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As far as I know, the discursive approach of classroom interaction based on Speech Genres Theory (Bakhtin, 1953/1986a) is not present in the psychological or linguistic literature about this topic, a  topic  that is most often discussed from the teaching-learning perspective.  Here, I will present an exercise of discourse analysis — based on Bakhtinian Speech Genres Theory — of classroom interactions viewed as different school speech genres: rules, arrangements, explanations, expositions and instructions, on the one hand; on the other hand, multiple secondary genres that circulate out of school (e.g., in science or in science writing for general public), transferred to classrooms.

This exercise of analysis of classroom interactional data as (maybe primary) speech genres and discourses (utterances) used in classrooms and building secondary discourse genres started with a review of linguistic and communicative analyses of classroom interactions. Rojo (1997) sustains that:

A- Some empiricist approaches to interaction as overt action (linguistic or non-linguistic) or behaviour, and 

B- Some functional-communicative approaches of classroom language as “conversation” (Communicative Theory, Conversational Analysis, Micro-Ethnography of Speech) may obscure interactional data, hiding the process of building both discourse and knowledge in classrooms. This hiding effect is due to the theoretical focus and to the selection of phenomena, as well as the view of language, interaction and learning that underlies these theories.

In this sense, an analysis focused on discourse and knowledge built from linguistic exchanges in classrooms must  take into account the interactional discursive flow. This focus implies the adoption of not only a dialectical view of teaching and learning, but also a discursive view of classroom language. I am following as a theoretical basis a Vygotskian (socio-historical) view of teaching and learning that includes a Bakhtinian theory of discourse and utterance as an adequate view of linguistic and discursive aspects of classroom language involved in the teaching-learning process. Also, some ideas and concepts developed by the Educational and Didactic team of Geneva University (specially Schneuwly & Dolz ideas) are taken into account to discuss didactic transposition and application at regular elementary school of the Vygotskian and Bakhtinian concepts.

As Vygotsky sustains, the strictly human facts of development are built from the children insertion in social institutions (e.g., family, school etc.), which works through social and interpersonal interactions. The human being appropriates (internalizes) these interactions and patterns of (language) action through the discourse of others that  becomes his/her own discourse. That is to say, this takes place through semiotic mediation.

In a Bakhtinian view, social discourse and its appropriation by the human individual is a dialogic and polyphonic phenomena: it works always in the dialogue with  the discourses of others and with voices from the past, present and future. This way, each language act or utterance takes from other utterances its forms and meanings and is addressed to other possible utterances, in specific social conditions of communication. It is exactly because of the diversity of these (social and material) conditions of human interaction and activity that the utterance is a concrete reality of discourse that is never the same.

There are differences of time and place of communications; differences of participants and their mutual social appreciation; differences of subject matters and goals of the interaction. 

Nevertheless, the dialectical and historical dynamics of the social conditions of communication themselves, made of permanence and change, creates relatively stable types of utterances: speech genres. Although speech genres are flexible and change permanently in socio-historical spheres, they are also relatively stable, when the social conditions of discourse production remain stable.

Therefore, the Speech Genre Theory of the Bakhtinian Circle (Volochínov, 1929a; 1929b; Bakhtin, 1953/1986a; 1986b) mentions the extreme heterogeneity of oral and written speech genres.  Some of those genres occur in social spheres of everyday human relations (daily dialogues and face to face interaction), named primary (simple) speech genres. Some others, that arise in more complex, public and comparatively highly developed and organized cultural communication – often written and monologized -, are called secondary (complex) speech genres (in art, science, politics, and so on). According to Bakhtin (1953/1986a: 62), the secondary (complex) speech genres, “during the process of their formation, they absorb and digest various primary (simple) genres that have taken form in unmediated speech communion”. 

Bernard Schneuwly (1994) also suggests that, thinking about language acquisition and learning, we can see speech genres as a “tool kit” or a “mega tool” for language construction. That is to say, complex semiotic mediational tools that imply by themselves the construction of other less complex tools of language and thought. For the author, the speech genres – implying the construction of their thematic, compositional, linguistic and discursive aspects – are powerful tools for teaching/learning language and may be taken as the organizational unit of curricula and didactic progressions  in the elementary school, as indicated, for example, at the National Curricular Parameters (PCNs) for the teaching of the Portuguese Language nowadays in Brazil.

