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Abstract

This paper sheds light on the use of different ®and readings used by speakers to
facilitate mutual understating. These differentrierand readings are presented by
Purver in his theory of clarification (2004a). Timost common forms and their
interpretations are investigated in the educaticoatext. The influence of sex and role
variables on using clarification requests (hend¢bf@Rs) is also examined. The study
aims to investigate the applicability of Purverfeory of clarification to Educational
discourse and check the influence of the ‘ rolal &ex’ variables on using CRs in such
a type of discourse. It is hypothesized, amongrathiegs, that CR is a powerful tool
that can be used in the educational setting tditetei mutual understanding and that
during the teaching/ learning process studentisemore than teachers.

Keywords: CR/ grounding/ clarification initiator/ natural sdiourse/ utterance-
anaphoric/ professional context.

1. Introduction

Clarification can be defined as “an explanationnmare details that makes something
clear or easier to understand” (Cambridge Advanasiners Dictionary & thesaurus).

It is an interpretation that removes misunderstagdivhich may occur in discourse.
Therefore, it makes speakers’ utterances easyderstand by speakers’ interlocutors.
Stoyanchev et al. (2014:1) state that “without itation, dialogue participants risk

missing information and failing to achieve mutualdarstanding.” To achieve such a
mutual understanding, the clarification initiataes different CRs forms. Purver et al.
(2002: 1) believe that CRs are common and essent@nversation and although they
take different forms and readings, they still cancithe content or form of a previous

utterance that has failed to be fully comprehenrgethe initiator.”
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Speakersare, sometimes, uncertain about the imdendeaning of their
interlocutors due to certain factors like interiapt ambiguity, mishearing, or
misunderstanding. Speakers request clarificatifiereéntly trying to achieve a mutual
understanding. This can be achieved through theegroof grounding, “the process of
achieving mutual understanding between participamta conversation” (Traum and
Allen, 1992:1). Whenever they encounter a problemnderstanding, speakers use CRs
to make the discourse understandable as far asctdreyConsequently, whenever there
is a breakdown or misunderstanding in human comaoation, one of the solutions to
make a communication easygoing is the use of CRbs@l (2003:1) points out that
“establishing mutual knowledge or grounding is #&alvipart of the communicative
process.” Interlocutors always try to manage, gdoon fix problems they encounter
during discourse using certain methods or waysdkentommunication comprehensible
(Schl"oder 2014:41). Since it is difficult to hageconversation that is perfect, this
makes CRs a suitable area to be investigated. 8€2009:196) remarks that “recently,
it has been proposed that clarification should bleasic component in an adequate
theory of meaning”.

Purver presented his theory of CRs (2004) in whiehdentified different forms
and readings used by clarification initiators tokedheir discourse comprehensible.
This study adopts this theory of clarification toalyze CRs used in the educational
setting. The influence of the ‘role’ and ‘sex’ \arles on using CRs in natural discourse
is also investigated in this study.

The study aims to:

1. Investigate the applicability of Purver’s theoryobdrification to natural discourse.

AnalyseCRs in an educational setting using the sémery of clarification (2004a).

3. Investigate clarification forms and their readings order to get a better
understanding of human discourse.

4. Investigate how discourse factors like speakerng® amd sex affect human’s use of
CR in the educational setting.

It is hypothesized that:

1. CR is a powerful tool that can be used in the etimtal settingto facilitate mutual
understanding.
2. Students use CRs more than teachers during thatgatdarning process.
3. CRsareinfluenced by factors like the role and dak@ speakers.
4. There is a relation between the number of discotuges and the number of CRs
used in the educational setting.
The corpus of this study is taken from the Brittéational Corpus (BNC). The (BNC)

N
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includes different settings among whichis the etanal setting that constitutes the
professional context under investigation. Dataga#ered manually, unlike those used
in Purver’s theory (2004a) for which he uses ClaRidogue system for the analysis of
the corpus.

2. Purver’s Clarification Theory

Interrogative constructions play an important rolgenerative grammar since the
mid 1960s. Ginzburg and Sag highlighted this imgooee in Government and Binding
(GB) as well as in the paradigm of Minimalist Praxgx. They focus their work on the
integration of syntax and semantics. They do néiebe in comprehensive account of
grammar, rather, they believe in the fact that oae depend on parts or choices of
subsets linguists make in interpreting phenomenknguage(s) they discuss and the
selection process depends on fragmentary proposals.

