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Comment [RTP1]: Unfortunately, you chose to 

write your critical summary on an article that was 

not one of the four choices specified in the 

assignment.  The problem is that O’Connors & 

Michaels, though clearly presenting an analysis of 

empirical data, did not structure their article as a 

traditional research report with a statement of 

problem, purpose, method, etc.  Rather, they drew 

on data from a larger ongoing study to present an 

analysis focused on the discourse strategy of 

revoicing.  This makes it difficult—and not entirely 

appropriate—to apply the criteria from the Critical 

Research Summary assignment and the AERA 

empirical research standards.  That being said, you 

managed to summarize pretty well what the 

authors did and raise a number of relevant issues 

about their method. 

 

 

Grade: 85 (3.5) 
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Revoicing—Analysis of a Classroom Discourse Strategy 

Research Problem & Purpose 

The researchers stated their goal in the study was to “focus on powerful use of language 

as a resources for control and socialization” (O’Conner & Michaels, 1993, p. 319).  The purpose 

was described as furthering the understanding of how language influences teaching and learning.  

The idea being that language is a medium for transmitting sociocultural knowledge and its 

purposive use can inform thinking of students.  Specifically, they were interested in how two 

experienced teachers used a particular discourse strategy—revoicing—to coordinate the 

academic tasks with social-participation structures of students.  

The authors drew on work from several areas.  For example, they cite Schieffelin and 

Ochs work as important for the idea of doing a microanalysis when observing the classrooms.  

They also examined how a teachers’ discursive practices can align academic tasks with social 

participation structures using the work of Erickson (1982), Lampert (1990), Leer et al. (1993), 

and Lemkel (1990).  In addition, they used the work of Goodwin (1990) to show how a 

participant framework can be used with social roles in relation to the choice of discourse 

strategy. 

The authors did not state a specific problem that they were addressing in the study.  They 

gave a general goal, but did not specify what specific questions it would have hoped to answer.  

Because of this vagueness it becomes difficult to define the limits of what they were addressing.  

Furthermore, without this clarity it is impossible to know if a review of what is relevant had been 

done.  They used Schieffelin and Ochs work, but do not tell us how this work informed their 

thinking.  There was no clear criteria used to select relevant scholarship given in the paper. 

Comment [RTP2]: This is due largely to the 

article not being a traditional report of a study.   
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Design & Logic of Inquiry 

 The aim of the researchers was to understand the stances students took as they engaged 

with each other and the teacher and how language strategies influenced this process.  This was 

followed out during one year of naturalistic observations in two classrooms with two teachers 

who actively engaged in group dialogue.  They used a microanalysis to examine the classroom 

discourse strategies.  Borrowing on the work featuring initiation-response-evaluation (IRE) they 

set out to broaden the emphasis towards group discussions.  Since no research questions were 

asked and no hypothesis drawn there is a grounded theory element to this design.  In fact, the 

major concept of the research “revoicing” came out as a result of the study.  “It was in her 

classroom during 1988 and 1989 that the observations took place which led to the development 

of the term ‘revoicing’” (O’Connor & Michaels, 1993 p. 328). 

 Because of the nature of the research design it can be acceptable to not have a problem 

statement, research questions, or a hypothesis; however, more detail does need to be provided to 

how this study was carried out.  As it stands it would be very difficult to replicate this study.  

Examples of participant frameworks are given, but how the discourse was collected and coded 

are not.  There was no description of the site or the demographic information of the students 

given in the paper. 

 

Sources of Evidence 

The researchers, O’Conner and Michaels, observed two teachers know for their large 

group discussions in sixth-grade classrooms.  These observations took place over the course of a 

year.  Each researcher observed between 50-100 group discussions that lasted 30 minutes or 

Comment [RTP3]: I’m not sure where you got 

one year from the article.  The authors refer to 

“long-term studies of two classrooms” 

Comment [RTP4]: Yes.  The whole analysis 

presented in the article was in response to the 

authors’ recognition in previous analyses that 

revoicing is an important strategy.  They did not 

begin their work with questions about revoicing 

Comment [RTP5]: Again, this was not written as 

a traditional full report of an empirical study 
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longer.  The research kept transcripts of these discussions and used microanalysis on the 

language. 

