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Abst r act

St udi es on i nst r uct i on and communi cat i on at  a

di st ance ar e gener al l y c l i ni cal  and sel dom t eacher -

cent er ed.  The pur pose of  t hi s paper  i s t o per f or m a

compar at i ve di scour se anal ysi s dependi ng whet her  t he

t eacher  i s f ace- t o- f ace or  at  a di st ance.  We anal yze

t he l exi cal ,  mor phosynt act i cal ,  and pr agmat i c f or ms

of  t he t wo di scour ses.  For  each of  t hese l evel s,  we

show no si gni f i cant  di f f er ence bet ween t he t wo f or ms

of  di scour se. Thi s r esul t  agr ees wi t h t he concl usi on

dr awn f r om t he f amous debat e bet ween Cl ar k and

Kozma:  cont ent  pr evai l s over  medi a.
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The Teacher  Di scour se at  a Di st ance:

Lexi cal ,  Mor phosynt act i cal ,  and Pr agmat i c Aspect s

Does a t eacher  at  a di st ance pr oduce t he same

ki nd of  di scour se as a “ t r adi t i onal ”  col l eague,  j ust

because he does not  see t he st udent s and t hey do not

see hi m? Can di st ance and t her ef or e medi a i nduce an

ef f ect  on t eacher ’ s di scour se? As f ar  as we know,

t hese t wo quest i ons have not  of t en been t ackl ed by

r esear cher s.  I n t hi s paper  we wi l l  t r y t o br i ng some

answer s t o t hese quest i ons i n an exper i ment al  way.

Despi t e t he i mpr essi ve number  of  st udi es on

t eachi ng or  communi cat i ng at  a di st ance,  f ew empl oy

an exper i ment al  appr oach.  I n f act ,  most  ar e st udent -

cent er ed.  I n our  st udy,  t eacher ’ s di scour se wi l l  be

anal ysed as a f unct i on of  t eacher  di st ance:  t hat  i s ,

t he compar i son i s bet ween t he t eacher  who i s at  a

di st ance and t he t eacher  who i s f ace- t o- f ace.  The

var i ous l evel s of  anal ysi s wi l l  be l exi cal ,

mor phosynt act i c and pr agmat i c.

Fi r st ,  we wi l l  br i ef l y r evi ew t he exper i ment al

st udi es on di st ance t eachi ng ( see Dessus,  Lemai r e &

Bai l l é,  i n pr ess,  f or  a br oader  r evi ew of  t he st at e

of  t he ar t ) .  Next ,  we shal l  i nt r oduce t he l i ngui st i c

anal ysi s of  t he t eacher ’ s di scour se.  Fi nal l y,  we

wi l l  descr i be our  exper i ment .  We begi n wi t h some

exper i ment s i n t he f i el d of  di st ance t eachi ng.
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Exper i ment al  st udi es on di st ance educat i on

Tr adi t i onal l y,  t hese st udi es ar e c l assi f i ed i n

t hr ee cat egor i es:  ( a)  cont ext - cent er ed st udi es whi ch

ar e devot ed t o pr eact i ve t eachi ng;  ( b)  pr ocess-

cent er ed st udi es,  whi ch ar e concer ned wi t h

i nt er act i ve t eachi ng;  and ( c)  pr oduct - cent er ed

st udi es whi ch ar e concer ned wi t h assessi ng

i nst r uct i onal  ef f ect s ( Doyl e,  1977;  Romi szowski ,

1990) .  Tabl e 1 bel ow di spl ays t he out l i nes of  t hese

st udi es.

I nser t  Tabl e 1 about  her e

Cont ext - cent er ed st udi es

The cont ext  can be def i ned as t he pr el i mi nar y

aspect s of  i nst r uct i on.  For  i nst ance,  l ect ur e-

pl anni ng and st udent s’  char act er i st i cs ar e par t s of

t he cont ext .

Par ker  ( 1995)   exami ned what  i ndi v i dual

char act er i st i cs can pr edi ct  achi evement  ( or  dr opout )

i n di st ance l ear ni ng.  The char act er i st i cs st udi ed

wer e t he f ol l owi ng:  l ocus of  cont r ol ,  age,  gender ,

number  of  di st ance cour ses compl et ed,  f i nanci al

suppor t  and hour s of  st udy.  Cl asses wer e ei t her

f ace- t o- f ace or  at  a di st ance ( t hr ough t hr ee

di f f er ent  modes of  del i ver y:  comput er - medi at ed

communi cat i on,  audi o t ape,  el ect r oni c mai l ) .  Par ker
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f ound t hat  onl y t he l ocus of  cont r ol  and t he

f i nanci al  suppor t  wer e s i gni f i cant l y cor r el at ed wi t h

st udent  dr opout  f r om di st ance educat i on ( t hese t wo

f eat ur es can even pr edi ct  t he near l y 85% dr opout ) .

