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YV cmammi npeocmaeéneni  pesynomamu  OOCHIONCEHHA — MemOoOUKU
kongepcayiunozco awnanizy (CAT) 6 pamkax npoxooxiceHHs OHIAUH-KYPCY
“Constructive Classroom Conversations: Analyzing Student Language through
Formative Assessment” (Cmenghopocvkuti ynisepcumem, ociuniti cemecmp 2016-
2017 n.p.). Poszensnymo nepesacu 3acmocy8anHs MemoOOUKU KOHBEPCAYIUHO20
amanizy 8 KOHMEKCMi BUKIAOAHHA AHeNIUCbKOI Mo8u 3a  npogeciuHum
CpAMYBAHHAM. J]OCNiodcenHs Modce Oymu YIKagum BUKIA0AYaM AHILIUCLKOL
MOBU SIK THO3EMHOI Y MEOUUHUX BULUAX, A MAKONC Paxieyam 3 iHUUX NPOPeCiliHUX
eanyseii, y npoyeci niaHy8aHHs HABUANbHUX 3AHAMb Ma pPO3POOKU MemOoOUYHOT
JoKymeHmayii.

Knouosi  cnosa: «oweepcayivnuii  ananiz, KOMYHIKAMUBHI — HABUYKU,
GopmamusHe oYiHIO8AHHS, AHRTITUCLKA MOBA 3a NPOGHECIiHUM CNPAMYBAHHSM.

The present paper provides the results of classroom research and major
takeaways from the online course “Constructive Classroom Conversations:
Analyzing Student Language through Formative Assessment” (Stanford University,
Autumn term, 2016-2017 academic year). The authors discuss the advantages and
challenges of implementing the Conversation Analysis Tool (CAT) in the context of
teaching Medical English for Professional Purposes. The research may be of
interest to ESOL teachers who train medical students, as well as to educators from
other academic contexts, in the process of developing lesson plans and organizing
classroom conversation activities.

Keywords: Conversation Analysis Tool, communication skills, formative
assessment, English for Professional Purposes.

B cmamve npedcmasnenvt pezynvbmamvl  UCCIEO08AHUS  MEMOOUKU

konsepcayuonnoeo aunanusza (CAT) 6 pamkax npoxoocoeHus OHAAUH-KYPCA



“Constructive Classroom Conversations: Analyzing Student Language through
Formative Assessment” (Cmangopockuii ynusepcumem, ocennui cemecmp 2016-
2017 yuebnoco 2o00a). Paccmompenvl npeumywecmea npumeHeHus: Memoouxu
KOHBEPCAYUOHRHOZO aHAlU3a 6 KOKmMeKcme npenodaeanuﬂ AHSUUCKO20 SA3bIKA OJIA
np0¢€CCMOHa]leblx L;eﬂeﬁ. ,ZICZHHOé Uccieoo8anue Moxcem npedcmaeﬂﬂmb
unmepec 0N npenodaeameﬂeﬁ AHSTIUNUCKO20 A3bIKA KAK UHOCMIPAHHO2O 6
MEOUYUHCKUX 8Y3aX, A MAaKdice O CNEeYUATUCTNO8 U3 OPYeUX NpoghecCUOHAIbHBIX
obnacmeil, 6 npoyecce NIAHUPOBAHUS YYEOHBIX 3AHAMUL U pa3paboOmKu
Memoouueckol 0OKyMeHmayuu.

Knwoueswvie cnosa: KOH@@pCCZLﬂlOHHbZZZ anaius, KOMMYHUKAMUBHblE HABLIKU,
GopmamusHoe oyenusanue, AHSAUUCKUIUL 361K OJisl NPODeCCUOHAILHBIX Yeell.