If secondary (complex) speech genres can absorb and transform primary (simple) ones and if we can think of speech genres as mega tools to construct genres themselves, discourse and language, we can outline the following research questions about classroom interaction:

· Which are the typical speech genres that are characteristic of what we name “classroom interaction”? Are they really primary (simple) speech genres?

·  Which of them function as tools  to  build other secondary (complex) speech genres? 

· Which is the discursive process present in the building these secondary genres?

· Which voices can be heard through these classroom genres and interactions?

Classroom interaction

Research on classroom interaction points to an interactional pattern characterized as an asymmetrical relation between teacher and student (where the teacher controls not only the speech distribution in the classroom (participation pattern and turn taking) but also interactional discursive organization, in terms of introduction and maintenance of themes and topics.  Sinclair & Coulthard (1975), Mehan (1979) and Cazden (1989) identify the IRE organization (Initiation-Response-Evaluation) as the canonic structure that regulates turns exchange in the classrooms, and which, according to Moita-Lopes (1996: 98), “places the Initiation typically in the teacher’s mouth: he/she asks  the questions that require answers he/she already knows, controls the discourse and, therefore, detains the power.”

Is this the way that researchers commonly characterize the so-called “collective class”. In a previous paper (Rojo, 1997), analyzing a collective dialoged interaction in a 2nd grade classroom, I point out that it’s most interesting aspect is that this “structure of participation”, apparently collective and not dyadic (Erickson, 1996), discursively shows a great effort of regulated dyadic reduction (regulated dialogue) made by the participants, like in oral public dialoged genres (assembly, meeting etc.). First of all, the teacher creates a partner represented as collective, which he/she can interact with “dyadically”  (people, class, we, us) . But this “us” is not really dyadic (inclusive, in Ducrot (1987) terms). Often it is a non-inclusive (nor collective) “we”, e.g., it does not include the teacher him/herself – as we can see in the utterance “Let’s put our hands up?”, a gesture that never includes the teacher -,  placed in another level of the communicative situation. In these utterances, “we” means “you”. And sometimes, it is not functional, and leads the teacher to other mechanisms of dyadic reorganization of classroom speech: reorganization of turns, designation of the speaker and so on. In these occasions, the teacher establishes small dialogues with privileged partners, including only a small group of students. Dolz & Aebi (1998) call this process “star shaped dialogues”.

Obviously, we can consider that, in these occasions, the other students may (or may not) maintain a position of active comprehension and (internal) reply (Bakhtin, 1953/1979a) and, then, they remain as partners of the dialogical interaction, even if it cannot be empirically verified. That is what guarantees the class deployment.

Finally, the IRE pattern and the asymmetrical dialoged structure question-answer are rarely broken in these “star shaped dialogues”. Nevertheless, Rojo (1997) argues that this type of conversational and micro-ethnographical analysis of classroom interaction has little to say about what type of knowledge is constructed and by what (ZPD) means:  it has little to say about the teacher’s intentions and about what is the role of language and of discourse in these processes of construction of knowledge. In this sense, it may be interesting to pursue a discursive analysis of the interactional patterns already identified.

Classroom interaction and speech genres theory

According to the Bakhtinian definition of primary and secondary speech genres, classroom interaction constitutes genres difficult to classify.  On the one hand, classroom interactions happen at a dialogised face-to-face situation, which, to Bakhtin (1953/1979a), are typical of primary speech genres. But, on the other hand, the school, and specially the classroom, is not really a private and everyday life sphere of social interaction; on the contrary, it is a relatively public discursive sphere, mediated by writing, where monological forms of speech genres circulate frequently. Public spheres of discourse, writing and monologized discourse are related to secondary discourse genres.

To begin with, classroom/school sphere is the child's first situation in a public place of social interaction. Nevertheless, even being a social place more public than private (e.g., compared to the family), it is a restricted “public” place, where interlocutors are familiar and are reduced to the teacher and the other students. It seldom presents pedagogical situations where the child must face unknown audiences (other groups, head masters, guilds, more public institutional situations). Maybe it is exactly this intermediary situation of school discourse production — between the private and the public spheres — that determines its intermediary compositional forms of discursive genres — between primary and secondary speech genres – identified as IRE pattern.