Al t hough t he di st ance t eachi ng l i t er at ur e

suggest s t hat  r esear ch shoul d t ake i nt o account

st udent s l ear ni ng as wel l  as soci al - or i ent ed

f eat ur es l i ke mot i vat i on,  communi cat i on,  et c.

( Johnst one,  1991)  ,  exper i ment al  r esear ch seems t o

l ose i nt er est  i n t hi s aspect ,  whi ch i s r at her

devel oped by qual i t at i ve st udi es ( Laur i l l ar d,  1993) .

The next  sect i on di scusses anot her  wel l  devel oped

f i el d of  r esear ch:  t he di st ance communi cat i on

pr ocess.

Pr ocess- cent er ed st udi es

Ther e ar e numer ous st udi es whi ch model  t he

i nt er act i ve st age of  t r adi t i onal  i nst r uct i on ( see

among ot her s Mor i ne- Der shi mer ,  1978;  Shavel son &

St er n,  1981) .  However ,  onl y f ew st udi es ar e

i mpl ement ed i n an i nst r uct i onal  di st ance cont ext

( but  see Henr i ,  1989) .  Ther ef or e,  i t  woul d be

i nt er est i ng t o consi der  t hese model s when appl i ed t o

di st ance educat i on syst ems.

Henr i  ( 1989)  exami ned t he f eat ur es of  comput er -

medi at ed communi cat i on i n a l ear ni ng cont ext ,  i . e.

f r ee c i r cul at i on of  t eacher - st udent  messages i n



Teacher ’ s di scour se

6

asynchr onous t el econf er ences,  whi ch ar e hi ghl y

r egar ded because of  t hei r  supposed i nt er act i v i t y.

The aut hor  anal ysed 290 st at ement s cont ai ned i n

l ect ur es on f i nanci al  pr epar at i on f or  r et i r ement ,

f ol l owi ng t he Br et z ’ s ( 1983)  def i ni t i on of

i nt er act i v i t y 1.  Henr i  showed t hat  t wo t hi r ds of  t he

messages wer e not  i nt er act i ve and t hat  t her e was

ver y l i t t l e i nt er act i on bet ween st udent s.  Thi s

r esul t  l eads one t o r econsi der  t he not i on of

i nt er act i v i t y i n such i nst r uct i onal  communi cat i on

syst ems.

O' Connai l l  et  al .  ( 1993)  showed t hat  even i n a

vi deo conf er enci ng syst em wi t h opt i mal  v i deo qual i t y

and negl i gi bl e del ays,  t he conver sat i on par amet er s

di f f er  f r om a f ace- t o- f ace di al ogue.  These

par amet er s wer e backchannel s,  i nt er r upt i ons,

over l aps,  expl i c i t  handover s,  number  of  t ur ns,  t ur n

l engt h and t ur n di st r i but i on.  Each of  t hese was

st udi ed al ong t hr ee conver sat i on syst ems:  a hi gh-

qual i t y v i deo devi ce,  a l ow- qual i t y v i deo devi ce and

t he st andar d f ace- t o- f ace i nt er act i on.  Resul t s show

t hat ,  as expect ed,  t he conver sat i on i s mor e f or mal

i n t he l ow- qual i t y v i deo devi ce,  but  t hat  i t  i s

st i l l  t he case wi t h t he hi gh qual i t y v i deo syst em

( t hough l ess pr onounced) .  Cont r ar y t o t he aut hor s '

expect at i ons,  speci f i c  t echni ques ar e used t o
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achi eve speaker  swi t chi ng:  f or  i nst ance,  t her e ar e

f ewer  i nt er r upt i ons and over l aps and l onger

conver sat i onal  t ur ns i n a di st ance syst em t hat  has a

r eal  t i me i mage and conver sat i on.

These st udi es,  as wel l  as t hose by Pér i n

( 1992) ,  Sel l en ( 1995) ,  Lebi e,  Rhoades and McGr at h

( 1996)  have not  l ed t o a consensus concer ni ng t he

r ol e of  medi a i n l ear ni ng and communi cat i on.

Pr oduct - cent er ed st udi es

We wi l l  concl ude t hi s shor t  r evi ew by

descr i bi ng mor e eval uat i ve di st ance l ear ni ng st udi es

whi ch ai m t o det er mi ne l ear ni ng gai ns.

