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Discussion Analysis: Geographic Discussion Response Mapping

Discussions are a key part of education classrooms. They can be used to promote understanding of texts, debate divisive issues, or come to a consensus on how to promote the best learning practices present. All of these cultivate student involvement and help foster conversation that allows each student to become a vocal member of America’s democratic society. It is for these reasons that I hope to learn as much as possible about how to develop and promote fulfilling, rich discussions in my future classrooms. When initially thinking about this topic many probably turn their thoughts to perplexing questions that can foster a continual debate or be explored through different interpretations. While very important, I feel this aspect is equally important to geographic setup and student response. Most educators can develop questions that perplex students and foster continual thought but few would consider how classroom layout can attribute to their discussions. 

The discussion that I analyzed took place over the course of twenty minutes. It involved twenty-three students and one professor. Of the twenty-three students seventeen were female and six were male. The class was an upper level college English course concerning education. Every student, except for one female, had at least one response. For my analysis I looked at interchanges between students. I took notes of where students responded from in their location in the room. While also looking at responses I took note of when interchanges happened between students and whether these occurred as male-to-male, female-to-female, or male-to-female or vice versa. Among all of these factors what was most studied is how responses are varied across the classroom when analyzing from different factors.

Initially I imagined responses would be easy to map out and determine based on gender and location of the student in the room. I believed that students would respond for the majority of the conversation to students across from their seat. That is, responses to the previous speaker would come from students who sit within a forty-five degree angle of their view as they face the center. I also anticipated that responses would most likely be followed by similar gender speakers. I developed these hypotheses due to the makeup of the classroom. The class is 74% female. It only seemed logical that the majority speakers of the discussion would come from this gender. Also the layout of the classroom influenced my thoughts on location of response. Desks were arranged in an imperfect oval. The intent of the teacher was to create a perfect oval so all participants could view each other but due to constrictions of room size this goal was not achieved. Instead students were able to see the majority of the participants while speaking except for those within two to three desks on each side of them. Because of this I believed that the majority of responses would come from those participants who view the speaker in action and those who could not, would not respond. 

The results of this analysis were not very surprising. In the twenty minutes of conversation, forty-three responses were noted. Of the forty-three, thirteen responses were teacher directed responses, or responses that the teacher requested from a particular student who had not volunteered. The division of the responses followed gender lines relatively closely.  Female participants made up 74% of the classroom and accounted for 70% of responses. Male participants made up 26% of the classroom and accounted for 30% of responses. Teacher directed responses accounted for 30% of responses from students. The educator divided his responses fairly evenly between genders when relative to the classroom makeup. Teacher directed responses from females accounted for 77% while 23% came from male students. These numbers show that the conversation was not dominated by male or female students. Student responses followed classroom gender divisions relatively well. This was also accounted for by the educator who did not increase male response in a classroom where males only account for 26% of the total class. 

The teacher does a fantastic job of keeping a mixture of responses from both male and female students through teacher directed responses. The educator followed the class makeup relatively well when calling on participants through teacher directed responses. Of the thirteen questions directed by the teacher 23% were directed at males and 77% were directed at female students. This varies from the class’s overall percentages by only 3%. A small percentage when considering that the teacher was calling on students at random to initiate conversation. I was surprised by how well the instructor was able to mix his teacher directed responses. One would think that calling on students at random would produce random results but as shown by the numbers he was able to follow the overall traits of the discussion.

The final examination of the data that I undertook using gender as the dividing factor was following responses and how the gender of the respondent related to the last respondent. I did not expect any surprises from this examination and expected the results to be very similar to the responses of the class as a whole. Of forty-two possible responses twenty-two followed similar gendered respondents for a total of 52%. Responses following a respondent of a student of the opposite gender totaled 48%. This examination was the only aspect that did not follow the standards of the other numbers. It seems with the high percentages of female students, 74%, the responses followed by a female response should be more than 45%. However, this was not the case. Respondents following respondents of an opposite gender constitute almost half of the interchanges, 48%. This resulted for one main reason: male responses, although few, were spread out over the entire discussion. There were only three instances, 7%, of all forty-two interchanges that were male to male. There was no one portion of the discussion that was dominated by male responses. 

