project
Stage two: chatting, with no results
In the next phase of the project, I had the opportunity to teach the TESOL module for the second time.  The needs analysis interview which had replaced the audio recording of a learner in stage one was itself replaced, for the reasons mentioned above.  Instead of the one-off interview between a UK and an International student, I combined the two classes on four occasions during the semester.  On each occasion, I allocated the students to mixed UK/International groups of about six students and suggested a topic for a discussion.  In the final combined class, the International students brought pre-prepared questions for the UK students to use as the basis for a discussion.  I decided to allow the students to decide for themselves whether to make audio recordings of their conversation and not to insist that these were submitted together with the assessed lesson plans and report.
Although the discussions did generate a great deal of animated talk, one reason why the discussions may have been more informal than the interviews was that very few of the students chose to make recordings of their talk. This, unfortunately, meant that I was not able to explore whether topic pursuit, or any other features of talk construed as ‘interview’ by the participants, was evident in the new format.  Not insisting on recording was a mistake for other reasons too; the TESOL students, inexperienced in doing needs analysis, were generally not able to notice ‘online’ features of the International students’ talk that might have been ‘translate-able’ into lesson aims.  Noticeably fewer students than in the previous year made reference to the specific learning aims and preferences of the International students they spoke to.  On balance, requiring the TESOL students to make recording of their discussions seems advisable, and is incorporated into the third stage of the project.
Stage three: solving problems, increasing language awareness

The ‘parent’ discipline of TESOL is Applied Linguistics, defined by Brumfit (1995: 27) as, ‘the theoretical and empirical investigation of real-world problems in which language is a central issue’.  Brumfit (and Cameron et al 1992, Roberts et al 1992, Sarangi and Candlin 2003, and Bygate 2005) have argued while any project in applied linguistics may begin with a description or empirical investigation of the role of language in a real-world problem, it should aim to end with the planning, testing and evaluation of a potential solution.  With this definition in mind, I moved into the next stage of my action research project.

In stage three of the project, the ‘solution’ stage, I decided to create a task to focus students (particularly UK students) on HOW they talk in mixed language groups.  This aim follows on from my earlier observation that HOW students talk in mixed groups is more interesting than WHAT they say!  Indeed that the HOW precedes and conditions the WHAT, not the other way around.  In addition, that HOW is difficult to observe casually and tends to be remembered and reported as WHAT.  Bearing in mind the advantages of making audio recordings of talk and the usefulness for my understanding of the interviews of transcription, I decided to incorporate both recording and transcription into the task.
The idea for an awareness-raising task is not an original one.  Three decades ago, in a study of job interviews between white British interviewers and South Asian interviewees, John Gumperz (1982) concluded that people are generally not aware of how they communicate, so although certain outcomes (including misunderstandings or inaccurate assessments) may occur, the participants may not notice what has happened or how it came about.  Gumperz’s proposed solution was to raise awareness of the ways in which conversations are created step by step, with interactants working to understand each other, keep the conversation going and fulfil their (institutionally-sanctioned) aims.   His practical suggestions included recording conversations, and observing and discussing where things have gone wrong. 
A survey of the literature on discourse analysis, conversation analysis, intercultural communication and teaching conversation in language classrooms (Young 2008, Thornbury and Slade 2006, Brown and Yule 1983, ten Have 2007  Scollon and Scollon 1995, Schegloff 2007, Tannen 1989, Carter and McCarthy 1997, Roberts and Moss n.d.) suggested that students who have recorded and transcribed a discussion could be required to listen for and comment on where they hear a participant (and what the effect is on the outcome of the interaction):
· starting to say something and not finishing it

· starting to speak while or after someone else has been speaking 
· asking a question

· asking the same question more than once
· laughing
· sighing

· disagreeing or agreeing with what someone else has said

· giving their personal opinions or stating facts

· repairing/correcting/reformulating what they or someone else has said or the way they said it (are they examples of self-initiated self repair, self-initiated other repair, other-initiated self repair or other-initiated other repair?) how many ‘turns’ does it take before the repair sequence is complete?  Who completes the repair?
· changing the volume of their talk
· changing the speed of the talk

· changing the pitch of their voice, making it higher or lower

· hesitating
· saying more (or less) than the other people in the interaction
· summarising what another person has said
· using vague language like ‘a bit’, ‘thing’, ‘stuff’, ‘a few’, ‘sort of’
· using hedging language like ‘might’, ‘could’, ‘kind of’, ‘sort of’, probably, somewhat, actually really, basically, generally, perhaps, normally, slightly, at least
· using question tags like ‘it’s cold, isn’t it?’, ‘yeah, it does, doesn’t it?’,  ‘he isn’t working today, is he?’

· using discourse markers like ‘and’, ‘but’, ‘then’, ‘first’, ‘I mean’, ‘anyway’, ‘on the other hand’, next
· using signposting language like, ‘a kind of food called’, ‘York is a place where…’ ‘I just want to tell you about…’

· starting a new topic, developing a topic, ending a topic, changing the topic
· referring back to an earlier part of the same interaction

· referring to another interaction (with the same or a different person)

· using ‘heads’ like ‘you know my neighbour? She…’, ‘that girl you met last week, have you…’, ‘That boy over there, he looks…’

· using ‘tails’ like ‘you always do that, you do’, ‘it’s quite bad, you know’, ‘he’s actually quite annoying, that man’, ‘they tend to do that don’t they, students’.