The mai n pur pose of  Mi l l er ,  McKenna and

Ramsey’ s ( 1993)  st udy was t o answer  t hi s quest i on:

“ Do st udent s di f f er  i n [ 1]  t he per cept i on of  t hei r

mast er y of  cour se cont ent ,  [ 2]  t hei r  f eel i ng of

‘ bel ongi ng’  t o gr oup di scussi ons,  and [ 3]  t hei r

act ual  mast er y of  cour se cont ent  whi l e l ear ni ng i n

‘ l i ve’  and ‘ r emot e’  condi t i ons?”  ( p.  53) .  Thi s

eval uat i ve st udy combi nes a subj ect i ve appr oach- - t he

f i r st  t wo poi nt s- - and an obj ect i ve one- - t he l ast

poi nt .  St udent s bel ong t o t wo gr aduat e l evel

sect i ons:  on- campus and of f - campus.  They

al t er nat i vel y at t end t wo t ypes of  cour ses:  f ace- t o-

f ace and r emot e ( by means of  a t wo- way i nt er act i ve

vi deo syst em) .  On t he one hand,  t he aut hor s poi nt
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out  t hat  of f - campus st udent s’  at t i t udes do not

di f f er  bet ween di st ance and f ace- t o- f ace l ect ur es.

On t he ot her  hand,  on- campus st udent s s i gni f i cant l y

pr ef er  r emot e l ect ur es.  Regar di ng st udent s’  cont ent

mast er y,  t he on- campus st udent  per f or m si gni f i cant l y

bet t er  on measur es of  achi evement  ( 92% vs.  86%) .

Lemai r e,  Mar quet  and Bai l l é ( 1996)   poi nt  out

t he di f f er ences bet ween a f ace- t o- f ace t eacher ’ s

di scour se and a di st ance audi ogr aphi c one by r el y i ng

on a mor phosynt act i c anal ysi s ( usi ng i n par t i cul ar

Br onckar t ’ s,  1985 met hod,  cf .  bel ow) .  The f ace- t o-

f ace di scour se appear s t o be mor e compl ex t han t he

di st ance one.  Sent ences f r om t he l at t er  ar e

synt act i cal l y mor e cor r ect  and l ess r edundant  t han

t hose f r om t he f ace- t o- f ace di scour se and t hey

cont ai n mor e anaphor as and ar gument at i ve mar ker  and

t he del i ver y i s hi gher .  The f i r st  r eason f or  t hi s

di f f er ence coul d be t hat  t he t eacher  had t o pl an t he

di st ance di scour se mor e pr eci sel y because of  t he

desi gn of  s l i des and secondl y,  t he anal ogi cal

i nf or mat i on pr ovi ded by t he st udent s ( f r owns,

gest ur es,  et c. )  i s  not  r epl i cabl e by t he di st ance

devi ce.

The pr evi ous st udi es wer e mai nl y concer ned wi t h

t he st udent s;  on t he cont r ar y,  we now f ocus on t he

t eacher ’ s di scour se.
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Anal ysi s of  Teacher ’ s di scour se

Thi s anal ysi s was per f or med al ong t hr ee l i nes:

l exi cal ,  mor phosynt act i c and pr agmat i c.  We wi l l

pr esent  t hese anal yses t oget her  wi t h t hei r

t heor et i cal  f oundat i ons.

Lexi cal  anal ysi s

The l exi cal  anal ysi s i s concer ned wi t h t he

l emmat i zed f or ms of  a di scour se,  whi ch ar e t he f or ms

t hat  appear  i n a di ct i onnar y.  Ver bs ar e consi der ed

i n t hei r  i nf i ni t i ve f or m,  nouns i n t hei r  s i ngul ar

f or m,  adj ect i ves i n t hei r  s i ngul ar  mascul i ne f or m,

et c.  Var i ous l exi cal  i ndi cat or s such as t he

f r equency of  wor ds’  occur ence,  t hei r  di st r i but i on i n

t he t ext ,  t he l exi cal  r i chness,  t he degr ee of

connect i on bet ween t wo t ext s,  et c.  ar e used ( Lebar t

& Sal em,  1994;  Mul l er ,  1992) .

Mor phosynt act i cal  anal ysi s

Cont r ar y t o t he l exi cal  anal ysi s,  t he

mor phol ogi cal  anal ysi s i s concer ned wi t h t he wor d

i nf l exi on ( ver b endi ngs,  gender  and number  of  nouns,

et c. ) .  I f  we consi der  a wor d as a r oot  ( l exeme)  pl us

a f l exi on ( mor pheme) ,  we can say t hat  t he l exi cal

anal ysi s i s concer ned wi t h t he f or mer  wher eas t he

mor phol ogi cal  anal ysi s i s concer ned wi t h t he l at t er .

For  i nst ance,  t he wor d “ was”  i s consi der ed as t he

i nf i ni t i ve f or m of  “ t o be”  i n a l exi cal  anal ysi s,



Teacher ’ s di scour se

10

and as a ver b at  t he f i r st  per son,  s i ngul ar ,

i mper f ect  t ense i n a mor phol ogi cal  one.

The synt act i c anal ysi s i s concer ned wi t h t he

way t he wor ds ar e or gani zed i n t he sent ence as wel l

as t hei r  l i nks.  The mai n goal  of  Br onckar t  et  al .