Putting it in another way, on the one hand, the face-to-face situation in a small interactive group in a communicative sphere not so public and related to everyday life (different from an assembly, for instance) may determine compositional forms and linguistic marks typical of primary speech genres, as turn taking and deictic. On the other hand, this same communicative condition – classroom interaction – is projected to public social situations (to educate the student to act in public situations) and it is also the social place to construct academic or scientific knowledge, writing and many oral and written secondary speech genres. These factors may determine, in classroom interaction, the appearance of secondary speech genres – oral and written, monologized -, which will be appropriated by the learner.

These reflections invite us to see the dialogued IRE structure in a way different from the usual one: some question-answer exchanges in classroom interaction may be not only a previously known sketch of confirmation of the power of the teacher, but also may lead the learner to construct new and secondary speech genres and, by means of that, construct new knowledge.

To explore this point of view adopting the discursive approach I will analyse and discuss some examples of classroom interaction in science classes, collected both in a private and  a public fundamental (primary) school (2nd and 3rd grade, respectively), in São Paulo, Brazil
. The private school is considered a highly qualified and innovative one and its population consists of upper class children. Public schools in Brazil are usually viewed as traditional and not well qualified and children of lower classes enrol in them. As we will see, even if there are differences concerning the way the teacher conducts interaction, there are no major differences, in this sample, concerning the circulation of speech genres, between classroom interactions in the public and the private school.

Classroom interaction in science classes: from dialogue to encyclopaedic entries

Here, I will discuss two classes of science, in 2nd and 3rd grade, in a private and a public school, respectively, both in São Paulo, Brazil. In both classes the teacher is revising and reorganizing contents previously worked with the students. In the first class (private school, 2nd grade, 8-9 years old children), the teacher is revising content about animals (reptiles and amphibious) – previously seen by the students in a teaching picture –, in order to make the students write a scientific (“dissertative”) text about the topic. In the second (public school, 3rd grade, 9-10 years old children), the teacher is reorganizing content about types of ground and its composition – previously read by the students in a teaching book –, in order to prepare them for an examination. 

Analysing the segments of interaction bellow, we can see that most of the utterances in the dialogued interaction – under the format IRE (question-answer) – are expositional and, in terms of speech genre, they are mostly definitions or explanations, typical of encyclopaedic entries, but constructed with the participation of the students, dialogically. Lets see some examples:

Science class 1, private school, 2nd grade:

 (1)  Tr:  What do you call “environment”? 

St:  Environment?  The place where they live. 

Tr: And which is the environment, the habitat, the place where the turtle leaves? The, the...

St: Water.

Tr:  And the tortoise? 

St:  The ground.

Tr:  The ground. (...)

(2)   St:  I didn’t know that the turtle ahn… weight... weight about 780 kilos .

Tr:  Some turtles that live in the ocean do. They are heavy. And how can they swim, if they are so heavy? 

St:  Because the water reduces its weight.

Tr:  Because the water reduces its weight. Then, they can move around.

St:  How is the weight reduced? 

Tr:  The impact of the body in the water.  Do you swim?  Don’t you float well without sinking? It happens when you manage to put your body in harmony with the water. See what I mean? (...)

Concerning the linguistic marks of empirical dialogue, in a first discursive level
, we can see: the dyadic turn taking between teacher and students; the question/answer structure (even if it is not the case of IRE pattern in segment (2), as we will see); the deictics (“I/you”) marking an implicate position in the discourse production situation. All these properties are typical of primary speech genres. But, in another embedded plan or level of discourse, maybe more important, there are properties typical of secondary speech genres: disjointed referenciality (“the environment, the turtle (they, it), the tortoise, water, the impact of the body in the water”), related to the specific themes and semantic fields of the scientific content (reptiles and amphibious); the present tense (present of definition, in Benvenistian terms) also marking disjunction (“name, live(s), are, reduces, move around”). The discourse takes place as “me/you”, “here/now”, talking about another disjointed world: “the world of turtles, their habitat and locomotion”. Notice that when explanation arises (“The impact of the body in the water.  Don't you swim?  Don’t you float well without sinking?”), the teacher goes back to the primary compositional forms.

