Jour. Korean Earth Science Society, v. 31, no. 6, p. 647655, October 2010

CSloAlT) oln|AE| Bt 29 WAL

=LA
S ey Al B
22’ - oM - ZEE?

oy ek, 449-160, A71% &9 FAT ZHF 1156
et BK21 PlejALS) St S A AR, 151-742, A& ekt #ebE 599
WNetishr AFAetg3t, 151-742, A&A] ek Bk 599

An Exploratory Analysis of Discourse Types and Meaning-making
Strategies Used by a Beginning Teacher in Secondary Science Class
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Abstract: This study analyzed discourse types and meaning making strategies used in a secondary beginning science
teacher’s class. A voluntary middle school science teacher participated in this study, and her instruction was observed and
videotaped. The analysis consisted of two parts. First, we categorized the types of discourses occurred in class. Second,
we examined her instructional strategies used through meaning making practices at the micro-level. Results indicated that
there were five episodes emerged representing different discourse types and meaning making strategies in the beginning
teacher’s lesson about ‘the pathway and property of light’. Conclusion and implications for further study and teacher
professional development were presented in the paper.
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Table 1. Four classes of communicative approach

Interactive Noninteractive

Dialogic Interactive/Dialogic Noninteractive/Dialogic
Authoritative [Interactive/Authoritative  Noninteractive/Authoritative
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Activity Structure

Semantic Relations

Thematic Development Strategies

- Teacher Exposition

+ Triadic Dialogue

- External Text Dialogue
+ Teacher-Student Debate
+ Teacher Summary

+ Teacher Narrative

+ Demonstration

+ Logical Relations

+ Taxonomic Relations

+ Transitivity Relations

+ Circumstantial Relations

- Dialogue Strategies
-Teacher Question Series
-Selection & Modification
-Joint Construction
-External Text Dialogue

+ Monologue Strategies
-Logical Exposition
-Narrative

+ General Structural Strategies
-Rhetorical Connection
-Generic Connection

+ Equivalence & Contrast
-Apposition
-Contrastive Stress
-Parallel Environments
-Self-Correction

+ Global Thematic Strategies
-Repetition with Variation
-Thematic nexus
-Intertextual allusion

+ Other Strategies
-Metadiscourse
-Marking Important Information
-Framebreaking
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