( 1985)  i s t o l i nk t he occur r ence of  mor pho- synt act i c

uni t s i n t ext s wi t h t he condi t i ons under  whi ch t hey

wer e pr oduced.  The aut hor s def i ned t hr ee si t uat i ons:

s i t uat ed di scour ses ( t heat r e di al ogs,  or al  di al ogs) ,

nar r at i ons ( novel s,  t al es)  and t heor et i cal

di scour ses ( sci ent i f i c  t ext s) .  The hypot hesi s i s

t hat  t hese di f f er ent  condi t i ons wi l l  af f ect  t he

cogni t i ve pr ocesses of  speaker s,  and t hus l ead t hem,

f or  exampl e,  t o choose a cer t ai n modal  auxi l i ar y,  i n

a par t i cul ar  ver b t ense,  and wi t h a chosen

connect i ve t o expr ess t hei r  i deas.  For  each

si t uat i on,  Br onckar t ' s  model  pr edi ct s t he occur r ence

of  27 such l i ngui st i c uni t s.  The model  al so pr ovi des

an expl anat i on f or  t hese val ues.  For  i nst ance,  a

t heor et i cal  s i t uat i on wi l l  l ead speaker s t o

st r uct ur e t hei r  di scour se and t her ef or e pr ompt  mor e

ar gument at i ve connect i ves such as “ never t hel ess” ,

“ s i nce” ,  “ t her ef or e” ,  et c.  I n cont r ast ,  a s i t uat ed

di scour se wi l l  cont ai n a gr eat er  pr opor t i on of

pr onouns of  t he f i r st  and second per son because of

t he l i ve pr esence of  par t i c i pant s i n t he di al ogue.
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I n or der  t o t est  t he r el evance of  t hi s model ,

Br onckar t  et  al .  cal cul at ed- - f or  150 t ext s,  50 of

each cat egor y- - t he number  of  occur r ences f or  t hese

27 uni t s.  A di scr i mi nant  anal ysi s showed t hat  t hese

27 uni t s wer e suf f i c i ent  t o di scr i mi nat e al l  t he

t ext s.  I n ot her  wor ds,  gi ven a t ext ,  t he met hod can

pr edi ct  i t s  t ype ( s i t uat ed di scour se,  nar r at i on,  or

t heor et i cal  di scour se) .  I t  can act ual l y suggest  t he

cogni t i ve oper at i ons whi ch gover n t he t ext

pr oduct i on.  Thi s model  wi l l  al l ow us t o compar e t wo

t ext s wi t h r espect  t o t hei r  ar chet ypes.

Pr agmat i c anal ysi s

As f ar  as we know,  t her e ar e ver y f ew st udi es

whose goal  i s  t o descr i be a t eacher ’ s di scour se f r om

a pr agmat i c poi nt  of  v i ew ( cf .  however  Henr i  &

Ri cci ar di  Ri gaul t ,  1996) .  Pr agmat i cs assumes t hat

t he di f f er ent  par t i c i pant s of  a di al ogue shar e a set

of  conver sat i onal  r ul es,  whi ch t hey can r ef er  t o,  or

adj ust  i n or der  t o under st and each ot her ’ s

ut t er ances ( Car on,  1989) .  That  way,  a r el at i onshi p

exi st s bet ween t he si gns ( wor ds,  phr ases,  et c. )  and

t hei r  use i n t he di scour se.  Our  wor k f i t s  i n wi t h

di scour se anal ysi s r at her  t han conver sat i on

anal ysi s.  Ther ef or e,  we wi l l  negl ect  i nt er act i ons as

wel l  as non ver bal  behavi or .



Teacher ’ s di scour se

12

Met hod

Over vi ew

Thi s exper i ment  r el i es on t he obser vat i on of  an

under gr aduat e l ect ur e i n economi cs,  whi ch i s gi ven

t o t wo di f f er ent  gr oups of  st udent s,  as f ol l ows:  ( a)

f ace- t o- f ace,  i n a l ect ur e hal l  ( S1) ,  by a t eacher

usi ng sl i des;  ( b)  by means of  an audi oconf er ence

devi ce ( S2)  whi ch t r ansmi t s t he t eacher ’ s voi ce as

wel l  as s l i des.

I nser t  Tabl e 2 about  her e

I nser t  Fi gur e 1 about

her e

Pr ocedur e and mat er i al s

A l ect ur e and a t wo- hour  audi oconf er ence,

del i ver i ng t he exact  same cont ent ,  have been t ot al l y

audi o- r ecor ded openl y and publ i c l y.  The f act or  t hat

i nt er est ed us i s,  cet er i s par i bus,  t he pr esence

ver sus absence of  t he t eache- - ot her wi se t he cour se

mat er i al  was i dent i cal  ( same sl i des,  same l ect ur e

dur at i on) .  Sl i des wer e shown t o t he st udent s dur i ng

t he l ect ur e.  St udent s wer e gi ven a copy of  t hese

sl i des bef or ehand.
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Dat a gat her i ng and pr ocessi ng

We t r anscr i bed t he t eacher ’ s di scour se as wel l

as t he f ew st udent s’  quest i ons i n t hei r  ent i r et y.