In the context of ESOL teaching, Conversation analysis (CA) has proven to
be a valuable technique which “enables researchers, teachers, and their educators
to see the minutia of classroom practices and how they are done in situ at all points
of instruction” [3, p. 37]. CA which reveals the structure and composition of
human communication and involves such concepts as “turn taking”, “turn
organization”, “sequencing”, “word/usage selection”, “overall organization of the
occasion of interaction” [8, p. 4-5]. This methodology is based on the detailed
qualitative analysis of tape recordings and transcripts [2; 6]. Currently, it has
become “widely accepted as a research methodology into L2 use and acquisition”
[1, p. 479]. However, although the effectiveness of this methodology in second
language teaching is generally recognized [5; 6; 7; 9; 10], its application to medical
education has not been within the focus of research so far. The aim of this research
is to demonstrate the feasibility of CA methodology in the context of teaching the
University course of Medical English for Professional Purposes (2nd year of
study). The paper describes the experience of applying the Conversation Analysis
Tool (CAT) suggested in the on-line course for ESOL teachers “Constructive
Classroom Conversations: Analyzing Student Language through Formative
Assessment” (Stanford University Graduate School of Education, Autumn term
2016) [4].



The CAT involves the formative assessment of students’ classroom
conversations in several communicative dimensions (each scoring from 1 to 4: (1)
“Strong Evidence”, (2) “Inconsistent Evidence”, (3) “Attempting Interaction”, or
(4) “No Evidence”), along with teacher’s rationale for each score. Dimension 0 is
optional, since it focuses only on the process of turn-taking, and therefore is
appropriate mainly for younger students (elementary school). Dimension 1 focuses
on whether conversational turns “build on” and “build up” to develop an idea or
ideas. The concept of “building on” implies that students should connect to
previous turns in conversation. The idea of “building up” emphasizes that students
should form or strengthen ideas on the basis of partner’s turns. Accordingly, when
deciding what score a certain conversation excerpt should receive in terms of
Dimension 1, the following criteria are used: “Strong Evidence” — half or more of
conversational turns build on previous turns to effectively build up a clear and
complete idea; “Inconsistent Evidence” — half or more of conversational turns
build on previous turns to adequately build up an idea, which may be incomplete or
lack clarity; “Attempting Interaction” — few conversational turns build on previous
turns to build up an idea; “No Attempt” — conversational turns are not used to build
up an idea [4].

Dimension 2 displays how well the conversation fosters learning by focusing
on the lesson’s objective. In other words, students should have coherent
conversations that build ideas, but they also need to develop the ideas which
teachers want them to learn. When deciding what score a certain conversation
excerpt should receive in terms of Dimension 2, the following criteria are used:
“Strong Evidence” — half or more of conversational turns effectively focus on the
lesson’s objective and show depth of fostering the intended learning; “Inconsistent
Evidence” — half or more of conversational turns sufficiently focus on the lesson’s
objective, but this focus may be superficial or lack clarity; “Attempting
Interaction” — few conversational turns focus on the lesson’s objective; “No
Attempt” — conversational turns do not focus on the lesson’s objective. Thus,

Dimension 1 vividly demonstrates students’ communicative readiness and the



ability to sustain a conversation, while Dimension 2 reveals their understanding of

the lesson’s topic and the extent of mastering the learning material [4].

The results of classroom research were integrated in a lesson plan for 2nd

year medical students (see Table 1).

Table 1. Lesson plan development using the Conversation Analysis Tool

Teacher:

Class: 2nd year medical students

Lesson Topic: Ear Disorders

Lesson objectives: By the end of the lesson, students are expected to develop the
understanding of the hearing loss problem and its urgency in the modern world where people
are exposed to enormous amount of noise.

Main skill(s):

Clarifying and fortifying ideas.

Secondary skills:

To form interrogative sentences correctly; to
paraphrase one’s thoughts and communicate
the same idea in other words; to develop the
young specialists’ professional worldview and
outlook; to foster the ability to persist in one’s
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Thus, The Conversation Analysis Tool, developed by Stanford Online

teaching team, renders a feasible basis for teaching English at Medical University.




7.

8.

9.

CA is a productive tool for analyzing medical communication, and it should be
incorporated into the curriculum as a method of physician’s talking to patients and

colleagues.
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