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Well-structured talk builds the mind (Michaels, 2010).

The focus of this study is on the taxonomy for how metadiscourse
functions in academic discussions for EFL (English as a foreign language)
learners.

When engaged in discussions as a genre of spoken academic discourse,
EFL learners are able to use academic vocabulary, clarify their understanding
of various concepts and texts they read or hear, refine ideas, and revise claims.

The simplest generally accepted definition of metadiscourse is that it is
discourse about discourse. Given that interlocutors pursue different aims and
act under different circumstances, metadiscourse presumably varies across
genres, that is why an issue of the functional taxonomy of metadiscourse
moves for an EFL academic discussion (interactive communication) needs
research attention.

Paraphrasing Adel’s definition of metadiscourse [1] for the academic
discussion genre, it can be defined as “the evolving discourse itself or its linguistic
form”, including references to the speakers in their roles as speakers and the
participants in their role as participants of the current academic discussion. The
references of the mentioned types are actualized in the ongoing academic
discussion with the metadiscourse moves, i.e. “discoursal or rhetorical units
performing coherent communicative functions” [5, p. 228-229].

Building on the previous research on metadiscourse from the move
perspective [1; 3; 4], this paper aims to describe an inventory of the moves the
academic discussion participants use to organise their messages and manage
the interaction with other participants in EFL classroom settings.
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An underlying model of an academic discussion of the above mentioned
type is multi-party interactions managed by a discussion leader (main
speaker) whose role can be performed by the teacher or a student nominated
by the teacher. Given that an academic discussion as a form of classroom
discourse is a “collaborative social action” in which speakers “jointly
collaborate in the production of meanings and inferences” in relation to the
context [2, p.49], the discussion leader’s metadiscursive functions will
involve the following categories: organizing the message (‘metamessage’)
and managing the interaction between the discussion participants (‘participant
interaction’). In each of these two superordinate categories, there are
subcategories which primarily function either to organise the
discourse/message or manage the interaction/orient the participants.

While the message is organized during the ongoing discussion, the
following metadiscourse moves are in operation: 1.1) pressing for reasoning
and clarification (e.g. What makes you say that?/ Why do you think that?);
1.2) encouraging to support ideas with examples/evidence (e.g. Can you give
an example of what you mean? What evidence do you have to support that?);
1.3) building on and/or challenging an interlocutor’s idea/evidence
(e. g. Would someone like to add? /Is this always true?).

While managing the interaction/orienting the participants, the following
metadiscourse moves are at work: 2.1) revoicing, i.e. rephrasing some of what
discussants said and asking them to verify (e.g. So, let me see if I 've got your
thinking right. You re saying...?); 2.2) agreeing or disagreeing, that is to say,
asking participants to apply their own reasoning to that of their interlocutors
(e.g. Do you agree or disagree with X and why?); 2.3) marking, in other words,
confirming and appraising good reasoning /contributions (e. g. That’s an
interesting idea, because ...); 2.4) keeping the communication channels open,
i.e. asking the participants to restate their interlocutors’ reasoning (e.g. Can
anybody put that in their own words?); 2.5) keeping the goal or topic in mind,
namely, getting the conversation back on track, maintaining focus (e. g. Can
you link this back to our question?).

Participants can contribute substantively to their interlocutors’ responses
applying the 3CQ model suggested by Stewart-Mitchell [6] that incorporates
the following four moves: COMPLIMENT + COMMENT + CONNECTION
+ QUESTION. Given below are examples of sentence stems for the moves of
the 3CQ model: [ like your idea/what you've  said,
because...(COMPLIMENT). To be more precise, I completely agree that... or
“I might come to a different conclusion because...” (COMMENT). I also think
that ...is important/crucial/complicated .... (CONNECTION). Overall,
Iwonder why...(QUESTION).