The uni t  we chose i s t he s l i de whi ch i s consi der ed

as a meani ngf ul  uni t  by t he t eacher .  We wi l l  now

gi ve t he det ai l s of  t he di f f er ent  anal yses.

Lexi cal  dat a.  We r el i ed on t he l exi cal

st at i st i cal  wor k of  Lebar t  and Sal em ( 1994)  and

Mul l er  ( 1992) .  Fi r st ,  we l emmat i zed bot h di scour ses

( cf .  above t he sect i on “ Lexi cal  anal ysi s” ) .  We made

use of  di f f er ent  i ndi cat or s t o measur e,  on t he one

hand,  t he l exi cal  r i chness of  each t ext  and,  on t he

ot her  hand,  t hei r  degr ee of  connexi on,  t hat  i s  t hei r

l exi cal  s i mi l ar i t y ( cf .  appendi x f or  t he det ai l s) .

Mor phosynt act i cal  dat a.  We r el i ed on

Br onckar t ’ s met hod t o anal yze bot h t ext s.  Each

excer pt  cor r esponds t o a set  of  whol e s l i des wi t h at

l east  1, 000 wor ds,  whi ch i s consi der ed by Br onckar t

et  al .  a suf f i c i ent  t hr eshol d.

Pr agmat i c dat a.  We r el i ed on Sear l e’ s ( 1969)

wel l - known cl assi f i cat i on.  He di st i ngui shed bet ween

t he f ol l owi ng act s ( Sear l e,  1969,  c i t ed by Wi nogr ad,

1988,  p.  626- 627) :

1.  Asser t i ve:  “ commi t  t he speaker  ( i n var yi ng

degr ees)  t o somet hi ng’ s bei ng t he case- - t o t he t r ut h

of  t he expr essed pr oposi t i on. ”  e. g. ,  “ ver y i mpor t ant
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goal ” ,  “ r emember  I  have got  a l i mi t ed number  of

pr oduct s” .

2.  Di r ect i ve:  “ at t empt  ( i n var yi ng degr ees)  t o

get  t he hear er  t o do somet hi ng.  These i ncl ude bot h

quest i ons ( whi ch can di r ect  t he hear er  t o make an

asser t i ve speech act  i n r esponse)  and commands

( whi ch di r ect  t he hear er  t o car r y out  some

l i ngui st i c or  non- l i ngui st i c act ) . ”  e. g.  “ as soon as

you’ ve st opped your  conver sat i on” ,  “ Do you have any

quest i ons?” ,  “ t he t heor et i cal  model  you shoul d

under st and” .

3.  Commi ssi ve:  “ commi t  t he speaker  ( agai n i n

var yi ng degr ees)  t o some f ut ur e cour se of  act i on. ” ,

e. g. ,  “ Next  we’ l l  di scuss t he TES” ,  “ l at er ,  I  wi l l

def i ne mor e pr eci sel y what  I  mean by act i v i t y” .

4.  Decl ar at i on:  “ br i ng about  t he cor r espondence

bet ween t he pr oposi t i onal  cont ent  of  t he speech act

and r eal i t y ( e. g. ,  pr onounci ng a coupl e mar r i ed) . ”

e. g. ,  “ The f our t h par t  of  t hi s chapt er  i s about  t o

begi n” ,  “ I ’ m about  t o f i ni sh t hi s cour se” .

5.  Expr essi ve:  “ expr ess a psychol ogi cal  st at e

about  a st at e of  af f ai r s ( e. g. ,  apol ogi z i ng and

pr ai s i ng) . ”  e. g. ,  “ t her e’ s not hi ng I  can do,  what

can anyone do about  i t  ?” ,  “ you ar e l i ke

shat t er boxes” .
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For  each sl i de,  we not ed t he pr oposi t i ons t hat

we consi der ed i l l ocut i onar y,  accor di ng t o t he

def i ni t i ons above.  The whol e pr ocess was per f or med

i ndependent l y by t wo j udges and a f ol l ow- up

di scussi on r emoved t he r emai ni ng di sagr eement s.

Resul t s

Lexi cal  aspect s

The f ol l owi ng t abl e shows t he val ues of  t he

i ndi ces f or  t he l exi cal  r i chness measur ement .

I nser t  Tabl e 3 about  her e

The pr evi ous val ues show t hat  t he t wo t ext s ar e

ver y s i mi l ar  wi t h r espect  t o t he l exi cal  r i chness.