The investigation tools used in the work of Ginzband Sag (2000) are the Head —
Driven Phrase Structure Grammar (henceforth HPS(@) the situation semantics as
well. Their work is mainly built on the grammaticebnstructions followed in Sag
(1997) and the “comprehensive semantics for intatises developed in Ginzburg
1992, 1995 a,b.” (Purver, 2004a:2).

Purver (2004a:243) produces a prototype dialoggtesy (Clarie System) that can
produce and interpret the most important types BE Csee Purver (2004b)). In this
system, he depends on the HPSG. This system depat®issively on the process of
grounding which can interpret users’ CRs suitabiig general system of CRs (where
necessary) as well. It starts with GoDis dialogygstesn (a prototype dialogue system for
information-seeking dialogue, see Larsson et @002, and Task oRiented Instructional
Dialogue Toolkit (TrindiKit) together with “a stamg point for information state (1S)
and dialogue move engine (DME)...” This prototypetsgs stands as a concept, i.e. it
lacks many elements that could present, in fulfidlogue system such as lexicon,
grammar, and inferential capability (See Purver@d0@nd Purver et al. 2003b).
Schlangen (2005: 1) believes that “modelling dialghat is, designing formal systems
that produce aspects of natural conversation, e¢hallenging task.” Clarification is
essential in both human-human dialogues and hun@oimes dialogues as well.
Stoyanchev et al. (2014:1) state that in SpokenoBiee Systems (SDS) clarifications
are very different from those used in natural humdgraction (See Rieser, 2004). They
add that “speakers askeargetedquestions using contextual information” in human-
human dialogue while in Spoken dialogue System #mgenericones like Please
repeator Please rephrasdn this case, the speaker in human- human diakbgo®loys
clarification strategies that are different fronog¢k used in human-machine dialogues.
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Purveret. al. (2003a:3) say “ in theory, a perféetiogue system should be able to
interpret and deal with clarification requests (CRs)de by the user in order to elicit
clarification of some part of a system utterancel, la@ able to request clarification itelf
[sic] of some part of a user utterance.” PurverO@f)1) states that “dialogue systems
generally have the capability of indicating indlyilio recognize or understand an entire
user turn (or inability to do so to a reasonablgréde of confidence), and will usually be
able to produce outputs likel did not understand what you said. Please repHrase

“You want to go to Paris, is that right?”

CRs are common in human conversation. They canvakeusformsand can be
intended by the speaker making the requests (theni@i&or) to request various types
of clarification information (i.e. they can haverioas readingg, but have in common
the fact that they are in some sensterance-anaphorie- they concern the content or
form of a previous utterance that has failed tdutly comprehended by the initiator, (
Purver, 2002:174). Ginzburg (2009a:4) states that:

The basic criterion for adequacy of a theory oameg

is the ability to characterize for any utterancpetythe
update that emerges in the aftermath of successful
mutual understanding and the full range of possible
clarification requests otherwise - this is the e&@lst
century analogue of truth conditions.

Paul (2006: 4) highlights the appealing aspect®wiver's model in that this
model deals with a wide range of CR forms. He atsntions that CRs and their
answers are considered as regular ask and assentiegs respectively. Paul (2006: 4)
states that the difference between “CRs from atlskrmoves is not the type of dialogue
act that is being performed, but rather the faat this act happens to concern a previous
utterance.”DeVault and Stone (2007: 1) state thataccurate meaning of an utterance
can be obtained "in part through its relationshigvhat has come before."

In natural dialogue, hearers often face difficulty interpreting speaker's
utterance. In this case hearers tend to requesificddon. The need to request
clarification occurs in case where there is inteniee in communication such as “noisy
environment, poor telephone connection, or impaileadguage proficiency of
communication partners (such as a child or newdagg learners.” Al -Raheb (2006:2)
mentions that some other reasons for requestingficddion like problems with
consistency, cognitive aspects of context, and iphAlysaspects of context as well.
Generally, "as there are different kinds of CRs andeed different possible
interpretations of utterances(Purver et. al. 2003ayeret. al. 2003b, Purver 2004b),

332



clarification can be initiated for different reasoand in different forms." (Al -Rehab,
2006:1). Healey et al. (2003) state that “requédsts clarification are critical for
maintaining mutual-understanding in dialogue aneehr@ceived attention from both the
formal semantic (e.g. Ginzburg and Cooper, 2001 20@#) and conversation analytic
traditions (e.g. Schedif) 1987).” Rodr’iguez and Schlangen (2004:107) tpourt that
“One of the most developed classifications of CRs$hes one presented in (Purver,
2004a). However, Purver’s classification relies yaom the surface form of the CRs.”

