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Abstract. We propose a method to analyze conversational interaction using
discourse motifs (sequence of labels). We focus specifically on instructional
transactive discourse. We first describe the characteristics of transactive dis-
course, its relationship to other frameworks of instructional discourse, and in-
troduce a refined taxonomy of transactive discourse. Based on this new taxon-
omy, we construct a set of classifiers to automatically label instructional dialog
segments. After labeling, we search for salient patterns of discourse common to
these chains of labels using Multiple EM for Motif Elicitation and Gapped Lo-
cal Analysis of Motifs (which are two techniques available for DNA and pro-
tein motif discovery). From our analysis of a corpus of classroom data, a set of
Transactive-Participatory-Coherent motifs emerge. This approach to interac-
tion-motif discovery and analysis can find application in dialog and discourse
analysis, pedagogical domains (e.g., assessment and professional development),
automatic tutoring systems, meeting analysis, problem solving, etc.

1 Introduction

We focus on the analysis of classroom discourse particularly when the focus is on
solving mathematical problems. While the analysis of classroom discourse and
mathematical problem solving is useful in providing pedagogical insight into teaching
practices (see for example Huerta (2008), Blanton (2008)), its analysis can also shed
light into interaction mechanisms used in more general collaborative problem solving.

Research in human dialog has been approached from various viewpoints using
frameworks and methodologies of analysis that have been tailored to address the
specific requirements of these viewpoints (examples of relatively recent perspectives
to dialog analysis include Stolcke (2000), Stent (2000) among others, and a good
summary can be found in Moore (2003)).

More problem-solving specific frameworks have also been proposed to analyze
planning-oriented and instructional dialog in the classroom (Linden (1995)). Addi-
tionally, there have also been other efforts in the manual analysis of classroom inter-
action from purely pedagogical and sociological perspectives (Blanton (2008), Mehan
(1985), Stark (2002), Haussman (2003)). There has been also work focusing on spe-
cific theoretical frameworks of interaction and the correlation of their elements to
individual learning (e.g., Haussman (2006) and elaborative discourse, Meyer (2002)
and scaffolding and self-regulation) as well as development of discourse frameworks
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for the analysis of tutoring speech and implementation of tutoring systems (e.g.,
Marineau (2000)) .

The specific focus of this paper is around discourse that occurs inside a classroom
when the teacher guides and regulates problem-solving activities with the students.
We look into Mathematics classes when the classroom is collaboratively solving a
problem under the guidance of the instructor. We propose a taxonomy of instruc-
tional discourse acts that is specific to this domain and focus on transactive and co-
herence elements and use this taxonomy to label discourse. The result of this labeling
is a set of strings, or linear sequences of labels. We then apply techniques for the
discovery of motifs (strong patterns) in these strings. The goal is to extract motifs that
can be of interest and help us identify strong or salient patterns. Because our taxon-
omy is based specifically on transactive and coherent discourse, the motifs that
emerge during our data analysis strongly highlight these characteristics. Motifs dis-
covered in this fashion can be used as features of further stages of discourse analysis
in support of applications in the areas of problem solving, tutoring systems, meeting
analysis, as well as purely pedagogical ones.

While the techniques developed for essay analysis (e.g., Burstein (2003) and
Burstein (2003b)) address a different series of issues (due to the differences between
essay discourse and classroom interaction), some basic ideas (like the relevance of
coherence discourse) can be utilized for the analysis of classroom interaction.

This paper is organized as follows, in Section 2 we present a general overview of
the main existing approaches that are relevant to this paper; specifically, we describe
the framework of transactive discourse based on Blanton (2008) and Huerta (2008).
In section 3 we describe in detail the particular taxonomy labels that we use in later
sections of this paper and describe the classification techniques we used in order to
label our data. In section 4 we describe the methods we use to discover motif se-
quences in the labels of classroom discourse. In section 5 we describe the results of
the analysis of data and the most salient motifs of this discourse and illustrate how
these motifs can be utilized in dialog analysis applications. And finally in section 6
we conclude our paper with a summary of the contributions of this paper, a discus-
sion of results observed and a discussion of future directions.

2 Relevant Approaches

In this section we briefly describe some of the existing theories and abstractions that
are most related to this paper, specifically RST, elaborative-collaborative dialog, and
transactive dialog.

In the area of theories of discourse analysis, Rhetorical Structure Theory is quite
relevant to the type of discourse we focus on; specifically, Stent (2000) proposed the
application of RST for content-planning of mixed-initiative task-oriented dialogs
(TRIPS dialogs). RST is a descriptive theory of hierarchical structure in discourse
that identifies functional relationships between discourse parts based on the intentions
behind their production (Mann (1987)). While the discourse activity that occurs in the
classroom in the context of mathematic problem solving to have many commonalities
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with the sort of mixed-initiative, task oriented, content-planning characteristics of a
domain like TRIPS, a much simpler taxonomy to the classroom data suffices.