The l exi cal  connexi on i ndex i s:

CV = 0. 491

The hi gher  t he i ndex,  t he mor e si mi l ar  ar e t he

t wo t ext s.  By compar i ng i t  t o t he val ues gi ven by

Mul l er  ( 1992) ,  we can say t hat  t he connexi on i s

qui t e st r ong,  whi ch means t hat  t he t wo t ext s ar e

ver y s i mi l ar  f r om a l exi cal  poi nt  of  v i ew.  Thi s

r esul t  was expect ed si nce t he t eacher ,  gui ded by t he

same sl i des i n bot h s i t uat i ons,  t al ked about  t he

same cont ent .  We wi l l  now exami ne t he possi bl e

di f f er ences f r om a mor phosynt act i cal  poi nt  of  v i ew.

Mor phosynt act i cal  aspect s.  Si nce i t  i s  not

possi bl e t o anal yze t he di scour ses i n t hei r
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ent i r et y,  t wo excer pt s wer e r andoml y sel ect ed f r om

each di scour se.  The f ol l owi ng t abl e shows t he

r esul t s.  I n bot h excer pt s,  t her e i s no si gni f i cant

di f f er ence bet ween t he t wo di scour ses ( excer pt  1:  χ2

( 9,  N = 27)  = 13. 8,  p > . 10;  excer pt  2:  χ2 = ( 9,  N =

27)  = 8. 4,  p > . 25.

I nser t  Tabl e 4 about

her e

Pr agmat i c aspect s

We t hen st udi ed t he occur r ences of

i l l ocut i onar y act s as a f unct i on of  t he s i t uat i on:

pr esence or  di st ance ( cf .  t abl e 5) .  We f ound no

si gni f i cant  di f f er ences bet ween t he t wo si t uat i ons

χ2 ( 4,  N = 65)  = 1. 92,  p > . 25.  Mor eover ,  f or  each

i l l ocut i onar y act ,  we per f or med a pai r ed gr oup

St udent  t est  whi ch showed no si gni f i cant  di f f er ences

bet ween t he t wo ki nds of  di scour se.  For  i nst ance,

t he asser t i ve i l l ocut i onar y act  gave t ( 65)  = 0. 31,  p

> 0. 75.

I nser t  Tabl e 5 about

her e
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Di scussi on

These r esul t s agr ee on one poi nt  :  what ever  t he

l evel  ( l exi cal ,  mor phosynt act i c,  pr agmat i c) ,  t her e

i s no di f f er ence bet ween t he t wo ki nds of  di scour se:

f ace- t o- f ace ver sus di st ance.  I n a pr evi ous st udy

( Lemai r e,  Mar quet  & Bai l l é,  1996)  car r i ed out  i n our

l abor at or y ( see pr evi ous sect i on) ,  we f ound

si gni f i cant  mor phosynt act i c di f f er ences bet ween a

f ace- t o- f ace and a t r adi t i onal  l ect ur e.  However ,  t he

f ace- t o- f ace di scour se was not  suppl ement ed by

sl i des as i t  was i n t he di st ance l ect ur e.  Thi s means

t hat  t he t eacher  di d not  wor k i n t he same way on

bot h l ect ur es:  f or  one l ect ur e,  t he cont ent  had t o

be wr i t t en out  on sl i des;  f or  t he ot her ,  t he

t eacher ’ s exper i ence was suf f i c i ent .  Ther ef or e,  t he

pr evi ous st udy combi ned t wo f act or s:  di st ance vs.

f ace- t o- f ace and wr i t t en l ect ur e pl anni ng vs.  l ess

mat er i al i zed l ect ur e pl anni ng.  Al t hough we not i ced

di f f er ences i n t he t wo t ypes of  di scour se,  we wer e

not  abl e t o at t r i but e t hem t o one of  t he t wo f act or s

because we r i sked conf ounds.  That  i s t he r eason why

we desi gned t he st udy descr i bed i n t hi s paper .  The

cur r ent  r esul t s demonst r at e t hat  t he di f f er ence we

f ound pr evi ousl y was most  l i kel y due t o t he t wo

di f f er ent  ways of  pl anni ng t he cour se r at her  t han t o

t he medi a t hemsel ves:  t he medi a does not  af f ect  t he
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t eacher ’ s di scour se.  Thi s r esul t  al so suppor t s wi t h

t he concl usi ons dr awn f r om t he f amous debat e bet ween

Cl ar k and Kozma ( Cl ar k,  1983,  1994;  Kozma,  1991,

1994) :  cont ent  pr evai l s over  medi a.  Sever al  ot her

r esear ches come t o t he same concl usi on ( Russel ,

1995) .  However ,  we do not  agr ee wi t h Cl ar k ( 1994)

who says t hat  “ medi a wi l l  never  i nf l uence l ear ni ng” .