Ginzburg (2009b:16-17) states that Schegloff (19&ihts out that generally one
can ask for clarification about anything in a pregiatterance. However, general corpus
studies of CRs as well as task oriented ones shatwhiere are four main categories of
CRs.

These four categories are:

1. Repetition: CRs that request the previous utterémbe repeated.

2. Confirmation: CRs that seek to confirm understandirgy prior utterance.

3. Intended Content: CRs that query the intended abiwtiea prior utterance.

4. Intention recognition: CRs that query the goalentying a prior utterance.

2.1. Clarification Forms
According to Purver (2004a:64-68),CR has the foitgndifferent forms:
1. Non-Reprise Clarifications (non)
This form is associated with the nature of the nmfation being requested by the

CR initiator. Phrases lik&lo you mean. . .” ,.“did you say. . .". are examples of this
type (CR is shown in bold in all examples):
(1) (P.64)

Cassie: You did get off with him?
Catherine: Twice, but it was totally non-existersiskng so
CassieWhat do you mean?
Catherine: | was sort of falling asleep.
2. Reprise Sentences (lit)
Speakers can repeat previous utterances in fédirio CR. This repetition need not
be verbatim.
(2) (P.64)
Organdy: | spoke to him on Wednesday, | phoned him.
Obina:You phoned him?
Orgady: Phoned him.
3. WH-Substituted Reprise Sentences (sub)
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Here, the sentence is repeated in full and theexténnder question is replaced by
awh-phrase:

(3) (P.65)

Unknown: He's anal retentive, that's what it is.

Kath: He's what?

Unknown: Anal retentive.

4. Reprise Sluices (slu)
This form is an ellipticalvh-construction ... in which a bameh-phrase is used to
reprise a particular phrase in the source uttergRcé5)
(4) (P.66)
Sarah: Leon, Leon, sorry she's taken.
Leon:Who?
Sarah: Cath Long, she's spoken for.
5. Reprise Fragments (frg)
In this form, to reprise a particular phrase in gbarce utterance a bare fragment is
used . (P:66)
(5) (P.66)
Lara: There's only two people in the class.
Matthew:Two people?
Unknown: For cookery, yeah.
Catriona: God | hope | don't look like big Kath <lear> blessing if you did.
JessBlessing?
Catriona: Mm.
Jess: What you would like to look like her?
“A similar form was also identified in which thefeafragment is preceded byndn
guestion word” (P.67).
(6) (P.67)
Ben: No, ever, everything we say she laughs at.
Frances: Who Emma?
6. Reprise Gaps (gap)
This form “consists of a reprise of (a part of) thtterancemmediately preceding
this component” (P.67).
(7) (P.67)
Laura: Can | have some toast please?
Jan:Some?
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Laura: Toast

Reprise gap differs from reprise fragment in thestliy, it does reprise whatever
immediately precedes it, rather than the phrasd.ith example (7) a reprise fragment
CR would involve reprising that word (e.Toast?”), whereas a reprise gap CR
involves reprising the previous wortbpme?”). Secondly, since there is no intonational
information in the British National Corpus (BNC)p rsignificant misunderstanding
regarding gap-CRs was found in Purver’s study (P.67

7. Gap Fillers (fil)

A speaker uses this form “to ask about or suggedemal which might fill a gap
left by a previous incomplete utterance.” (P.68)efefore, it is used either because an
utterance has been left hanging by a previous gpeak because the CR initiator
interrupts.

(8) (P.68)

Sandy: if, if you try and do enchiladas or

Katriane: Mhm.

Sandy: erm

Katriane:Tacos?

Sandy: tacos.

8. Conventional (wot)

This occurs when there is a complete breakdowromnaunication. Examples of
this type areWhat?, “Pardon?”, “Sorry?” , “Eh?” (P.68)

(9) (P.68)

Anon 2: Gone to the cinema tonight or summat.

Kitty: Eh?