Hausmann (2006), focuses on measuring the effect that elaborative and collabora-
tive dialogs have on learning and understanding. In his literature review, he says that
previous research has found that only certain collaborative dialogs have been found
to have strong gains in understanding. He says that while elaborative dialog has been
shown to impact individual learning, for collaborative learning the results have shown
no correlation with deeper measure techniques can be trained and lead to deep learn-
ing outcomes.

Transactive reasoning is defined as discourse in which the participant continues
the reasoning, analysis or interpretation of the discussion and which possibly leads
into or motivates further transactive discourse (Blanton 2008). Berkowitz (1983)
describe transactive dialogs as, “reasoning that operates on the reasoning of another”.
Co-construction qualifies as a transactive dialog because the listener takes the
speaker’s message as input, manipulates it, and produces an output based on, yet
separate from, the original input (Salomon, 1993).

We can see then, that elaborative dialog is a subset of the transactive discourse and
that frameworks focusing on transactive discourse are adequate for analyzing mathe-
matical problem solving in the classroom.

In terms of abstractions for analysis, Truxaw (2004) and DeFranco (2007) de-
scribes recursive discourse cycles as components of a cyclical process. The authors
describe that in their observed data this cyclical process serves an inductive purpose
(to move from the particular to the general hypothesis and rules). For this purpose
they rely on the concept of a sequence map, which is a machine that produces the
observed sequence. In Truxaw and DeFranco (2002) a sociolinguistic framework is
used to analyze classroom speech using sequence maps.

We have defined as an interaction motif as sequence of labels that describe the dis-
course given a taxonomy and a coherent portion of discourse. A sequence map is the
finite state machine that accepts such motif. In this paper we will focus on the mecha-
nisms of discovery of motifs, and such motifs can be abstracted into sequence maps.

3 Taxonomy of Transactive Discourse

In this section we describe the basic taxonomy of problem-solving oriented classroom
discourse that we use in this paper. It is based in (Blanton (2008) and Huerta (2008)).

3.1 Taxonomy

The basic components of the taxonomy are described in terms of mutually exclusive
characteristics or labels. The basic characteristics/labels are:

o Transactive Teacher Prompt: Question or prompt in which the instruc-
tor elicits continued reasoning, analysis or interpretation of the discussion
and which response possibly leads into or motivates further transactive
discourse



126  Huerta J.

o Transactive and Non-transactive Student Response: A student partici-
pates in a non-trivial way. It can be both transactive response, as in pro-
viding further elaboration to the thinking and discussion process, or it can
be non-transactive, like a direct yes-no response to a question.

e Student-Coherence Teacher Discourse: The instructor implicitly vali-
dates or emphasizes the student utterance by repeating verbatim or para-
phrasing part, or the whole, of what the student has said. This is related to
coherence in essays and in text to work by Barzilay (2006), Higgins
(2004) , Grosz (1995), and Higgings (2006).

o Explicit Teacher Validation: The Instructor explicitly validates a student
response by using yes-no utterances or equivalent expressions (e.g.,
‘sure”, “of course”, etc).

e  Other (Instructive+Directive): This is a catch-all category absorbs all
the teacher’s utterances that fall mostly in the instructive and directive
categories. Instructive utterances are those that the teacher uses to lecture,
or teach. Directive utterances are those that the teacher uses to provide
overall direction of activities.

The labels above are not meant to be exhaustive; hence, the other category. In the
discourse there are other possible labels, but for now we focus on these. A single
utterance can combine more than one of the characteristics above: e.g., a teacher
might say in a single utterance: “That’s quite a good guess, anybody else has a differ-
ent answer?” which would simultaneously correspond to Explicit Validation and
Transactive Teacher Question categories. We will explain further below how we code
this.

Thus, we map sentences with the characteristics above to sequences of 5 characters
(or labels). The character order is very important for motif analysis. Table 1 shows
the maps from characteristics or labels to characters for each utterance.

3.2 Classification and Labeling Approaches

Here we describe how the labels are generated. Due to the relative simplicity of the
classroom speech, most of these classifiers are quite simple.
e Transactive teacher prompt: We could have relied on bag-of-words
Maximum Entropy approaches to utterance classification (like Wu et al.,
2003), but we noticed that most of the time, in classroom speech, simple
rule-based approaches suffice (key-words, key-phrases, and lexical pat-
terns), i.e., we look for words like “what is” (Spoerleder (2005) analo-
gously looks into lexical cues for rhetorical relations)
e  Student: Trivial mapping generated from the speaker identification.
e  Student-Coherence Teacher discourse: Substantial work has been done in
this area for document/essay coherence (Higgins 2004, Higgins 2006,
Barzilay 2008). Bag of word comparisons based on frequencies or on
word rank orders (Huerta 2008) are possible.
e Explicit teacher validation: Similarly, simple keyword suffices, but also
other classification approaches (like Maximum Entropy) could be used.
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e  Other (Instructive+Directive): This is not performed using an actual clas-
sifier, but rather is the remainder of the teacher’s utterances that are not
transactive, coherent-student, or validation. An utterance will fall in this
category if none of the features used to identify the other teacher labels