Li ke Kozma,  we pr ef er  t o wor k on devel opi ng

si t uat i ons i n whi ch t hi s i nf l uence wi l l  occur .  As

Shal e and Gar r i son ( 1990,  p.  31,  c i t ed by Aher n &

Repman,  1994,  p.  539)  wr ot e,  “ t he most  i mpor t ant

f eat ur e f or  char act er i z i ng di st ance educat i on i s not

i t s mor phol ogy,  but  how communi cat i on bet ween

t eacher  and st udent  i s f aci l i t at ed” .  Our  f ut ur e wor k

wi l l  exami ne ot her  aspect s of  t eacher  di scour se ( i n

par t i cul ar  i t s pr osodi c and semant i c aspect s)  as

wel l  as ot her  cont ent s ( educat i onal  sci ence)  and

si t uat i ons ( educat i onal  MOOs) .
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Foot not es

1 Br et z ’ s ( 1983)  def i ni t i on of  i nt er act i v i t y

di st i ngui shes si mul at ed i nt er act i v i t y,  quasi -

i nt er act i v i t y and genui ne i nt er act i v i t y.  The f i r st

r ef er s t o ar t i f i c i al  i nt el l i gence and i s not

r el evant  t o CMC.  However ,  genui ne i nt er act i v i t y

appear s when at  l east  t hr ee i nt er vent i ons occur

bet ween t wo par t i c i pant s:  one message f r om A t o B;

one message f r om B t o A r el at ed t o t he pr evi ous

message;  one message f r om A t o B r espondi ng t o t he

pr evi ous one.  Quasi - i nt er act i v i t y appear s when t wo

of  t hese i nt er vent i ons ar e pr esent ,  i n par t i cul ar  i n

quest i on/ answer  pat t er ns.
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Appendi x:  Lexi cal  Ri chness and Connect i on Pr ocessi ng

The l exi cal  r i chness i s cal cul at ed usi ng t he

f ol l owi ng val ues.

N:  number  of  wor ds of  t he t ext ;

V:  number  of  l exemes of  t he t ext ,  i . e.  wor ds of

t he t ext  i n t hei r  canoni cal  f or ms;

V1:  number  of  one- occur r ence wor ds i n t he t ext ;

:  mean f r equency,  wher e

 = N/ V

q1:  vocabul ar y r epet i t i on r at i o,  wher e

q1 = ( V—V1) / V

Let  a and b be t wo t ext s,  and l et  ←a et  ←b be

t hei r  r espect i ve l exi cal  r i chness.  Accor di ng t o

Mul l er  ( 1992) ,  ←a > ←b i f  al l  t he f ol l owi ng

condi t i ons ar e f ul l f i l l ed:

Va > Vb

V1a > V1b

a < b

q1a < q1b

The l exi cal  r i chness i s cal cul at ed f r om t he

f ol l owi ng val ues ( Mul l er ,  1992,  p.  147) :

CV = Vab/ Va+b

wher e Va+b i s t he number  of  t he l exemes

occur r i ng i n bot h t ext s and wher e Vab = Va + Vb —

Va+b
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Tabl e 1

Out l i ne of  t he r evi ewed st udi es

Aut hor s Fact or s Pr ocedur e Mai n r esul t s

Cont ext - cent er ed st udy

Par ker

( 1995)

Face- t o- f ace

vs.  di st ance

( audi o t ape,

comput er -

medi at ed

communi cat i o

n or  mai l ) .

Engl i sh and

soci ol ogy

l ect ur es.

St udent s’

achi evement

accor di ng t o

t hei r  i ndi v i dual

char act er i st i cs.

St udent s’  l ocus

of  cont r ol  and

f unds pr edi ct  85%

di st ance

educat i on

dr opout .

Pr ocess- cent er ed st udi es

Henr i

( 1989)

Remot e onl y,

v i a

comput er .

Di st ance l ect ur e

on f i nanci al

pr epar at i on f or

r et i r ement .

Measur e of

i nt er act i on.

Few i nt er act i ve

messages,  l i t t l e

genui ne

i nt er act i on

bet ween st udent s.
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O’ Connai

l l ,

Whi t t ake

r  and

Wi l bur

( 1993)

Face- t o- f ace

vs.  t wo

vi deoconf er e

nce syst ems.

Wor k meet i ng.

Compar i son of

t he

conver sat i on’ s

par amet er s.

The di st ance

di scour se i s mor e

f or mal :  mor e

appr oval s,  l ess

i nt er r upt i ons and

over l aps,  l onger

t ur ns.

Pr oduct - cent er ed st udi es

Lemai r e,

Mar quet

& Bai l l é

( 1996)

Face- t o- f ace

l ect ur e vs.

di st ance

audi o

l ect ur e wi t h

sl i des.

Economi cs

l ect ur e.