However, the most interesting facts
 in that kind of so-called “conversational” interaction are the intense work – sometimes, unconscious; sometimes, conscious – by teacher upon the paradigmatic and syntagmatic axes of language, in order to construct a compositional form and a style more adequate to a secondary expositional speech genre, such as an encyclopaedic entry, which, as a matter of fact, is the speech genre of the texts that the teacher will read to the students, later, when he/she is modelling their text production.
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Apparently, the teacher does the work upon the paradigmatic axe consciously in order to choose the most adequate vocabulary for this secondary speech genre; one can see that because later, referring to written texts, she will say: “This is when faeces and urine are expelled.  Pay attention to the words we must use: we do not use “to pee” and “ to shit”, because we are writing a scientific text. So: ‘faeces, urine, back members, front members, reproduction, nourishment, locomotion…’ You will learn it to use in a dissertative text about an animal, OK?”  I cannot say the same about the work upon the syntagmatic axe. 
As I mentioned above, what happens in the public school class, in terms of construction of speech genre, is not different from what takes place in the private school. The example is clear:

Science class 2, public school, 3rd grade:

(3) Tr: What is the composition of the ground?

St: Ground and rocks…

Tr: The ground is composed of clay, what else?

St: Sand, humus…

Tr: Humus and…

Sts: [limestone!

Tr: Limestone! Children, clay, that is to say, mud (the teacher shows a piece of clay), OK? Sand, everybody knows… Sand is here… inside… We will make an experiment and then you will see… Well/ and… lime-stone, OK? This is the part of the formation of the…

Sts:
[ground. (…)

(4) Tr: Ok now, look in the book! Which is the first picture of ground? Sandy ground. What    
do we have a lot of in sandy ground?

Sts: Sand!

Tr: Sand. But, we call that…

Sts: [clay.

Tr: Is it good ground for growing plants?

Sts:  No!!

Tr: If I sow in there, will everything grow?

Sts: No!!

Tr: What is this type of ground like? It is…

St: Dry.

Tr: Dry. It is dry. Now, something else we will see during the test… something I have in this bottle (the teacher shows a bottle)… This is a plastic glass, cotton and sand. So, we will pour water in it, to see what happen with this type of ground. Tell me: what is happening?  (the teacher takes the bottle with water and begins to pour it in the glass). I’m pouring the water, aren't I?

Sts: Yes.

(The teacher shows the glass with sand to the students)

Sts: It goes down, the water goes down very quickly.

Tr: Very quickly. It lets the water go down easi…

Sts: [ly.

Tr: So, I can say that this ground is perme…

Sts: [meable.

Tr: Permeable, because it lets…

Sts: [the water go down easily.

St: Like if we had nothing…

Tr: Exactly. Look! It is gone! (The teacher shows the glass again) Ok? What type of ground is this?

Sts: Sandy ground.

Tr: Sandy, perme…

Sts: [permeable.

Tr: It lets the…

Sts: [water go down easily.

Tr: Right! Do you have any doubt s? (...)

Here, we also have an empirical dialogued segment of classroom interaction; if we leave out the marks of primary dialogic speech genres, we will have something like a encyclopaedic entry as: “Ground formation: The ground is formed of clay, sand, humus and limestone. Sandy ground is formed essentially of sand, which is not a good land to grow plants, because it is dry. 

This means that water goes down easily in permeable ground. Clay ground…” and so-on. This is, perhaps, the kind of teaching text the students have read.

So, the main interactional differences between public and private school discourses in this sample do not have to do with speech genres, but they are related to how the teacher conducts the interaction in a more internal persuasive or authoritative discourse.

Classroom interaction in science classes: from heteroglossia and social languages to authoritative discourse

Cardoso (2000: 17), following Bakhtin on dialogism in discourse, emphasizes the relevance of the concepts of heteroglossia and polyglossia to analyse science classroom interaction. She says: 

“Analysing classroom discourse, we can recognise in it another concept developed by Bakhtin: the process of dialogic reconstruction words undergo in order to be appropriated by a speaker. According to Bakhtin, they are first perceived as “others’ words” and then transformed as “one’s own words”. Therefore, other’s utterances appear in one’s own utterance. That is what Bakhtin called voices, which will be expressed in different ways: they may preserve the expressivity of the other; they may assume the expressivity of the new speaker; the speaker may modify them, consciously or not. But, in this process they inevitably enter in contact with other voices as well as with all the utterances of a social group are always in permanent contact.”