 There is very little information given to the reader about the details of this study.  We do 

not know the number of students observed, how or where the observations took place, or the 

demographic information of the students including: age, sex, or race.  There was no information 

on the protocols of data collection or analysis.  They mention early on that they are to use 

microanalysis to study the discourse of the students, but they never give the details of what this 

means.  They do give some rich examples of observations they collected, but this is shown to 

demonstrate their interpretation of the language patterns and not how they accounted for that 

interpretation. 

 

Measurement and Classification 

 The researchers were interested in participant frameworks, warranted inferences, and 

revoicing and did a great deal of classification of discourse into these categories.  They defined 

participant framework as “the roles and stances taken on by students as they engage with the 

teacher and other students” (O’Conner & Michaels, 1993, p. 319).  Warranted inferences is 

something that "indicates that the speaker is linking her utterance to that of the previous speaker 

and is making an interference that she believes to warranted based on that previous utterance" 

(O’Conner & Michaels, 1996, p. 80)  Finally, the authors define revoicing by what “serves to 

create and maintain a kind of participant framework that allow for simultaneous alignment of 

students (within various roles) and academic content sequences” (O’Conner & Michaels, 1993, 

p. 321). 

Comment [RTP6]: Should rely on definition 

provided in the article, not something written later 

 

Comment [RTP7]: I don’t see this as a definition 

of revoicing but as statement of its function 
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The fact their definition of revoicing starts with a verb is problematic.  It is better to tell 

us what it “is” rather than what it “does.”  The vagueness of the definition also leads to the 

question of the difference between “revoicing” and “retroactive contextualizing”  They explain  

retroactive contextualizing by describing that “the teacher can take a student contribution and 

recast it within a wider frame or slightly alter it to accent a different aspect of the lesson topic 

than the one intended by the student” (O’Conner & Michaels, 1993, p. 328).  This to my 

understanding is revoicing, and it is a better definition of revoicing than what is quoted above.  

They attempted to differentiate the two by noting that while the words have the same meaning 

there are different consequences for researchers depending on the term used, but this is not 

grounds to create a new classification. 

 

Analysis & Interpretation 

In the conclusion section the researchers made clear the three interests driving the study.  

First, to “formally describe the way that human actors use language to achieve tightly linked 

sociocognitive purposes” (O’Conner & Michaels, 1993, p. 331).  Second, to “understand how 

moment-to-moment language practices may be linked with larger patterns of socializations” 

(O’Conner & Michaels, 1993, p. 331).  Third, to ascertain if the patterns of socialization that 

influence discourse structures occur randomly or with intention.   

For the first point the authors believed using the linguistic structure of revoicing allowed 

this linking to occur “very neatly” (O’Conner & Michaels, 1993, p. 331).   While this may be 

their interpretation little evidence is given to show this is the case.  On the second point, they rely 

on the work of Schieffelin and Ochs to make their interpretation, which is curious why this was 

Comment [RTP8]: I agree that the authors do 

not provide a clear, succinct definition of revoicing, 

but in referring to retroactive contextualizing, they 

are drawing on a construct from another framework 

and showing how they are similar and different.   

Comment [RTP9]: No, they said the constructs 

were similar but that there were differences 
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an interest in the first place.  For the last point, they stated as fact that the moves do not occur 

randomly, but with intention.  There was little provided in the paper to make this interpretation 

for the two teachers that were studied, let alone to make a more general interpretation on this 

point. 

 

Generalization 

O'Connor and Michaels focused on the notion that revoicing in the instructional process 

depends upon the skillful orchestration of classroom discussion by the teacher and that doing so 

benefits the students.  For example, they mention: “as a consequence of [the teacher’s] 

revoicing…the students have heard and appreciated Renee’s contribution to an extent they would 

not have had she remained unsupported…we can assert that, if [the teacher] had not revoiced 

Renee’s contribution, Andrea would not have aligned herself with it explicitly” (O’Conner & 

Michaels, 1993, p. 330). 

Throughout the paper the authors imply that students are benefitting from this discourse 

strategy.  In the conclusion, however, they state that one of the important remaining questions is, 

“what are the effects on students of participating in or observing a revoicing sequence” 

(O’Conner & Michaels, 1993, p. 331).  The question is telling because clearly nothing has been 

proven and certainly cannot be generalized.  Since many of these assertions were made in the 

body of the paper it is recommend they stay neutral about any effects of the discourse strategies 

until the authors reach the conclusion section. 

 

Comment [RTP10]: “proving” is not the point of 

this kind of research 
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