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This study is a corpus based discourse analysis of professor-student conversations in order to identify
the linguistic features, power dynamics, politeness strategies, and identity constructions in academic
discourse. This research employs a mixed methods approach combining quantitative corpus linguistic
tools with qualitative discourse analysis, to study how language reproduces or shapes the hierarchical
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complex language, academic terminology and more authoritative speech patterns, as they establish
themselves as knowledgeable and guide the conversation, and that the students generally speak more
simple language and deploy more deferential politeness strategies as learners. Students, however, varied
in their agency, especially when graduate students showed more independence by asking the
challenging questions and negotiating power dynamics. To create a collaborative learning environment,
professors also hedged their authority with hedging questions and open ended questions. The study’s
findings seek to further understanding of how language is used to build academic identities and retain
professional boundaries in educational contexts. Finally, recommendations for how to be more
inclusive and effective in communication through pedagogical strategies are made, as well as
suggestions for future research involving comparative studies among other contexts and multimodal
discourse analysis in order to better understand the academic interactions.
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very fruitfully been utilized to study the social nature of
communication in such institutions as schools. Researchers can
discover patterns of communication in terms of power, politeness

INTRODUCTION

Communication is the key to creation of an educational setting in
which learning is taking shape and intellectual growth is being
fostered. In particular, the relation between professors and students is
very important because the interactions in the academia can define the
learning outcomes and influence the construction of knowledge. But
these interactions have rarely been fully explored from a discourse
analysis perspective, especially out of the bounds of formal classroom
settings. Prior research has primarily studied pedagogical and
classroom discourse leaving the raised subtleties of more informal
conversations between professors and students, like office hours,
academic advising or casual interactions unexplained. Professor-
student conversations have multiple purposes beyond simple
information exchange. They serve as an important part of relationship
building, establishing authority, managing learning, giving feedback
and even negotiating knowledge. As a result, many of these
interactions primarily reveal greater institutional and social
environments such as power structures, hierarchies, and cultural
expectations that determine the communication styles. Discourse
analysis, the study of language as it occurs within social contexts, has

strategies and social roles in these exchanges if they study the
language used in professor-student interactions. For once, power
relations are expressed through the language that allows a professor to
maintain his or her authority whilst making space for student
participation and dialogue. They are also polite skills, crucial for the
professors and students to meet in a balance of formalities, respect,
and free, collaborative = communication.  Professor-student
conversations provide an opportunity for a unique corpus based
approach to discourse analysis. A corpus-based methodology
provides a contrast to traditional qualitative approaches, which often
rely on the small, representative samples of data. However, this
approach not only gives a wider picture of language use, but also
detects recurring patterns, as well as trends that may not be easy to
spot in smaller anecdotal samples. Corpus linguistics tools are used
by researchers to systematically examine frequency distributions,
collocations and syntactic structures to look at the way language is
used within different interactions and context. As a type of corpus
based discourse analysis, it uncovers linguistic patterning while the
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socio-cultural implications of professor-student communication are
explored. Consequently, this study will explore the linguistic features
of these conversations, but also the social roles and relationship that
they represent. It will specifically look at language as a way of
negotiating power relations, as a way asserting and mitigating
authority, and as a way of developing politeness and identity within
these interactions. Additionally, this study will examine how these
features vary across different types of professor-student exchange (i.e.
formal vs. informal, directive vs. collaborative), and relate to larger
educational goals consistent with critical thinking, student
engagement, and personal and academic development. This research
of the linguistic and the social dimensions of the professor—student
interactions is intended as a means to advance our knowledge of
academic discourse and the discourse analysis. In addition, it attempts
to offer practical advice that would aid in improving the quality of
academic communication, augmenting pedagogical strategies and
cultivating a more cooperative and more inclusive learning
atmosphere. We believe through this exploration we provide a deeper
understanding of professor student conversations, their multiplicity
and multifaceted nature and how they participate in the academic
process. The overarching goal of this study is to trace a highly
detailed and systematic account of professor student conversation in a
university setting and, using a corpus based discourse analysis
approach, to investigate how these conversations occur, who they are
between, and what linguistic and socio-cultural force is brought to
bear on them. The findings will help to add to the larger perspective
concerning how language performs in educational settings and the
role of discourse in influencing the professor-student relationship.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Discourse has been studied in educational settings at length. One
branch of this area has participated in the study of language use in
social contexts, revealing how language reflects and constructs social
relationships, power relations and identities, a field known as
discourse analysis. Discourse analysis has been used in educational
research to investigate various kinds of academic interaction, such as
classroom teaching and learning, as well as more informal professor-
student exchanges. Although discourse analysis has contributed
significantly to the ways in which we understand the structure and use
of language in education, there is a dearth of work specifically about
professor student conversations that occur outside traditional
classroom contexts. This section reviews some seminal work in the
field, focusing on work on academic discourse, power relations,
politeness strategies, and the use of corpus linguistics in the analysis
of educational discourse.