After the gender study of the discussion I decided to analyze further to discover whether location in the classroom makes a difference in student response. I hypothesized that the majority of responses from previous student comments, which I will refer to as interchanges, would come from across the room and not from the side of the student’s seat. To determine this, I numbered student’s responses and mapped portions of the twenty minute discussion (see page 9). For this portion I examined teacher directed responses separately due to the choice of respondent location that the educator has when posing a question. When analyzing the discussion, I discovered that my hypothesis was correct. 59% of student interchanges came from across the room while 41% came from the side of the respondent. For example when looking as responses numbers 8-17 (see page 10), interchanges come from the other half of the room in all instances including number 12, a teacher directed response. In fact, teacher directed responses follow similar percentages with 60% of interchanges coming from across the room. This data shows that responses to previous speakers come from opposite the speaker’s location almost 60% of the time, a trait that is reinforced by the educator.

Of course this is not always the case. In some instances, such as responses 33-37, the majority of interchanges follow left or right. Using data, such as this, one can not determine how to always arrange a classroom. Classroom discussions rely on a variety of factors such as the arrangements of the desks, the topic of conversation and the community of learning that an educator creates with his or her students. However, using this data I have gained a greater appreciation for the importance that desk arrangement can make in discussions. When students have the ability to see each other, conversation and discussion has the potential to be made more fulfilling. Using this information I see my future classroom being set up in rows that face each other with a walkway down the center or in pods of five or six to promote discussion. These arrangements do not have to be constant. Classroom tasks are varied and as the expectations change so should the desk arrangements. Educators should not be afraid to mold their classrooms constantly, trying new things, and adapting for different purposes. But educators should take the time to analyze the discussions they foster and use the information, as I have, to promote classrooms that benefit all through sharing and building understanding.
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	Student Makeup and Involvement
	Total
	
	Male 
	%
	Female
	%

	Number of Students
	23
	
	6
	26%
	17
	74%

	Number of Responses
	43
	
	13
	30%
	30
	70%

	Number of Teacher Directed Responses
	13
	30%
	3
	23%
	10
	77%

	Number of students who did not respond
	1
	
	
	
	1
	

	Most Responses by one student
	6
	
	
	
	
	

	Number of students with one response
	11
	
	2
	18%
	9
	82%

	Number of responses from teacher's half of room
	21
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Interchanges
	
	%
	
	
	
	

	Number of total interchanges between students 
	42
	100%
	
	 
	
	

	Interchanges between students (non teacher directed)
	32
	76%
	
	
	
	

	Number of interchanges from across the room (non teacher directed)
	19
	59%
	
	
	
	

	Number of interchanges from side of speaker (non teacher directed)
	13
	41%
	
	
	
	

	Number of Teacher Directed Interchanges
	10
	24%
	
	
	
	

	Teacher directed interchanges from across the room
	6
	60%
	
	
	
	

	Teacher directed interchanges from side of speaker
	4
	40%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender Interchange Responses
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female responses followed by female response
	19
	45%
	
	
	
	

	Male Responses followed by male response
	3
	7%
	
	
	
	

	Opposite Gender response from the last speaker
	20
	48%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Responses by Number & Gender (bolded letters denote teacher directed responses)

1. F

2. F

3. M

4. F

5. F

6. F

7. M

8. M

9. F

10. M

11. F

12. F

13. M

14. F

15. M

16. F

17. M

18. F

19. M

20. M

21. F

22. F

23. F

24. F

25. F

26. F

27. M

28. M

29. F

30. F

31. F

32. F

33. M

34. F

35. F

36. F

37. F

38. F

39. F

40. F

41. M

42. F

43. F

Interchanges (locations are relative from previous respondent, bold indicates teacher directed responses)

A= Across from last speaker, L = Left of last speaker, R= Right of last speaker

1. –

2. A

3. A

4. A

5. L

6. A

7. L

8. L

9. A

10. A

11. R

12. A

13. A

14. L

15. A

16. A

17. A

18. A

19. R

20. A

21. L

22. A

23. 
L

24. A

25. L

26. A

27. L

28. A

29. R

30. R

31. A

32. A

33. L

34. R

35. L

36. L

37. L

38. A

39. A

40. A

41. A

42. A

43. -
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Room Layout


With numbered responses (teacher directed responses bolded)
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PROFESSOR
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M - 3
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M – 8, 13, 19, 27
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F – 1, 16, 24, 34, 38, 40





F – 18, 22, 35





F - 30





F – 14, 29, 42
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F- 26
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M - 17
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Mapping Conversation: Responses 8-17
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