
Discourse Strategies



Reasoning within Discourse & the 
Explanation Task

• Evidence #1 supports Model A because……

• Levels of reasoning:
• Erroneous
• Descriptive
• Relational
• Critical

• Builds on Talk Moves



Research: Argumentation through 
Negotiation and Consensus Building  

• Scientific argumentation enables students to engage in real word 
scientific practices by rationalizing claims founded in supporting 
evidence. 

• Student engagement in scientific argumentation activates the negotiation 
process by which students develop and defend evidence-based claims. 

Research Questions:
• How did students negotiate evaluations of the 

relationship between lines of scientific evidence and 
alternative explanatory models of a phenomenon 
during an argument-based learning activity?

• What differences, if any, existed in the negotiations 
in which students reach consensus and those in 
which there was no resolution?



Negotiation within Argumentation 
What is NEGOTIATION? 

• A subset of argumentation, where students present a position, agree or 
disagree with each other by offering explanations and counter 
arguments, and reach conclusions through civil discourse and 
conversation (Chen & Steenhoek, 2013; Nussbaum, 2021).

• One way to co-construct knowledge via argumentative discourse Baker 
(2009)

• Social negotiation of scientific evidence and claims allows students to 
deepen their understanding of scientific knowledge and consensus.

• Allows for the  construction of scientific knowledge as a result of 
collaborative discourse Chen (2011) 

Central to engagement in the practice of argumentation.



Important in the co-construction 
of scientific knowledge
Desired outcome of scientific 
argumentation
Requires collaborative discourse

Building Consensus through Negotiation

BUT….what does that look like?



Systemic Functional 
Linguistics:  
• multi-layered theory of 

language
• meaning is expressed 

through the structure and 
function of language

• grammatical structures 
give meaning to language

• lexical choices made in 
conversation reveal 
meaning

Analyzing Discourse through SFL
(Governor et al., 2021) 





Mood



Discourse Moves



Students softened negotiations by:
1. Modality used most often to soften assertions through terms such 

as: could, kind of, maybe, I think,  I feel for Inclination.
2. As a negotiation progressed, modal terms moved from tentative to 

greater certainty (would, should, probably) - indicates more 
confidence

3. Successful negotiations used more questions (>20%) compared to 
unsuccessful (5%)

4. Using polar interrogatives - questions with yes/no responses serves 
to soften negotiation - successful negotiations used more 

5. Unsuccessful negotiations involved strategies that shut down 
collaboration: interruptions, dominance, double polarity, 
confrontational moves to force early closure

Findings



LISTEN to student discourse
• Constructive patterns - asking questions (especially polar 

interrogatives), turn taking, progressing modulation (degrees of 
certainty)

• Destructive patterns - dominance, interruptions, cutting off, few 
questions, early closure, off topic, double polarity (negatives), 
dismissing claims

TEACH constructive discourse
• Turn taking - balanced interaction
• Asking questions (esp. polar interrogatives)
• Making moves that encourage elaboration or extend  ideas
• Present claims, offer rebuttals, present qualifiers 
• Modeling

Implications



• How can we use what we 
learned to guide instruction?

• What moves would you 
expect students to engage 
in?

• How would you expect a 
negotiation to unfold?

• How can we help students 
have more productive 
negotiations?

Theory Into Practice: Negotiation Moves 



Elaborating on the Moves



Analyzing Discourse Transcripts (handout)

In groups…..

• Does student discourse follow this flow?
• Where is it strongest?
• Where is it weakest?
• Where do students need guidance?

How would you teach?

Creating an Instructional Scaffold

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1cwdqUwk7GFFMmusdNtpL82yfW7JHuA_3/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=112646994520859835759&rtpof=true&sd=true


Teaching by Modeling - Freshwater baMEL



Teaching by Modeling - Freshwater baMEL

Model A: Earth's freshwater is abundant and will remain so even in the face of global climate change.

Earth is a closed system. This means that there is no net water loss globally. Even with future impacts of climate 
change, the amount of freshwater will not change.

Model B: Earth's freshwater challenges will be solved by engineering solutions.

Although the future may bring challenges to maintaining an adequate freshwater supply, technology is rapidly changing. 
Future engineering solutions will meet any future freshwater challenges.

Model C: Earth has a shortage of freshwater, which will worsen as our world's population increases.

Increasing population will limit the availability of freshwater supplies. Almost all human activities require freshwater. 
Climate change will further stress availability

MODELS



Teaching by Modeling - Freshwater

LET’S MODEL THIS!

Evidence #1: Land use changes have generated large 
pressures on freshwater resources. These changes are 
affecting both water quality and availability. 
Farming, mining, and forestry require large amounts of 
water. Almost half of our land is used for farming. As 
populations continue to grow, there will be less water 
available to use for crops. In countries where climate change 
has affected weather patterns, there will be even less 
available water. Such countries include the Philippines, 
Pakistan, Vietnam, and Australia. As land use is changed, the 
water cycle is altered at local and regional levels. Figure 1.1 
shows that increasing the amount of solid surfaces leads to 
greater runoff. Houses, roads, and other structures block 
some water from going into the ground. When this happens, 
more water runs off into local bodies of water. The water that 
runs into the local bodies of water includes anything that it 
can carry along the way. This can decrease water quality. 

NEED A 
VOLUNTEER!

Let’s model 
using the 

Negotiation 
Framework 
Flowchart 
handout!



Working in groups:

• Freshwater baMEL 
• Handouts for Evidence 

(randomly distributed)
• Follow flowchart and 

negotiate your line of 
evidence to one model 
using the flow chart to 
guide your discourse.

• Reverse roles!

Time: 10 minutes

Your Turn!  Let’s Practice!

https://cdn.serc.carleton.edu/files/mel/teaching_resources/freshwater_bamel_ndash_evidence_texts_color.pdf


• What worked?
• What didn’t?
• How would you apply in your classroom?
• How can it be improved and/or better 

implemented?

Please share any instructional insights!

Debriefing
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