Education

Discourse Analysis: Traditionally, study of classroom interactions
has made use of the discourse analysis, since the seminal works by
Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) and others have established the basis
for teacher student communication analysis. Key to their work was
turn taking and the structure of classroom exchanges more generally,
particularly the initiation response follow up (IRF) sequences that
feature in many classroom interactions. For example, all these
sequence of these would be initiated by the teacher, with the student
responding and then usually followed by the teacher with any further
clarification or evaluation. Later scholars, such as Wells (1999),
further developed this framework by adding the idea of "dialogic
teaching," in which teachers encourage students to dialogue with
them rather than simply talking at them, creating a more collaborative
learning environment. Wells highlighted how discourse plays a role in
constructing learning experiences, and how effective communication
can increase student engagement, foster critical thinking, and help
with deeper understanding. While much of this early work involved
formal classroom settings, little attention was paid to the professor-
student conversations that happen outside of the classroom (e.g., in
office hours, in academic advising sessions, or even in the informal
conversations that can take place between professors and students).
While less structured, these conversations open a significant

opportunity for examining the ways in which academic discourse is
negotiated, and negotiated away, in terms of how authority is
expressed, how knowledge is constructed and reasserted, as well as
how professors relate their students.

Power and Authority in Professor’s and Student’s
Communication: The question of power and authority is a central
theme of the study of academic discourse. These dynamics Surface
themselves in the use of language to claim control, organize
knowledge, and arrange roles in professor-student interactions.
Foucault (1972) created a theory of power in discourse that situated
power, rather than simply possession by individuals and institutions,
as something being performed and negotiated through language.
Professors often hold offices of authority. The transmission is
mediated through language and conditioned by such factors as the
context of the conversation, or the status of the students, or the
purpose for an interaction. As Holmes (2001) and others have found,
professors use language to legitimize their reasons to be above.
Suppose they use directives such as "You should read this article," or
use academic jargon that proves they are experts. Professors, at the
same time, might use strategies to weaken their authority and engage
students to collaborate, for example, asking open ended questions and
inviting input from students. Understanding professor-student
conversations requires an understanding of this balance of power, as it
lives at the center of how authority is asserted and negotiated in
differing situations. A related term in academic discourse is 'academic
identity'. According to Gee (1996), language is an important
component to constructing identities in academic communities. The
construction of academic authority and academic identity relies on
discourse by professors and students to join the academic community
by appearing as knowledgeable enough, competent enough and
engaged enough members of the academic community. This identity
negotiation often takes place in a language of deference, respect or
challenge in professor student verbal interaction.

Politeness Strategies in Academic Discourse: Brown and Levinson
(1987)’s politeness theory offers a usable metaphor for viewing
professors’ use of language in relation to students in the larger social
act of social relationships. It is their theory that speakers use
politeness strategies to preserve 'face’, the positive social identity that
negotiators wish to assert in the course of an interaction. These
strategies are necessary for maintaining respect and avoiding face
threatening acts as imposition and disagreement in professor-student
conversations. Brown and Levinson's framework distinguishes
between two main types of politeness strategies: I am referring to
positive politeness (e.g., a diplomat being complimentary), that stems
from enhancing the other person’s positive face (e.g., from
complimenting the other person or expressing solidarity), and
negative politeness (e.g., a diplomat being indirect), aiming to avoid
imposing on our right to autonomy. There are both positive and
negative politeness strategies used by professors involved in
sequenced conversations with students in the context of maintaining
rapport and creating an atmosphere of mutual respect with students
and encouraging student participation. This, however, has not
prevented students from frequently using politeness strategies to
display deference to their professors or to prevent social disharmony.
Develops, for example, by using formal titles (like "Professor" or
"Dr."), and shying away from direct challenges to their professors'
opinions. Sometimes they use hedging strategies, such as modal verbs
("I think", maybe”), to indicate uncertainty or soften what they are
saying. Other than the management of social relationships, politeness
strategies in the academic discourse are related to facilitating the
learning process. Professors may call on polite forms of request to
encourage student engagement without the imposition and students
may use polite language to indicate their desire to learn and their
respect for the professors’ authority.

Discourse analysis in corpus linguistics: The adoption of corpus
linguistics to the study of academic discourse provides a more data
driven, more systematic approach to language use. The use of corpus
linguistics, in contrast to traditional qualitative approaches, does not
require a small, selected sample of language, but permits the analysis
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of large representative data sets of authentic language use. Most of
all, this has been especially valuable for the study of patterns of
lexical choice, syntactic structure, and discourse markers
characteristic of specialized patterns of academic communication.
Provided that corpus linguistics has particularly been strongly
advocated to aid discourse analysis in educational research, McEnery
and Hardie (2012) placed more emphasis on the positive side of using
corpus linguistics in discourse analysis. Usage of a corpus-based
approach offers scope to discern linguistic features that are
statistically significant at a large corpuses of texts and what better
way to achieve this than to gain a more holistic understanding of how
language manifest itself in different academic contexts. For instance,
formal academic genres are identified to include nominalization,
hedging and modality features (e.g., Biber et al., 1999). In the context
of professor-student conversations, a corpus based approach can
identify frequency and distribution of different linguistic features,
directives, questions, responses and the occurrence of discourse
markers such as those that plan or manage precedence of turns and
interaction. Based on large data sets of professor-student interactions
researchers can identify common patterns and variations in
conversations across settings like formal office hours, informal
interactions, and learning together in groups. Similarly, corpus based
discourse analysis allows the researcher to look at how specific
linguistic features might relate to other variables such as academic
discipline, student status, type of conversation, or any other factor.
For instance, a study (Hyland 2009) demonstrates that among
different academic disciplines, different discourse features are used in
both written and spoken communication to serve the specific
communicative goals of the field. Similarly, the discourse of
professors and students across various academic contexts can be
studied to see how language changes when responding to how the
context arouses the interaction.