Anon 2: Gone to the cinema

9. Other

Purver (2004a:35) states that “we do not know wdther readings and forms
there may be, or how realistically implementable grammar is.” This suggests that
there are other types of sentences that cannatrdiér Purver’'s (2004a) categorization
of forms and readings. Thus, he (P.55) adds thad fiot clear ... what other forms and
readings might exist.”
2.2 Clarification Readings
Purver (2004a:69) presents the following clarifizatreadings.

1. Clausal (cla)

The basic content of this type is tteontent of the conversational moveade by
the utterance being clarified: asking a questiseeding a proposition etc.” (P.69)
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It can be paraphrased as

“Are you asking/asserting P?”

“Is it X about which you are asking/asserting P(X)?

or‘For which X are you asking/asserting P(X)?”

This of course depends on whether the questiongb&sked is a yes/no or wh-
guestion. “It follows that the source utterance trhas/e been partially grounded by the
CR initiator, at least to the extent of understagdhe move being made.” (P. 69)

(10) (P.69)

Orgady: | spoke to him on Wednesday, | phoned him.

Obina:You phoned him?

Orgady: Phoned him.

“Are you asserting thayou phoned him?”
2. Constituent (con)

Here, the content ad constituentof the previous utterance is being clarified. It
corresponds to:

“What/who is "X"?”

“What/who do you mean by "X'?”

or‘ls it Y that you mean by "X'?”

(11) (P.70)

Frances: She likes boys called Leigh, named Ldigigh [name], [name], Leigh
[name] <pause> Bill Leigh [name], B J.

Ben:B J.

Frances: She, she's writing a note

Ben:B J?

Frances: you know Ash, B J

Ben: What?

Frances: B J.

Ben: Don't mean nothing.

Frances: You know B J, it stands for blow job right

“What do you mean by "BJ'?”
“What is a 'BJ'?”
3. Lexical (lex)

It resembles the clausal reading, “but is distisgad from it in that theurface
form of the utterance is being clarified, rather thae tdontent of the conversational
move.” (P. 70)

This reading takes the form
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“Did you utter X?”

or‘What did you utter?”

“The CR initiator is attempting to identify or camh a word/segment in the source
utterance, rather than a part of the semantic nbofahe utterance.” (P.70)

(12) (P.70)

Anon 6: here that Sassafras has been <pause> npoiedtially unsafe for
consumption. So, don't put any in your mouth.

Margaret:Saxa-what?

Anon 5: Saxafrall [sic] that's a plant!

“What X did you utter "Saxa-X'?"
4. Corrections (cor)

This can be paraphrased as

“Did you intend to/should you have uttered X (irst®f Y)?

It is similar to the lexical reading in that “it gues surface form rather than
semantic content, but is distinguished by the flaat it queries a possible replacement
or substitution of one part of the original forntkvanother.” (P.71)

(13) (P.71)

Anon 3: Last year | was fifteen for the third timoaind.

Grace: Yeah.

<laugh> Fifteen for the _rst time round.

Anon 3:Third.

Grace: Third time round.

Anon 3: Third time round.

Corrections can have clausal or constituent sub-tgp: paraphrases such“sd
you intend to assert P(X) (instead of P(Y)##id“Did you intend to refer to X (instead
of Y)?” can be considered as CRs. (P.72)

3. Corpus Analysis

3.1 Introduction

This study attempts to applyPurver's theory of iGtation to natural
conversation in one of the professional context@uecational context. Search for
clarification forms has been done manually by #mearchers to make sure of the exact
form under investigation instead of using certaiecionic search engines. Some of
these dialogues are classified as being demogi@aimc-context governed dialogues)
including dialogues of everyday life subjects whilee others as being context —
governed domain including business, educationab riaterviews and the like. Readings
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of clarification forms are made according to thasentioned by Purver with some
modifications on certain readings.
Table (1): CR Markup Scheme

Attribute | Possible Values Example

rform non  Non-Reprise A: “Did Bo leave?. B:.What did
lit Literal Reprise you say”
sub WHSubstituted Reprise A: “Did Bo leave?. B:.Did BQ
slu Reprise Sluice leave?”
frg Reprise Fragment A: “Did Bo leave?. B:.Did WHQO
gap Reprise Gap fil Gap Filler leave?”
oth  Other A: “Did Bo leave?. B:.Who?”

A: “Did Bo leave?. B:.Bo?”
A: “Did Bo leave?. B:.Did Bo . .|.