To Cardoso, these different ways the speaker has of integrating the voices of others to his/her own utterance have also different effects upon the active comprehension and reply of audience. According to Bakhtin (1934-1935/1981: 342), there are two categories of words:

“…in one, the authoritative word (religious, political, moral; the word of a father, of adults, and of teachers, etc.) that does not know internal persuasiveness, in the other internally persuasive word that is denied all privilege, backed up by no authority at all and is frequently not even acknowledged  in society (not by public opinion, nor by scholarly norms, nor  by criticism), not even in the legal code. The struggle and dialogic interrelationship of these categories of ideological discourse are what usually determine the history of an individual ideological consciousness.”

Also deeply involved in this discussion about different ways of dialogism and voices in conflict inside an utterance are the Bakhtinian’s notions of social language and heteroglossia. To Bakhtin (1934-1935/1981: 291), 

“at any given moment of its historical existence, language is heteroglot from top to bottom: it represents the co-existence of socio-ideological contradictions between the present and the past, between differing epochs of the past, between different socio-ideological groups in the present, between tendencies, schools, circles and so forth, all given a bodily form. These “languages” of heteroglossia intersect each other in a variety of ways, forming new socially typifying “languages””.

What arises when the teacher works upon the paradigmatic and syntagmatic axes – as I mentioned above – is two (or more) voices and two (or more) social languages in conflict in the utterances: the voice of daily language usually brought by the student (like in “The place where it leaves”); the intermediary voice of the teacher (like in “the environment”); the voice of science (like in “the habitat”, example (1) above). According to Bakhtin, utterances of the teacher like:

Tr:  And which is the environment, the habitat, the place where the turtle lives?  

or

Tr: Limestone! Children, clay, that is to say, mud (the teacher shows a piece of clay), OK? Sand, everybody knows… Sand is here… inside… We will make an experiment and then you will see… Well/ and… lime-stone, OK? This is the part of the formation of the…

are phenomena of hybridism of social languages in a concert with dialogic and heteroglossic voices.

What makes all difference in the two samples shown here (private and public school) is the way the teacher integrates the voices of others in his/her own utterance. In the first sample (examples (1) and (2)), the teacher listens to the students first, even in IRE pattern (example (1)), and then integrates in a hybrid utterance their voices, his/her own and the voices of science (“And which is the environment, the habitat, the place where the turtle lives? “). Especially in example (2), we can see that the students can comment and even ask questions that will be answered by the teacher, inverting the traditional IRE pattern.

On the contrary, in the second sample (examples (3) and (4)), the IRE pattern is always maintained and the voice of the students is only heard to complete the teachers/book/science voices. The students behave as ventriloquists’ dummies of the teacher, only completing the teacher’s utterances; only in the social language (science’s) accepted by the teacher and represented by the voice of the teaching material in the classroom. That is to say:  the appreciation and value that the teacher gives to the scientific word is an authoritative one – that may not be internally persuasive for the students. Authoritative discourse is to be repeated, not to be questioned. Again, in Bakhtin's words:

“It is not a free appropriation and assimilation of the word itself that the authoritative discourse seeks to elicit from us; rather, it demands our unconditional allegiance.” (Bakhtin, 1934-1935/1981: 343).
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Resumo

Interação de sala de aula como gêneros discursivos: da heteroglossia e do plurilingüismo ao discurso autoritário

Neste trabalho, apresentamos uma análise enunciativa — baseada na Teoria dos Gêneros do Discurso bakhtiniana (Bakhtin, 1953/1979) — das interações de sala de aula que são encaradas como diferentes gêneros escolares de discurso (por um lado, regras, combinados, explicações, exposições e instruções; por outro, diversos gêneros discursivos secundários que circulam fora da escola — por exemplo, os discursos científicos ou de divulgação científica — que são transpostos à sala de aula).

Até onde saibamos, um enfoque enunciativo da interação de sala de aula, baseado na Teoria dos Gêneros,  está ausente da literatura lingüística ou psicológica sobre o tema, que é mais freqüentemente discutido de uma perspectiva voltada para o ensino-aprendizagem.  