Gaps in the Literature: Although much has been written on
classroom discourse and academic writing, little has been published
on professor-student conversations outside the classroom. Almost all
previous research has focused on formal, classroom interactions in
which the role of the professor as an instructor is more explicit. Less
attention, however, has been paid to informal or advisory
conversations between professors and students. They are often less
structured, but have rich opportunities to examine issues in academic
discourse that are less well explored: negotiation of authority,
building of rapport, and dynamics of student participation. In
addition, although there have been many works studying power and
authority in academic discourse, no studies have so far been dedicated
to the actual way how the dynamics of power authority play out in
everyday professor-student conversations. In addition, the use of
politeness strategies, devising identity, and collaborative discourse in
such interactions has been under explored. In light of these gaps, this
study attempts to fill them by performing a corpus based discourse
analysis of professor-student conversations in different academic
contexts across the board, to see how power, authority, politeness and
collaboration are negotiated through language. This review of
literature shows the areas that have made important contributions to
the field of discourse analysis to education, with particular direction
to their theoretical foundations and methods that will guide the
analysis of professor-student conversations. This study seeks to
contribute to higher education by extending understanding of how
academic discourse works in other contexts by exploring the roles of
power, authority, politeness and identity in these interactions.

Research Objectives: First and foremost, the goal of this study is to
explore and examine linguistic features, power dynamics and social
connections that seem to exist in professor-student conversations
from the context of higher education settings. The study thus adopts a
corpus based discourse analysis approach to get a deep insight as to
how exactly do these interactions arise at the micro linguistic level
(language structures, vocabulary, and syntax), as well as at the socio
cultural level (power, authority, and politeness strategies). Below are
the research objectives that this investigation will focus on guiding
the research objectives.

An Analysis of Linguistic Features in Professor—Student
Conversation: The first goal of this study is to investigate the
linguistic features that distinguish professor student conversations.
This involves identifying and analyzing various language elements,
such as:

e Lexical Choices: Examining how professors and students use
vocabulary to identify the kind of words and phrases that see most
usage in these interactions. It may involve the use of academic
specific vocabulary; polite forms and other lexically crucial
elements of academic culture.

o Syntactic Structures: Looking at the sentence structure in these
conversations (as indicated by frequency and distribution of
complex vs. simple sentences; use of imperatives, vs. questions;
syntactical pattern indicating authority, request, or feedback).

o Discourse Markers: We identify frequent use of discourse
markers (e.g. "so," "well," "you know") which provide
mechanisms for conversation, regulating turn taking, and
indicating topic or focus change.

e Turn-Taking and Interactional Patterns: How conversational
turns are managed, how questions are asked and answered, and
whether there are particular conversational patterns that make or
break communication. For example, the analysis may involve the
teacher-student question response sequences and the place of
follow up questions in keeping the conversation going.

This objective is to determine a linguistically profiled corpus of the
interactions among professors and students in order to contrast or
compare to other types of academic discourse (e.g., classroom
discourse) and other kinds of daily conversations.

To Investigate the Power Dynamics in Professor-Student
Conversations: This study's key objective is to examine professor-
student interaction in negotiation of power and authority. Too often,
academic settings may be complex and numerous, the power
dynamics of which are also complex and numerous sources. It is
through discourse analysis that we can explore some of these power
dynamics. Specifically, the study aims to:

e Examine Linguistic Markers of Power and Authority:
Describe how linguistic features of power relations between
professors and students manifest themselves. For instance,
directives, formal titles, modal verbs (to soften commands or
make suggestion) and special academic language assert the
professor's expertise.

o Explore the Strategies for Mitigating Authority: To investigate
how professors wielding power as authority mitigate their power
through politeness strategies, hedging, and giving choices to
students. The pattern of such subtleties might involve reviewing
usage of indirect speech acts or the incorporation of collaborative
language (e.g., what do you think?). This also includes humour,
informal language from time to time or "Let's explore this idea
together".

e Student Agency and Resistance: Look at how students position
themselves face to face conversation or how they wrestle for,
resist or negotiate the professor’s authority. It can also consist in
examining how students hedge, ask questions, or simply silence
in order to maintain or contest their position within the
interaction.

This objective aims to gain insight into what power structures
underlying professor talk and regarding these discussions as they are
both reproduced and resisted with language.