P
A:“Did Bo....B:...leave?”

rread cla  Clausal “Is it Boiyou're asking ifleft”
con Constituent “Who do you mean by 'Bo*?”
lex Lexical “Did you say ‘Bo'?”
cor  Correction “Did you mean to say Mo'?”
oth Other

rsource | - (any sentence number)

3.2 Corpus of the Study: Description

The corpus of the study consists of Teacher- Studenversations. They are
taken from the British National Corpus (BNC). Tkisidy checks the frequency of CR
forms in the educational setting and the form teatominant in this setting. It tries to
find out how much important CRs are, and how thaay loe interpreted, in such setting.
3.3 The Educational Setting : Analysis

This context can be classified into three typesulif contexts: 1. Teacher- Student
2. Student —Student 3.Teacher —Teacher 4. Studbsdsher.
Form Type: Reprise Sentences ( lit )
Context:

Table (2): Setting Information (1)

Setting Information for F7E

<s>-units 570 to 595
Locale: Ralph Gardner high school
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Activity: discussing maths lessons agenda for mathscorriculum
Placename: Northumberland: North Shields

Speakers (otherthar pgy) spsy) TpS1LUPSILVEZEPS000

unknown):
Table (3): Speakers’ Information (1)
(1)
Speaker information for PS1LT (of file F7E)
Name: Cath
Number of turns: 165

Standard header information:
Sex: Female
Education: Unknown

Additional information:

Occupation: teacher

Role: unspecified

(2)

Speaker information for PS1LS (of file F7E)
Name: Alan

Number of turns: 187

Standard header information:
Sex: Male
Education: Unknown

Additional information:

Occupation: teacher

Role: unspecified

3)

Speaker information for PS1LU (of file F7E)
Name: Judith
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Number of turns: 143
Standard header information:
Sex: Female
Education: Unknown
Additional information:
Occupation: teacher

Role: unspecified

The Speakers: Cath / Alan
CR Initiator: Judith
Example (14):

Cath 7 Yeah, | | just wondered because there are sortieeof that don't have any
relevance to national curriculum and | <-|-> wankt|->

Alan 8 <-|->Why?

Cath 9 [Ijust thought maybe, you know, sort of miss trmrh<pause><-|-> do
level one.

Judith 10 <-|->Do another type°

Cath 11 Do level one and level two, the ones that you yawehto do <pause> and if
there's any time left at the end of the year doties that <pause> that <-|-
> you missed out.

Reading Type:Clausal
Are you asserting that | ‘do another type’?
Analysis:

The CR Initiator here does not repeat the previgtesrance in full. Instead, he
makes a change by replacing part of the originaramce by some other synonymous
words (anaphora). The repetition here is not varbalhe meaning of the previous
utterance is still preserved though different wondse been used. This also indicates
that at least part of the original utterance hanlgrounded by the CR initiator. The CR
Initiator understands part of the previous utteearut he intentionally makes certain
changes in the wording just to make sure of whdtdsed.

Form Type:Conventional(wot )
Context:
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Table (4): Setting Information (3)

Setting Information for JAA
<s>-units 690 to 732

Locale: Classroom
Activity: Lesson Demonstration, question-and-answer.
Placename: Nottinghamshire: Mansfield

Speakers (0hertha oo 47 ps498pS420PS42APS42BPS42CPS42DPSA2EPSA2F

unknown):
Table (5): Speakers’ Information (3)
(1)
Speaker information for JAAPSUNK (of file JAA)
Name: Unknown speaker
Number of turns: 105

Standard header information:
Sex: Unknown
Education: n/a
Additional information:

Occupation: N/A

Role: other

(2)

Speaker information for PS427 (of file JAA)
Name: mr h a redfern
Number of turns: 156

Standard header information:
Sex: Male
Education: Unknown
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Additional information:
Occupation: schoolteacher
Role: unspecified

The Speaker: Unknown speaker
CR Initiator: Mr. Haredfern
Example (15):

Unknown speaker 268 Space.

mr_h a redfern 269 Well <unclear> yes you’re in space.
Unknown speaker <laugh>

mr_h a redfern 270 Pardon?

Unknown speaker <unclear>

mr_h a redfern 271 Well hardly ever <unclear> our watch.

Unknown speaker 272 Orbit.
mr h a redfern 273 Orhbit.