· using pronouns like ‘him’, ‘her’, ‘hers’, ‘she’
· using words like ‘this’, ‘that’, ‘there’, ‘now’, ‘then’

· using sounds like ‘mmm’ or ‘hmm’

· using words or short phrases that ‘stand alone’ like ‘yeah’, ‘OK’, ‘right’, ‘really’, ‘oh dear’
· using ‘have’, ‘give’, ‘get, ‘take’, ‘go’ in combination with other words, for example, ‘give someone a ring’, ‘have a good talk’,  ‘take a long walk’, ‘got so many messages’, ‘got all mixed up’.
· Overlapping with another speaker

· Using ellipsis (missing out words), for example ‘wonder if he’ll be there’, ‘just got back from town’, ‘got a terrible headache’, ‘interesting, isn’t it?’

· using taboo language or slang

· using formal language

· using fixed expressions like ‘it’s on the tip of my tongue’, ‘watch your step’, ‘you can’t be too careful’, ‘at the end of the day’, ‘as a matter of fact’
· repeating their own, or someone else in the interaction’s, words

· reporting the words of someone else outside the interaction
After piloting this list of features with a small group of students, it became clear that the list was too long and I reduced it to the much shorter list of questions in appendix 2.

The resulting recording, transcribing and discussion task is described in detail in a series of web pages called Introducing English as Lingua Franca: an online tutorial (Wicaksono 2009).  The web pages are available for use under a Creative Commons Licence at the following address:

http://www2.yorksj.ac.uk/EnquiryCommons/elf/ 
Stage four: from TESOL to ELF
For both UK and International students, mixed language discussions (whether assessed or not) can provide an opportunity to practise paying attention to HOW talk creates roles, identities and information that is (re-)useable in other formats.  As Vijay Rajagopalan (2004: 117) points out, this kind of practice may be most beneficial for monolingual UK students, because,
Communicative competence in [World English] […] is of an interlingual or multilingual nature, and therefore, far from being an asset, being a monolingual may actually turn out to be an encumbrance.  Indeed, the day may not be far of when native speakers of English may need to take crash courses in WE, in order to be able to cope with the demands of an increasingly competitive world market.  
David Graddol (2006: 87), in a report commissioned by the British Council, makes a similar observation, saying that,  

Research is also beginning to show how bad some native speakers are at using English for international communication. It may be that elements of an [English as a lingua franca] syllabus could usefully be taught within a mother tongue curriculum.  

My action research project began as a project about TESOL, in that the students I was researching were enrolled on a module of that name, interacting for the purposes of an assessment with International students.  My data collection and analysis, however, led me to consider both the consequences of a change in the module assessment brief and some of the issues raised by ELF.  In an attempt to raise my students’ awareness of some of these issues, I developed a learning object available as a series of web pages. I hope that the web pages will encourage students to consider how (their own) mixed language groups communicate in English, and to ask the question, ‘who has needs?’ 
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Appendix 1
Transcription symbols key

[
]
Overlapping talk: denotes when more than one person is speaking. 

=

Latching: denotes an utterance that follows another without a gap.

(.h)
Audible inbreath.

(h.)
Audible outbreath.

(.)
Micro pause: a pause of less than 0.2 seconds.

(5.6) Timed pause: The number represents the time of the pause i.e. 5.6    

seconds.

(33 second pause) Denotes a long timed pause.

(      )
Transcription doubt: denotes an utterance too unclear to transcribe. 

> <
Faster talk: denotes talk at a faster rate. 

< >
Slower talk: denotes talk at a slower rate.

?

Gradual rising intonation: not necessarily a question.

.

Gradual falling intonation: the pitch gradually falls to this point.

,

Fall-rise intonation: on the immediately preceding utterance. 

°   °
Quieter talk: denotes quieter talk than the surrounding talk.

CAPITALS
Loud talk: denotes louder talk for an utterance or part of.

(

Higher pitch: denotes a shift to a higher pitch.

· Lower pitch: denotes a shift to a lower pitch.

Appendix 2
English as a lingua franca in the classroom: some questions
Read your transcript and make brief notes on question A and on one, several or all questions B to E, depending on what your group agreed. If there is anything else interesting in the transcript of your discussion, go ahead and make a note of it!

A 
What is the main aim of the discussion? Who decided that this is the aim? Does the recording show that that everyone agreed with this aim? How do the people in the discussion show that they agree or disagree with this aim? In addition to what people say, try to listen for how they say it; for example, do they put stronger stress on some words, does their intonation rise or fall, do they speak louder or more softly and so on?

In the discussion,

B 
does anyone misunderstand what another person is saying? How do they show that they have misunderstood? What is the reaction of the misunderstood speaker? Is the misunderstanding sorted out? How? Who sorts the misunderstanding out? What is the effect of any misunderstanding on the group’s achievement of its aims?

C 
does anyone disagree with what another person is saying or how they are saying it? How do they do this? What is the reaction of the corrected speaker? Is the disagreement sorted out? How? Who sorts the disagreement out? What is the effect of any disagreement on the group’s achievement of its aims?

D 
does everyone have an equal opportunity to speak? Does anyone interrupt another speaker? How do they interrupt? What is the reaction of the other speakers to the interruption? What is the effect of the distribution of opportunity to speak on the group’s achievement of its aims?

E 
does anyone: laugh; sigh; hesitate; repeat (maybe using slightly different words) an opinion or question several times; repeat (maybe using slightly different words) another person’s opinion; use slang, idioms or taboo language; mix different languages? How? What is the effect of any of these features on the group’s achievement of its aims?
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