To Examine the Use of Politeness Strategies in Professor-Student
Interactions: It is important that the discourse between professor and
student is polite for social harmony, respect as well as
communication. Third research objective will involve investigation
and examination of politeness strategies on both the side of professors
and students. This involves:
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e Identifying Positive and Negative Politeness Strategies: We
investigate how professors and students use positive politeness
strategies (e.g., showing solidarity, making compliments, use
inclusive language) to establish rapport and foster an open
environment for communication. The study will also look at
negative politeness strategies including hedging, indirectness and
apologizing which reduce face threatening acts and imposition.

e Assessing the Role of Formality and Deference: Examining
how one way or another, professors and students manage the
social distance between themselves through the use of formal or
informal language. It could involve investigating where titles and
their formal addresses were used in contrast to more informal
references (first names, informal ‘voice’).

o Investigating Politeness in Different Contexts: Politeness
strategies vary across different types of professor—student
interactions, in one on one meeting, in office hours or in group
settings. The degree and type of politeness used and the power
achieved by means of language can be determined by the
formality of the context.

e This objective, however, aims to shed light on how politeness is
tacticized in the professor—student conversation in order to
manage face, maintain social contact and facilitate learning in a
face and socially mutually constructive way.

e 3.4 To Explore the Role of Identity Construction in Professor-
Student Conversations

e Another important objective is studying in which ways identities
(of the professor and the student) are formed by means of
discourse in these conversations. This includes:

e Professor’s Academic Identity: Examining how professors use
language to display and negotiate an image of themselves as a
professional. It may include looking at the use of academic
language and the expression of expertise and how professors
position themselves as authorities, or as facilitators of knowledge.

e Student’s Academic Identity: An investigation of ways in which
students deploy language to give meaning to their academic
identity. Functions may include how students respond to the
material that they are engaged with, the level of their academic
competency, the positioning of the student in the professor's
classroom. For instance, students may use questioning or
hesitating in expressing uncertainty or the lack of knowledge,
which may have repercussions on the perception of their
contributions in the conversation.

e Negotiation of Roles and Relationships: Investigating which
roles and relationships are co constructed and how by professors
and students in interactions. Depending on the context, this may
include the use of conversational cues indicating agreement,
disagreements and mutual understanding to indicate how
authority, and cooperation, as well as negotiation, are taken part
in academic field.

This objective is to know how language use forms academic identities
and the impact these identities have on the relationship between the
professor and student.

To Compare Different Types of Professor-Student Interactions:
Another goal of this research is to contrast how professor-student
interactions change depending on where and how they take place.
This includes:

e Formal versus Informal Contexts: We discuss comparing
conversations that occurs in more formal situations (e.g., in office
hours, academic advising), with those that occurs in more
informal contexts (e.g., casual meetings, group discussion). This
will offer a comparison of the use of language, the chosen
politeness strategies and power dynamics between different
contexts.

o Disciplinary Differences: To investigate whether the academic
discipline impacts how professor student conversations are
structured. For example, contacts in the sciences may not be the
same as in the humanities or social sciences both in terms of
linguistic elements & conversational manner.

e Student Status: How the student’s academic status (e.g.,
undergraduate versus graduate, new versus experienced student),
affects, how the conversation develops (how formal versus
informal language, how authority is expressed, and how
knowledge is negotiated).

e This analysis compares academic discourse and offers deeper
insights into the flexibility and complexity of academic discourse
by addressing how contextualization affects how professors and
students communicate.

To Contribute to Pedagogical Practices: Finally, the objective of
this study is to help improve pedagogical practices by informing us
what kinds of effective communication strategies can be used to
facilitate student learning. By understanding the linguistic and social
dynamics of professor-student conversations, the study aims to:

. Enhance Teaching Strategies: Show professors’ what kinds of
things you can do to help them manage their power dynamic
while encouraging student participation and creating a nice
academic environment in the classroom.

. Improve Student Engagement: Ask students to suggest how
they can perform better academically to handle academic
conversations more effectively as they learn, connect with the
professor and articulate their academic identity.

. Promote Inclusive Communication: Offer suggestions on
how language can be used by professors and students alike in
order to create a more inclusive, collaborative, and respectful
learning environment.

METHODOLOGY

The research methodology explored in this section studies professor-
student conversation through a corpus discourse analysis
methodology. It is a methodology for collecting, analytically and
interpretively processing, and interpreting the linguistic and social
dimensions of academic interaction in university settings. With this
approach, we are able to explore systematically how language
essentially portrays and marks power, politeness and identity
dimensions in professor—student exchanges.

Research Design: The discourse analysis follows a qualitative
approach with quantitative aspects from corpus linguistics used as
part of the research design. This is a corpus based study, analyzing
large authentic professor-student conference data sets to extract
recurrent linguistic patterns, discourse structures, and socio cultural
dynamics. Because the design is hybrid, it allows possibilities of
examining the micro-linguistic features (e.g., choices of specific
lexical items, syntactic structures, and discourse markers) as well as
macro-social features (e.g., power relations, politeness strategies, and
identity negotiation) of academic discourse. In general, the research
design aims to supply a comprehensive analysis of professor-student
interaction by integrating the strengths of both qualitative discourse
analysis and quantitative corpus linguistics. The corpus based
approach permits an objective, data driven analysis of linguistic
features which complement the qualitative discourse analysis to
interpret the social and cultural implications of these features within
academic contexts.

Data Collection: The corpus of authentic professor-student
conversations from variety of academic settings is collected using the
data collection process. The data was collected from University
settings, concentrating on interactions between professors and
students in formal and informal contexts. These settings may include:

e Office hours: Academic issues, assignments and questions
discussed with the students and professors in terms of one on the
one meeting.

e Academic advising sessions: Students’ academic progress,
course selection and career guidance.

e Classroom discussions: Formal and informal conversations
outside of the formal lecture context (informal conversations
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which professors and students engage in with each other in an
academic discourse setting, for example, after class discussions,
group meetings, etc.)

e Casual interactions: The less formal types of exchanges between
professors and students, i.e. informal hallway conversations,
lunch breaks, and social events.