Reading Typelexical
What did you say?
Analysis:

This utterance indicates a complete breakdown imneonication. It also
indicates that the CR Initiator could not hear wih&t speaker has already said and that
the CR Initiator needs to get more information bgimtaining the communication. The
CR Initiator’s use of ‘Pardon’ represents that @ Initiator wants the speaker to repeat
what she has just said. The speaker’'s verbatimtitiepe of his previous utterance
confirms the breakdown in communication betweemthe
Form Type:Wh —Substituted Reprise Sentence ( sub )

Context:
Table (6): Setting Information (5)

Setting Information for F7E
<s>-units 570 to 595

Locale: Ralph Gardner high school
Activity: discussing maths lessons agenda for mathscorriculum
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Placename: Northumberland: North Shields

Speakers (other thar 51 sps1| TPS1LUPS1LVEZEPS000

unknown):
Table (7). Speakers’ Information (5)
(1)
Speaker information for PS1LV (of file F7E)
Name: lan
Number of turns: 84

Standard header information:
Sex: Male
Education: Unknown

Additional information:

Occupation: teacher

Role: unspecified

(2)

Speaker information for PS1LS (of file F7E)
Name: Alan

Number of turns: 187

Standard header information:

Sex: Male
Education: Unknown
Additional information:
Occupation: teacher
Role: unspecified
(3)

Speaker information for PS1LU (of file F7E)
Name: Judith
Number of turns: 143
Standard header information:
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Sex: Female
Education: Unknown

Additional information:

Occupation: teacher

Role: unspecified

(4)

Speaker information for PS1LT (of file F7E)
Name: Cath

Number of turns: 165

Standard header information:

Sex: Female
Education: Unknown
Additional information:
Occupation: teacher
Role: unspecified

The Speakers: Cath / Alan

CR Initiator: Judith

Example (16):

Cath 300 <-|]->1can't <-|-> do the <-|-> presentation.
Alan 301 <-|->you know <-|-><unclear>

Cath <laugh>

Alan 302 Aye.

Judith 303 What presentation?

Cath <laugh>

Alan 304 <-|-> Aye.

lan 305 <-|-> Don't <-|-> know about a presentation.

Judith 306 Yeah, | don't anything about a presentation.
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Alan 307 Mhm, well you will when you're sitting in front dlie staff tomorrow so
don't

Reading TypeClausal
What ‘presentation’ you are asserting?
Analysis:

The element in question ‘I can’t do the presentatis substituted by a wh —
guestion * What presentation?’. The CR Initiatoesithis type of clarification to refer to
the misunderstanding that he underwent in thigarte. Part of the original utterance
was not clear to the CR Initiator. Therefore, hiessituted that particular part with a wh
—word to reflect his need for more information epetition of the original utterance.
Form Type: Reprise fragments ( frg )

Context:
Table (8): Setting Information (7)

Setting Information for JAA
<s>-units 690 to 732

Locale: Classroom
Activity: Lesson Demonstration, question-and-answer.
Placename: Nottinghamshire: Mansfield

Speakers (othertha pg > 7ps428pS429PS42APS42BPS42CPS42DPSA2EPSA2F

unknown):
Table (9): Speakers’ Information (7)
(1)
Speaker information for PS427 (of file JAA)
Name: mr h a redfern
Number of turns: 156

Standard header information:
Sex: Male
Education: Unknown

Additional information:

Occupation: schoolteacher
Role: unspecified
(2)

Speaker information for PS42E (of file JAA)
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Name: Alan
Number of turns: 5

Standard header information:

Sex: Male
Education: Unknown
Additional information:
Occupation: school pupll
Role: unspecified

The Speaker: Alan
CR Initiator: Mr. Haredfern
Example (17):

Alan 468 Hello how are you?

469 Can | borrow some books?

mr h a 470 Books?
redfern
Alan 471 And some <unclear>.

472 Those blue ones that are down there on <-|-> yaockear><-|->.

mr ha 473 <-|-> Oh yes of course.
redfern

474 <-|-> Of course yes feel free.