Este exercício de análise enfoca os dados de interação de sala de aula a partir da circulação dos discursos em sala de aula e da presença de gêneros discursivos, talvez primários, constituindo a possibilidade de construção de discursos em gêneros secundários. Partimos, inicialmente, de uma crítica às análises da interação em sala de aula que circulam mais comumente. 

Sustentamos (Rojo, 1997) que muitas aproximações interacionistas ou empiristas da interação como ação (lingüística ou paralingüística) observável (“comportamental”) e da linguagem em sala de aula como “conversação”, i. e., tendentes a uma análise funcional-comunicativa (Teoria da Comunicação; Análise Conversacional; Micro-Etnografia da Fala; e, até, certa Sócio-Lingüística Interacional), podem obscurecer os dados em análise, no que diz respeito à construção do discurso e do conhecimento. Isto se dá muito em função de seu foco e de seu recorte do fenômeno, que são determinados por suas categorias de análise, advindas de suas teorias de referência sobre a linguagem, a interação e a aprendizagem. 

Neste sentido é que se fez necessário, numa análise que pretenda iluminar a construção do discurso e do conhecimento a partir das trocas lingüísticas em sala de aula, ter-se como foco o próprio fluxo de discurso na interação, o que implica adotar uma visão dialética da aprendizagem, mas também uma visão discursiva ou enunciativa da linguagem em curso na sala de aula.

De acordo com a definição bakhtiniana de gêneros primários e secundários do discurso, a interação de sala de aula constitui gêneros difíceis de situar. Se ela, por um lado, dá-se à maneira do diálogo e mais ligada às situações de interação face a face — características, segundo Bakhtin (1953/1979), dos gêneros primários —; por outro lado, ela já se desenrola em esferas públicas (ou relativamente públicas) de interação social, que tendem às formas dialogais regradas. Também, muitas vezes, é mediada por ou media a escrita e apresenta largos entrechos cuja forma composicional já é monologizada — características atribuídas por Bakhtin aos gêneros secundários.

Neste sentido, podemos delinear as seguintes questões de pesquisa: 

· Quais gêneros tipificam o que chamamos de “interação em sala de aula”? Serão eles realmente gêneros primários (simples)?

· Quais deles funcionam como instrumentos para construção de outros gêneros   secundários (complexos)?

·  Qual o processo de construção destes últimos?

Para discutirmos estas questões, adotando uma perspectiva enunciativa, analisaremos e discutiremos alguns exemplos de interação de sala de aula de ciências – de 2ª e 3ª séries – coletadas, respectivamente, em escola de ensino fundamental da rede privada e pública da cidade de São Paulo, Brasil
. 

Os resultados mostram que a interação de sala de aula de ciências é um trabalho de construção, numa esfera plurilíngüe e heteroglóssica,  de gêneros secundários científicos do discurso (transpostos/didatizados), trabalho este levado a efeito de uma maneira bastante tradicional, onde processos dialogais buscam constituir um discurso autoritário monológico e monolingüe. A interpretação dos resultados nos leva a encarar o enfoque enunciativo como capaz não somente de entender a construção do conhecimento em sala de aula (por exemplo, os temas em constituição nas interações), mas também de interpretar outros processos discursivos presentes nestas interações, negociando poder e autoridade, ideologia e monolingüismo ou monologização. 

� This sample was collected at two consecutive researches - supported, respectively, by CNPq (National Council of Scientific and Technological Development) and FAPESP (São Paulo State Foundation to Research Support) -, the first taking place in a private school and the second in a public one, but both aiming investigate and describe classroom interactions.


� See the concept of “feuilleté ennonciatif”, in Haller & Schneuwly (1996).


� As I pointed out (Rojo, 1997), analysing social science classes. 


� Agradeço à FAPESP (Fundação de Apoio à Pesquisa do Estado de São Paulo) e ao  CNPq (Conselho Nacional de Desenvolvimento Científico e Tecnológico) pelo apoio a este projeto de pesquisa.


� Estas amostras foram coletadas em duas pesquisas consecutivas – apoiadas, respectivamente, pelo CNPq (Conselho Nacional de Desenvolvimento Científico e Tecnológico) e pela FAPESP (Fundação de Amparo à Pesquisa do Estado de São Paulo). A primeira teve lugar numa escola privada e a segunda, numa escola pública estadual; ambas investigavam e descreviam interações de sala de aula.