The data includes conversations across disciplines, levels of study
(undergraduate and graduate students), and professor and student
roles (junior professors vs. senior professors). The specific
interactions that will be sampled are chosen on the basis of purposive
sampling using which they will be selected to reflect the variety and
richness of professor student discourse. In this data collection process,
really ethical considerations are paramount. All participants
(professors and students) will provide informed consent; the sensitive
information (personal details or confidential academic advice) will be
anonymized to ensure participant privacy. The data will be stored
securely, and will only be used for the purposes of this research at all
times.

Corpus Creation and Preparation: The conversations will be
transcribed verbatim to guarantee accuracy of the analysis, and
afterwards, we will start using the data. It will capture the natural
sequence of conversation, including speech hesitations (e.g., 'uh,'
'um'), interruptions, overlaps and other conversational features
important to the understanding of interactional dynamics. It is done
into format of a corpus that can easily be analyzed through corpus
linguistics software. This consists in segmentation of conversations
within units of analysis, e.g., turns, utterances and speech acts. The
corpus is tagged for linguistic features such as:

e Lexical choices: Key vocabulary including academic jargon,
formal/informal language and polite forms identification.

e Syntactic structures: Sentence tagging of types such as
declarative, interrogative, imperative; identification of complex
structures such as subordinate clauses or modality markers.

e Discourse Markers: Annotation of discourse markers such as
“well”, “so”, “you know” that handle turn taking and discourse
flow.

Corpus software tools (AntConc, WordSmith or NVivo) are used to
pre-process the corpus to standardise the annotation and to make them
amenable for further analysis.

Analytical Framework: For this study, the tools and methods of
discourse analysis and corpus linguistics are combined to make
analytical framework. The analysis will be conducted in two main
stages: ‘linguistic features and social relationships’ and ‘relations
power dynamics and quantitative analyses’.

Quantitative Analysis: At the first stage we analyzed the first corpus
applying tools of corpus linguistics to identify the quantity of
linguistic features that are present there. This includes:

e Frequency Analysis: Finding out the most used words, phrases
and discourse markers of the corpus. It shapes to see which of the
linguistic features in professor-student conversations emerge as
the most dominant, that includes the wuse of academic
terminology, hedging language, politeness markers.

e Collocation Analysis: Finding out which words tend to occur with
key terms: 'professor,' 'student,' 'lecture', 'assignment.' Headed in
the direction of collocate patterns, those can provide clues as to
how these terms are framed within conversation and how they
stack up speakers and their relationships.

e Part-of-Speech Tagging and Syntactic Patterns: Therefore, we
analyzed the syntactic structures adopted in the corpus and the
kinds of sentence constructions (e.g. declaratives, questions,
requests) and their frequencies. This analysis illuminated patterns
of how professors exercise authority, inquire, or direct.

e Concordance Analysis: Findings illustrate how specific terms are
used in context by using concordance lines. This technique helps

the researcher to get an insight into how a lexical item is used in a
conversation, better than what they normally see.

Qualitative Analysis: The second stage of analysis is qualitative
analysis to unearth the social dynamics, power relations and identity
construction within the language of professor-student conversation.
This stage involves:

. Discourse Analysis of Power and Authority: To explore the
discursive enactments and negotiations of power in these
conversations, in this framework. It is examining how
professors show authority in their language (e.g. with directives
or expert language) and attenuate it (e.g. hedging, choosing).
The study also examines how students navigate power in their
responses as, among other things, they employ politeness
strategies, questioning and resistance.

. Politeness and Face Theory: The natural history of politeness
taken from Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory to
explore how professors and students draw on politeness
strategies. We studied how politeness strategies, that is how
people are polite, change face (impact on self image) and social
identity (self attribution / establishing identity from others)
particularly regarding authority, respect, and what is or is not
legitimate knowledge to own and manage.

. Identity Construction: Deduces analysis of how both
professors and students build their academic identities through
discourse. One is to understand how this comes to be, for
example, how professors become authorities or facilitators of
knowledge, and how do students come to position themselves
as active learners or passive recipients of knowledge.

. Role Negotiation: How both parties negotiate their roles during
the interaction. Say, do the professors engage in student
participation or are they a rather more authoritative figure? By
responding how do students respond to these roles? In this part
of the analysis, turn taking, patterns of interruption and
discourse markers signaling role changes will be analyzed.

Close reading of selected conversation segments helped uncover the
more subtle aspects of social interaction, e.g. humor, sarcasm,
implicit challenges to authority and others re.