Reading TypeClausal
Are you asserting ‘Books’?
Analysis:

The CR initiator repeats part of the previous attee that is not very clear to
him. He first echoes ‘Books?’ just to get confirmaton that particular information.
Part of what the speaker has just said is groubgietde CR Initiator while the other part
is not. Therefore, the CR Initiator uses this baagment ‘Books?’ to reflect that he
hears that part of the utterance, but he is n& the speaker wants to confirm that word.
Therefore, he asks the speaker to give him moréicédion about this particular word
only.
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Form Type: Non - Reprise Clarification ( non )
Context:
Table (10): Setting Information (9)

Setting Information for F7R

<s>-units 430 to 455

Locale: school classroom
Activity: religious studies lesson year seven (eleven yela) sthool lesson
Placename: Essex: Essex
fﬁfﬁg@%‘omer than b1 MLPSIMM
Table (11): Speakers’ Information (9)
(1)
Speaker information for PS1ML (of file F7R)
Name: N/A
Number of turns: 161

Standard header information:
Sex: Female
Education: Unknown

Additional information:

Occupation: teacher

Role: unspecified

(2)

Speaker information for F7RPSUNK (of file F7R)
Name: Unknown speaker
Number of turns: 171

Standard header information:
Sex: Unknown
Education: n/a

Additional information:
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Occupation: N/A
Role: other

The Speaker: The Student
CR Initiator: The Teacher
Example (18):

Unknown 252 | could have wrote better
speaker

PS1ML 253 Oh shout at me I'm a bit deaf over here

Unknown 254 | could have wrote better, | could of done muchdyatlustrations
speaker

PS1ML 255 Right, so you could of written, when you say youldoof written
better,what do you mean?

Unknown 256 Hand write better

speaker

PS1ML 257 So you could, the handwriting could of been nediree, and then
you want to pay some attention to your illustrasiomthe future,
that's good, come on then shout at me, it's thgtonk you're
allowed.

Reading TypeConstituent

What did you mean?

Analysis:

The CR Initiator here looks for clarification sincghe uses this type of
clarification in which she makes the informationngerequested very explicit. The CR
Initiator asks about the content of the previousrance. The word ‘written’ was not
very clear to the CR Initiator, so she asks abdwtwhe speaker means when he utters
‘written’. Therefore, the question is about the aeftit content of the previous utterance.
4. Discussion of Results

It seems that there is a clear relationship thitshbetween using a certain type of
clarification form within the educational contextn this educational setting,
conventional forms (31.76%) is used more than ofbans. Reprise Fragment form
scored (19.04%) while both of Reprise Sentences WAd@ Substituted Reprise
Sentences are used 10 times (15.87%). None of ¢dpeide Gap form is used in the
educational setting.
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Table (12): CR Forms and their Frequency of Ocowge and Percentages in
Educational Setting

Clarification Forms No. %
1 Non — Reprise Clarification (non) 4 6.349
2 Reprise Sentences (lit) 10 15.873
3 Wh- Substituted Reprise Sentences (sub) 10 35.87
4 Reprise Sluices (slu) 4 6.349
5 Reprise Fragments (frg) 12 19.047
6 Reprise Gap (gap) 0 0.00
7 Gap Fillers (fil) 1 1.5873
8 Conventional (wot) 20 31.746
9 Others 2 3.1746

Total 63

The following table shows that in the educatioredtisg, male teachers use CRs
only 11 times while female teachers use them 14dinThis indicates that female
teachers use CRs in their teaching process morentlade teachers. On the other hand,
male students use CRs 29 times while female stadesg them only 2 times. This
indicates that male students tend to use CRs inl#aning process more than female
students. Generally speaking, males use CRs inetheational setting more than
females.

Table (13): The relationship between the role dwedsex of the speaker in the

educational setting

Role Male Female Total
Teacher 11 14 25
Student 29 2 31
Row total 40 16 56

As far as the influence of role variable on usirfgsGn the Educational setting is
concerned, it can be said that teachers use CRs tfman their immediate interlocutors,
I.e. students. This is illustrated in the follogitable.

Table (14): The Relationship between the Role ef3peaker, the Number of CRs
Used, and the Professional Setting

CR Initiator CR No.
Teacher 25
Student 31

The educational setting shows that students use G&®e than teachers and
unknown/ unspecified speakers. This is clearly leitdd in the following table; the
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highest percentage of using CRs has been scoretutdgnts (5.43% out of 92 turns)
followed by teachers (3.10% out of 161 turns) andllfy unspecified speakers scored
(1.57% out of 317 turns).