O’Connor & Michaels [3] claim that there are many ways to verbalise talk
moves, to get discussion participants to externalise their reasoning, but our
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focus was solely on the types and formulaic ways metadiscourse moves are
used in an academic discussion constituting a functional taxonomy. An
important takeaway can be summarised as follows: in academic discussions
as a genre of classroom verbal interaction in which discussants collaborate to
co-construct meaning that is jointly produced, metadiscourse tools are crucial
for organizing the message and managing the interaction, each of those
macrofunctions as umbrella terms covering a number of sub-functions
performed with specific moves. Organizing the message is done with the
following essential metatalk moves (but not restricted to): pressing for
reasoning and; encouraging to support ideas with examples/evidence; building
on and/or challenging an interlocutor’s idea/evidence. Managing the
interaction is performed with (but not restricted to): revoicing; agreeing or
disagreeing; marking; keeping the communication channels open; keeping the
goal or topic in mind. In the ongoing discussion, metadiscourse moves can
cluster within one speaker’s turn as in the 3CQ model.

Further research perspectives of the academic discussion will focus on talk
moves that manage the topical information flow and on the pedagogical
applications of a functional taxonomy of metadiscourse moves for an
academic discussion in EFL settings as part of EFL teacher interactional
competence.
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3HaueHHs [IHHOCTEH y Cy4acHOMY CyCIUIBCTBI BU3HAYalOThCS ITMPOKUM
CreKTpoM (haKTOpPiB, TAaKUX SK KyJABTYpHI 3MiHH, TEXHOJOTIYHHH Tporpec,
miobami3amisis Ta COIiadbHO-eKOHOMIUHI TpaHcdopmanii. ILliHHOCTI €
NPUHLIMIIAMY, IEPEKOHAHHSAMHU Ta 1JieajlaMy, SKi BU3HAYAIOTh Te, 10 JIFOAMHA
BBa)ka€ BAXKJIUBHUM 1 IIIHHUM B CBOEMY XKHTTi. BOHM IpalOTh BKIUBY POJIb Y
(dbopMyBaHHI TOBEMIHKK JIOACH, B3AaEMOMII MK HHMH Ta Opi€HTAIl
CYCHIJIbCTBA B IJIOMY.

Axmyanvnicme  TOCHIJDKCHHS 3yMOBJCHA BAXKJIMBICTIO  HAsSBHOCTI
LIHHOCTEH 1 IPIOPUTETIB Y Cy4aCHOMY CYCILIBCTBI, SIKi BIUNTUBAIOTh HA JTyMKH
Ta TOBEAIHKY JFOICH Ta IHIIIFOIOTh MOAAJBIII MOBHI, KYJIBTYpHI, COLIIaJIbHI Ta
nomituyHi npouecH. Lli TeHAeHIIT cHpUsIOTH PO3BHUTKY Teopil LiHHICHO-
OpIEHTOBAHOTO COLIOANCKYpCY. OO ‘€kmom NOCIIIPKEHHS € Teopisl LiHHICHO-
OpIEHTOBAHOTO COLIOJAMCKYPCY SK HalpsM PO3BHUTKY Teopil OHCKypcy Ta
JIHTBICTUYHOI HayKW B wigoMmy. [Ipeomemom BHCTyHa€ JIOCIIKEHHS
MeTozoJoriuHoi 0a3|, COIIOIMCKYPCY 30KpeMa, SK OCHOBH BHHHKHEHHS
Teopii IIHHICHO-OPIEHTOBAHOTO COIIOAUCKYPCY. Mema HROCTIKEHHS —
po3poOUTH  OCHOBHI  TOJIOKEHHSA  Teopii  I[IHHICHO-OPi€EHTOBaHOTO
COITIOANCKYPCY.

VY COUIOMUCKYpCUBHOMY TIiJXOfi, SKHA € OCHOBOI TeOpii IiHHICHO-
OPIEHTOBAHOTO COIIOANUCKYPCY, BEIHMKY YBary IMPHUAUISIOTE KOHTEKCTY,
COLIIAJIbHUM TPaKTHKaM, COLIOKYJbTYPHUM HOpPMaM Ta LIHHOCTSM, SKi
BIUIMBAIOTh HA CHOCOOM BUKOPUCTAHHS MOBH. BiH 103BOJIsI€ OCIIIHMKAM
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