Data Triangulation: The validation and reliability of the findings are
improved through data triangulation. Cross checking the findings
from two sides, namely two types of analysis (quantitative and
qualitative) to see whether the results are consistent and robust in the
interpretations. Statistical analysis and interpretive discourse analysis
presented a holistic picture of linguistic and social aspects of
professor student conversations. However, the methodology described
in the above is conceived precisely for a comprehensive insight into
professor-student conversation, but need is to keep in mind. The
scope of the data collected restricted to a few universities contexts
and will in no way reflect all of types of academic discourse and
educational systems. Furthermore, although we rely on transcriptions
of spoken data, non-verbal cues such as body language or tone of
voice may also bring meaning that is missed out. Furthermore, the
examination of discourse markers and linguistic patterns in the study
may overlook other cultural factors, as well as institutional factors,
which also shape professor student interactions. However, while these
factors are important, they will not be the main focus of this analysis,
although they will be discussed in the part of the discussion that
discusses the findings. We presented above a methodology for
analyzing professor-student conversations that is structured and
systematic. This study assembles corpus linguistics with discourse
analysis to find how these academic interactions are constructed on
the linguistic and social dynamic planes, adding to the comprehension
of how language works in the set-up of academics.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This section presents the results from the corpus based discourse
analysis of professor-student conversations. The analysis ranges from
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quantitative to qualitative dimensions of the linguistic features, power
dynamics, politeness strategies, and identity constructions, so that a
full understanding of the nature of such interactions is achieved. This
research is organized around the key themes that emerge from the
analysis of the data, which shed light on how language mediates
academic relationships between professors and students.

Linguistic Features of Professor-Student Conversations

Lexical Choices and Terminology: One of the first findings of the
quantitative dissection of lexical choices in professor-student
conversations is an abundance of academic vocabulary and
specialized terminology. The corpus showed that professors often
used domain specific language that shows expertise and authority. For
example, terms used in scientific disciplines by professors were
technical terms involving theories, experiments and methodologies;
whereas that of the humanities stands for terms grounded on
literature, philosophy and critical theory. In addition, the analysis
showed that professors used formal academic language (e.g.
‘analysis’, ‘theory’, ‘methodology’) far more often than students did
when expressing questions or answers. Yet under the hierarchical
academic setting, students especially in the undergraduate context
used simpler vocabulary or needed to be asked for further
explanations about more complex terms, as they are still learners.

Sentence Structures and Syntactic Patterns: The syntactic analysis
also showed that although professors and students used strikingly
similar sentence structures, each employed them in different ways.
The role of the professors as the bearer of authority over knowledge
was indicated by the use of complex sentences, all based upon
subordinate clauses and compound structures. Let’s say something
such as a standard professor utterance, e.g., “Having the data from the
previous experiment, we can hypothesize ...” It also reflects their
need to communicate sophisticated academic content. While students
used shorter and simpler sentence structures more often when asking
questions and clarification, they used longer and complex sentence
structures more frequently on these tasks. Such as: “What does this
term mean?” or “Could you explain this concept?” direct questions
were often used, or simple declaratory sentences were used, such as
“This term what does mean?” or “You can explain this concept?”
This syntactic difference is consistent with the role of the professor as
an authority in giving knowledge to the student in position as a
learner.

Discourse Markers and Turn-Taking: Managing the flow of
conversation was largely achieved through discourse markers, and in
particular turn taking structure was maintained. The structure and
flow of the conversation were created through markers such as “so,”
“well,” and “now,” used by professors to transition from one point or
point of new topic. One example of this is, professors saying, “OK,
let’s go on to the next thing...” so that a professor has control over a
discussion. On the other hand, students used less discourse markers,
and they tended to make either more direct requests for clarification
or elaboration. Nevertheless, students who showed more experience
or more confidence sometimes used phrases with discourse markers
to move a conversation along, or to indicate that they have agreed,
such as “I see,” “Right” or “Okay”, “but what about...” They had
shown to be involved more and more in the academic discourse,
going from passive listeners to active participants in the conversation.

Power Dynamics in Professor-Student Conversations

Linguistic Markers of Power and Authority: It became clear,
through the analysis of power dynamics in professor-student
conversations that professors usually had authority presented through
imperatives, modal verbs or declarative statements. For example, your
professor might use phrases like ‘You should read the next chapter,’
or ‘this is how you should do the assignment,” it seems like the
professor was helping to guide the students and their academic
behaviors. Expert language was used by the professors too, ‘Based on
my research’, ‘The literature suggests...’. They reinforced their
position as knowledge authorities. Moreover, titles like ‘Professor’ or

‘Doctor’ were also used to underscore this hierarchical nature in these
interactions. The language on the part of the professors normally was
either formal or, at least, formalistic, stressing their academic
expertise and authority in what they talked.

Mitigating Authority and Negotiating Power: Interestingly, the
study also found that professors who used hedging strategies (e.g. by
offering choices to students) mitigated their authority. For instance, a
professor might add, “You can or may be consider that,” or ‘That
might be useful if you think about it like that.” The application of
these hedging devices to the directives softened the language, and
gave students some agency in the conversation creating a more
collaborative tone. In other words, professors could carefully
negotiate their authoritative position, particularly, one-on-one or
office hours. Finally, professors would often use questions without
answers such as: ‘How do you feel about this approach?’ or ‘What do
you think about this theory?” These questions allowed for students
expression of thoughts in a more measured and balanced discourse of
exchange of ideas. These are instances when power is being contested
and fluid and when professors' authority is not always top-down
enforced but instead able to be frozen by the professor, temporarily so
as to allow dialogue and critical thinking to occur.