Table (15) : Percentages of CRs Used by Speakéhng iBducational Setting

Session | Reference CR Initiator| Role Turn Ng. CRNo. %
1 FMK PS1T3 | Elizabeth Teacher 144 2 1.38
FMK PS1T4 | Peter Student 140 1 0.71
2 F7E PS1LT| Cath Teacher 165 2 1.21
F7E PS1LU | Judith Teacher 143 4 2.79
F7E PS1LV | lan Teacher 84 1 1.19
F7E PSILS | Alan Teacher 187 1 0.53
3 KPX PS58N | Ben Student 123 4 3.25
KPX PS58M | Zoe Student 78 2 2.56
KPX PSUNK | Unknown | other 317 5 1.57
Speaker
KPX PS58K | Robin Student 370 17 5.31
KPX PS58P Oliver Student 61 2 3.27
4 F7TR PS1IML | N/A Teacher 161 5 3.10
F7R PSUNK | Unknown | other 171 1 0.58
Speaker
5 JSV PS4RK | N/A Teacher 240 2 0.83
6 F7S PSUNK | Unknown | Other 84 1 1.19
speaker
7 JAA PS427 Mr. Teacher 156 4 2.56
Haredfern
8 JJS PS47E Berkam Pupll 92 5 5.43
JJS PS47D N/A Teacher 183 1 0.54
JJS PS47G N/A Unspecified 47 1 0.52
JJS PSUNK Unknown | Other 192 1 0.52
speaker
JJS PS47M N/A Teacher 118 3 2.54

It is to be mentioned that the role of some spesakesome sessions is not
specified however the setting itself can suggesttwind of role such speakers play in
the discourse i.e. a teacher or a student.
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Table (16): Clarification Forms and their Numbeised by each Speaker in the

Educational Setting

O

Reference CR Role Sex CR CR Forms
Initiator No.
FMK PS1T3 Elizabeth | Teacher Femal2 | frg/lit
FMK PS1T4 | Peter Student Male 1 frg
F7E PS1LT | Cath Teacher Femal2 Fil/wot
F7E PS1LU Judith Teacher Femalé | Wot/wh-subl/lit/new
F7E PS1LV lan Teacher Male 1 wot
KPX PS58N Ben Student Male 4 4 wot
KPX PS58K Robin Student Male 17 12 wot/ 1 whf&ult/1
frg/1 slu
KPX PS58P Oliver Student Male 2|  Wotl frg
F7/R PS1IML | Ps1ML Teacher Female 6 2 lit/ 1 sluévi2 non
JSV PS4RK Ps4RK Teacher Male 2 Non/ new
KPX PS58M | Zoe Student Female 2 lit/ slu
F7E PSI1LS Alan Teacher Male 1 frg
KPX PSUNK | Unknown 5 Wh-sub 5
Speaker
F7R PSUNK | Unknown 1 non
Speaker
F7S PSUNK Unknown 1 slu
Speaker
JAA PS427 Mr. Teacher Male 4 1 lit/1 Non /1 frg/ 1Wh su
Haredfern
JJS PS47E Berkam Pupll Male 5 4 frg/ 1 New
JJS PS47D N/A Teacher Male 1 lit
JJS PS47G N/A UnspecifiedrFemale|1 | frg
JJS PSUNK Unknown | other N/A 1 | frg
speaker
JJS PS47M N/A Teacher N/A 3 2 Wh sub /1 new

CRs are of considerable value in clarifying natwhalcourse, particularly in the
educational setting. They can be of use to teadmsdsstudents as well. Teachers can
use CRs in the educational setting to clarify ambig utterances that students utter and
students can use CRs for the same purposes whespbak to their teachers.

5. Conclusions

The conclusions that are arrived at are as follows:
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1.The role of clarification requests is very clear nmking utterances more
comprehensible and in resolving misunderstandirg thay occur during the
educational discourse.

2.1t is found out that CRs proved to be a very poweidol that can be utilized in
the Educational setting to facilitate mutual unteerding.Students use clarification
requests more than teachers during theteachingfhggprocess.

3.As far as the relation that holds between the nurob€Rs and the professional
context under investigation is concerned, it isvpwb that the number of
clarification used in the Educational setting iggofat value in discourse.

4. Furthermore, the corpus analysis has revealedatttettiat both of the role and
sex variables have a great influence on usingfidation forms.Male teachers use
clarification requests less than female teachers.

5.Finally, the corpus analysis proves that there as consistent proportional
relationship that holds between the number of tumres discourse and the number
of CRs in that discourse.
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