Mor phosynt act i ca

l  aspect s of  t he

di scour se.

Hi gher  del i ver y,

l ess r edundancy

and mor e

ar gument at i ve

maker s i n t he

di st ance l ect ur e.

Mi l l er ,

McKenna

and

Ramsey

( 1993)

Face- t o- f ace

l ect ur e vs.

di st ance,

f or  t he t wo

st udent s

gr oups.

Educat i on

l ect ur es.

St udent s

at t i t ude about

t hei r  l ear ni ng

and

communi cat i on.

Si gni f i cant

di f f er ence on

at t i t ude:

st udent s at  a

di st ance have a

bet t er  opi ni on on

di st ance

l ear ni ng.

Pr esence st udent s

have bet t er

achi evement .
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Tabl e 2

Descr i pt i on of  t he t wo si t uat i ons obser ved

Si t uat i on Teacher ’

s

l ocat i on

Number  of

st udent s

I nf or mat i on

t r ansmi t t ed

S1,  f ace-

t o- f ace

Gr enobl e 109 i n

Gr enobl e

Teacher ’ s voi ce by

l oudspeaker

Sl i des by

vi deopr oj ect i on

S2,  at  a

di st ance

Gr enobl e 57 i n

Val ence

Teacher ’ s voi ce

Sl i des by

vi deopr oj ect i on

Teacher ’ s behavi or



Teacher ’ s di scour se

30

Tabl e 3

Lexi cal  r i chness val ues f or  each di scour se

Val ues Face- t o- f ace

di scour se

Di st ance di scour se

N 13, 319 13, 197

V 1, 155 1, 048

V1 433 385

11. 53 12. 59

q1 0. 625 0. 632
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Tabl e 4

Resul t s of  t he mor phosynt act i c anal ysi s f or  t he t wo

excer pt s

Excer pt  1 Excer pt  2

Uni t és l i ngui st i ques Pr esen

ce

Di st anc

e

Pr esen

ce

Di st an

ce

1.  Pr onoun/ adj .  1st

per son si ngul ar

19. 7 32. 1 26. 7 21. 2

2.  Pr onoun/ adj .  1st

per son pl ur al

1. 9 5. 2 2. 1 0

3 Pr onoun/ adj .  2nd

per son si ngul ar

0 0 0 0

4.  Pr onoun/ adj .  2nd

per son pl ur al

14. 1 6 4. 1 4. 8

5.  I ndef i ni t e pr onoun

“ on”

9. 4 14. 2 8. 3 14. 4

6.  Pr esent  t ense 60. 7 54. 5 67. 7 58. 1

7.  Fut ur e t ense 5. 2 7. 9 8. 3 8. 3

8.  Per f ect  t ense 12. 6 14. 5 3. 4 10. 9

9.  I mper f ect  t ense 5. 9 4. 8 13. 7 14. 4

10.  Pr et er i t  t ense 0 0 0 0

11.  Condi t i onal  t ense 2. 2 2. 4 1. 4 1. 4

12.  Tempor al  dei ct i c 0 1. 5 0 0

13.  Auxi l i ar y “ al l er ” 3 6. 7 3. 4 8. 9

14.  Aspect  auxi l i ar y 0 0 0. 7 0. 7
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15.  Modal  auxi l i ar y 3 2. 4 4. 8 2. 7

16.  Auxi l i ar y “ pouvoi r ” 1. 5 0. 6 2. 1 2. 7

17.  Passi ve f or m 5. 2 1. 8 0 0

18.  Emphat i c f or m 3 6. 7 4. 1 4. 8

19.  Non- decl ar at i ve

sent ence

9. 4 4. 8 4. 1 4. 7

20.  Tempor al  mar ker s 0 0 3. 4 2. 1

21.  Ar gument at i ve l ex.

synt .  mar ker s

30. 1 26. 9 6. 2 6. 2

22.  Text ual

ar gument at i ve mar ker s

— — — —

23.  Ut t er ance modal i t y 0 11. 9 3. 4 6. 8

24.  Pr onomi nal  anaphor a 41. 4 29. 1 51. 9 46. 5

25.  Non pr onomi nal

anaphor a

0 0 0. 7 2. 1

26.  Ver bal  densi t y 0. 13 0. 12 0. 13 0. 11

27.  Synt agmat i c densi t y 0. 46 0. 49 0. 41 0. 50
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Tabl e 5

Occur r ences of  i l l ocut i onar y act s by cat egor y and by

si t uat i on

I l l ocut i onar y act

Si t uat i o

n

Asser t i v

e

Expr essi

ve

Commi ssi

ve

Di r ect i v

e

Decl ar at

i ve

Pr esence 84 15 23 13 20

Di st ance 81 15 25 21 19
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Fi gur e Capt i ons
Fi gur e 1.  The t wo t eachi ng si t uat i ons