Student Agency and Resistance: In these conversations, professors
exercised more overt power, but students were found to act as agents
in many ways. For example, in a lot of cases, students would
challenge the professor when they made a statement with a question,
or when they would present another point of view. In an example
from the corpus a student had asked, “But what about the other view
on this?” or, “I’m not sure I’m buying that interpretation.” As these
instances show, students are very much at work in building the
conversation, claiming their autonomy, and occasionally pushing
back against authority when it is required. But resistance levels
depended on the student’s experience, confidence, and also the
context of the discussion. Undergraduate students more commonly
showed respect and deference to the professor’s authority, while
graduate students (more advanced students) used more ideas of
challenging the professor.

Politeness Strategies in Professor-Student Conversations

Positive and Negative Politeness Strategies: We found that both
professors and students used a great deal of politeness strategies in
order to maintain face and secure social distance. Professors made use
of positive politeness strategies, including showing appreciation or
solidarity, in order to create a supportive learning environment. For
instance a professor may say, “Great question, 'I'm glad you brought
that up,' or 'I'm glad you put this much effort in this project.' The use
of these expressions of praise and encouragement built a positive
relationship and helps the students engage. In addition, professors’
directives or corrections were carried out using negative politeness
strategies. This less face threatening attitude was also conveyed by
phrases such as “you might want to think twice about taking this
approach” or “I think you should do it a different way.” For instance,
students tended to use more frequent negative politeness strategies
especially in the case of seeking clarification or disagreement with the
professor. It was a process of careful negotiation between power and
respect, using phrases like ‘I’'m not sure, but could you explain, . . .’
or ‘Sorry, I don’t know’ which appear to mitigate the face threatening
potential of these requests.

Role of Formality and Deference: One research finding that stood
out was the pervasiveness among a majority of instances, regardless
of formal setting (office hours, advising, etc.) of the consistent use of
‘formal’ language in the entirety of all communications by both
professors and students. Apart from cementing the power structure
this formality also helped keep professional boundaries in place. In
more informal settings or longer than a one shot student/ professor
relationship, student and professors would occasionally take on a
more casual tone, using first names or less formal expressions. But
this shift was more common when students and professors had time to
develop a more personal rapport or in graduate level interactions.
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Identity Construction in Professor-Student Conversations

Professor’s Academic Identity: Professors' linguistic choices were
central to the construction of professorial identity. Professors
presented themselves as authoritative with the help of technical
language, use of formal titles, and also authoritative statements. For
example, professors tended to give an appearance of academic
credentials and work experience when communicating with their
students; in particular, when helping them through complex concepts
or assignments. Sometimes, professors also employed their role as a
go between information. Professors employing collaborative
language, such as “Let’s figure this out together” or “We can examine
this idea further” were what was evident. These utterances
represented the professor not as authority only but also as a teacher or
patron, as it were in the process of the student’s learning.

Student’s Academic Identity: On the other hand, students
constructed their academic identity as they participated in interacting
with professors. Students were using questions, requests for
clarification, and some pushes back on the professor’s authority to
practice their academic agency. On the other hand, students
positioned themselves as learners by treating their professors with
polite forms and formal language and showed deference and respect
to their professors by talking in polite form and formal language.
Instead, these graduate students were more likely to use specialized
academic language, and engage in discussions that more clearly
displayed their greater knowledge and understanding of the subject
matter. Their uncertainty was different though; it appeared to be
associated with undergraduate students, who tended to be more
guided by rule of thumb instead of seeking guidance more frequently.
Role Negotiation and Interaction Patterns: The conversations in
professor-student role negotiation were shown to be dynamic.
Professors controlled the conversation, but from time to time students
worked to shape it, particularly when they asked questions or
presented alternative views or responded to feedback. The nature of
the balance in power was not fixed; it fluctuated based on the context,
the level of expertise of the students, whatever kind of conversation
was being had.

Comparative Analysis across Different Contexts: There was an
interesting comparative analysis of conversations from different
contexts. The power dynamics, however, differed in more formal
settings, like office hours, or academic advising, where professors had
more of a directive role. On the contrary, in informal settings, such as
hallway conversations or group discussions, students had more
flexibility as to when they could take the turn (and thus when they
had more chances to equally contribute to the conversation as the
professor did).

CONCLUSION

Through a corpus based discourse analysis approach, this research
investigates professor-student conversations, examining lexical
features, power dynamics, politeness strategies and identity
constructions in academic discourse. Using quantitative corpus
linguistics and qualitative discourse analysis, this study shows how
language mirrors and moulds the social interactions between higher
education professors and students.

Key Findings: The study revealed several significant findings
regarding the linguistic characteristics and social dynamics of
professor-student conversations:

e Linguistic Features: Academic vocabulary and sentence structures
were also adopted by professors to showcase their authority and
expertise in the conversation. On the other hand, students used
simpler language, drawing clarification or answering in simpler
terms. Professors’ frequent use of discourse markers during
dialogue maintained conversational flow and structure of the
dialogue.

e Power Dynamics: It showed also that over time in professor-
student interactions, power is often a symmetrical with professors
playing the role of ‘authoritative authority’ by submitting
directives, complex language and expert knowledge. But there
was no such thing as static power with professors often taking
hedging strategies or open ended questions to mitigate their
authority and encourage student engagement. However, students
took agency, asking questions, providing alternative points of
view, or arguing that statements by their professors were wrong,
most especially when they had more experience with academics.

e Politeness Strategies: Both professors and students employed
politeness strategies to achieve positive relationships. Positive
politeness strategies such as praising and encouraging students
were used by professors, as well as negative politeness strategies
when they directed students. In undergrad contexts we found that
students relied heavily on negative politeness strategies (so polite)
when requesting or seeking clarification, perhaps because we,
students, are a naturally more subordinate role (at least vis-a-vis
teachers) in the academic hierarchy.

e Identity Construction: In addition, the study looked at how
language is used by professors and students to construct their
academic identities. And here, professors presented themselves as
experts, as authoritative figures, while students acted the part of a
learner, articulating polite language, asking questions and
requesting information. In particular, we found that graduate
students played an active role in discourse, a response reflecting
improved academic confidence and expertise.

e Role Negotiation: The fluidity of professor student relationships
was highlighted. With a central role for professors in guiding the
conversation, students were allowed some negotiating space in
their role within the interaction. For more informal conversation
or when students were more experience the dynamics the
conversation became more collaborative and the students
contributed more in the discussion.

Implications of the Study: The findings of this study have several
implications for understanding the nature of academic discourse and
the role of language in shaping professor-student relationships:

e Pedagogical Implications: Knowing about linguistic patterns and
power relationship in the professor-student conversation can help
to improve teaching practices. For example, professors might be
more aware of how they use language to create an inclusive and
collaborative learning environment. Such 'encouragement' of
more open ended questions and more dialogue, more opportunity
to talk to one's peers, would do to reduce the hierarchical nature
of classroom interaction and thus more equitable exchange of
learning between peer and teacher.

e Communication Training: The author focuses on this
importance and discusses the communication between professors
and students. We can train both parties to improve their academic
communication by recognizing how power, politeness and
identity are played out in the use of language. For instance, for
professors this might mean mediating their authoritative role with
promoting student participation, or that students learn how to
negotiate power dynamics and speak from an academic
perspective.

¢ Research on Academic Discourse: The study also illuminates a
highly specific but important subset of academic discourse
analysis, the professor-student conversation. The findings add to
the body of research on the social and linguistic dimensions of
academic interactions, particularly in terms of power, politeness,
and identity. These findings fit the hypothesis that professor-
student conversations about the English curricullum are
characterized by conversations that transfer knowledge, juxtapose
the prior knowledge against the content of the English unit, and
emphasize the student's role in how the newly learned English
concepts will be implemented in his future. Future research could
extend these findings to professor student conversations in more
varied academic settings (e.g., from different disciplines of the
sciences or from other cultural contexts) in order to ascertain the
universality or variation of this pattern.
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Limitations of the Study: While the study offers valuable insights,
there are some limitations to consider:

e Contextual Limitations: Specifically, the corpus was restricted
to certain academic settings, namely university based and
within certain academic disciplines. Consequently, the results
may not fully correspond to professor-student conversations in
other educational settings: in non formal settings, community
colleges, or online learning settings.

e Cultural Contexts: This was a study of academic discourse
occurring within a particular cultural and institutional context.
Talking with professors may have different power dynamics,
politeness strategies, and language choices in other cultural
contexts. Future research can investigate the differences of
these dynamics based on different educational systems and
cultural norms.

e Data Limitations: The study was based on a robust corpus of
data, but the conversations used to analyze the study were
limited to conversations that could be transcribed and coded
easily. While gestures, tone of voice and body language can
also be very important in professor student interactions that was
not included in the analysis. It is possible to carry out further
research on integration of multimodal communication in
academic discourse.

Future Research: Future research could build on this study by
addressing the following areas:

e Expansion of Corpus: Future research may broaden the corpus
to other academic settings outside of the cell phone, group, or
cellular environment. Thus, it would look more in terms of
more comprehensive professor-student interactions under
multiple contexts.

e Comparative Studies: A comparative study of professor-student
interactions in varied cultural or educational systems could offer
great insights into how power, politeness, and identity are
created in the various folding of the global academic space.

e Multimodal Discourse Analysis: Multimodal analysis would
help bring in how verbal discourse of professor-student
relationships can be combined with non verbal communication
for a more holistic perspective of the professor-student
interactions. Future research could examine the ways in which
body language, tone, and facial expressions affect the
conversational dynamics that occur in the academic context.

e Longitudinal Studies: Through a longitudinal study of how
professor-student interactions develop over time, it is possible
to learn how professor-student relationships change, especially
as students’ age in their academic career. Such studies may help
explain how professors and student roles change when the
identity of the academic is evolving.

Finally, this study offers an in-depth analysis of what these professor-
student conversations sound like through what they sound like
through a corpus based discourse analysis method and the results
show how several interesting linguistic features, power dynamic and
identity constructions are made in these interactions. The underlying
emphasis is on the complex interplay between language, power and
social relationships and the importance of understanding the
communicative aspects of shaping the academic experience. The
findings of this research add to the conversation regarding how to
improve communication practices in academic contexts, and enhance
more inclusive, efficient, and collaborative learning experiences.
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