are found.
Table 1. Label-to-string mapping
Transactive Student Student Coher- Explicit Directive+
Teacher Response ence Teacher Reaffirmation Instructive
Prompt Teacher
S 1
T 1
C 1
YC 1 1
YCT 1 1 1
YT 1 1
CT 1 1
Y 1
X 1

4 Methods for Motif Discovery

We have defined a motif as a strong recurring pattern in the sequence of characters.
As our taxonomy defines labels in terms of transactive roles in the discourse, we
expect that the patterns that emerge reflect transactive motifs that provide insight into
the interaction. Depending on the approach, a Motif can be permitted to have gaps
and insertions and deletions, as well as to make various assumptions regarding the
minimum and maximum times a motif occurs as well as the location of the motif
(context). We used specifically the MEME and GLAM approaches which we detail
below.

4.1 Multiple EM for Motif Elicitation

The MEM method (Bailey 1994, Bailey 2006) ! is a Maximum Likelihood based
approach to motif discovery. It works with the assumption that motifs occur zero or
more times in the data. It uses a two component finite mixture model. One component
models the probability that each position in a segment of length » in the sequence was
generated independently by a position-specific multinomial random trial variable. The
background model has a similar multinomial random variable but it is not position
specific. The dataset over which the models are trained consists of all possible over-

! http://meme.nbcr.net/meme4/cgi-bin/meme.cgi
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lapping segments of length » in the data. There are constraints in place to ensure that
the model does not predict that two overlapping sequences were predicted by the
same motif, as well as to reduce its bias to sequences of one or two letters.

4.2 Gapped Local Analysis of Motifs

GLAM (Frith 2008) 2 searches for key positions in the input sequences optimizing
this number of key positions. Each sequence string contributes only zero or one sub-
strings to the alignment. GLAM maximizes the alignment score which includes pe-
nalizations for insertions and deletions, penalizing less if these are clustered together.
The model has position specific residue (character generation) probabilities as well as
position-specific insertion and deletion probabilities. A Beta distribution for priors is
assumed. Search is performed using stochastic annealing.

S Experiments

In this section we describe the experiments we perform on motif discovery. We used
as a corpus data from a college course on Discrete Mathematics at freshman level that
was recorded and manually transcribed (Blanton 2008). Four segments were identi-
fied for analysis. These segments originated in four different lectures. These segments
comprised a total of 1000 turns (utterances), more than 18,000 words (tokens) and
around 100 minutes of classroom interaction.

5.1 Discourse Labeling and Sequence Generation

Each segment was classified as described in section 3.2. Labels were converted into
sequences of characters (one utterance was allowed to generate more than one charac-
ter). Figure 1 below shows a level plot corresponding to the instructional discourse
labels found in one of the for segments, which consisted of 331 events (or utterances).
In this figure, each dot at level 0.8 represents a Transactive and non-transactive stu-
dent response, a dot at level 1.0 represents a Transactive-Teacher prompt, a dot at
level 1.1 represent a student-coherence teacher response, a dot at level 1.2 represents
an explicit teacher validation, and a dot at level zero represents other. In this exam-
ple, it is very clear from the figure that there are patterns of interaction present in the
classroom data. Through motif analysis, we will show how to identify those motifs.
Motifs can be used as features in analysis that address questions like: what is the
effect or correlation of a certain motif in the future student response? What are the
characteristic discourse patterns that emerge for a specific teacher? Are teachers A
and B using similar interaction strategies in the classroom?

2 http://meme.sdsc.edu/memed/cgi-bin/glam2.cgi
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Fig. 1. Level plot of instructional discourse labels for a lecture segment.

5.2 Motif Discovery

We now analyze the four segments using MEM and GLAM. MEM allows for any
number of repetitions to be present in the data. We first specified a minimum motif
length of 4, a maximum of 6. The main pattern found is TCYCTS, which means a
Transactive teacher prompt, followed by student participation, followed by explicit
affirmation, then coherent teacher discourse (and then a fresh Transactive and Coher-
ent labels).

L ]

The relative entropy of the motif relative to a uniform background frequency
model is 25.9 bits. It was found 20 times in the data. When we limited our search
exclusively to motifs of length 4, the result is CTSY, which is essentially included in
the 6 character pattern originally found. One could argue that the core of this pattern
is TSYC, or even more simply TSC. The block diagram, showing the occurrences of
exactly the TSYCTS motif in the data is shown below:

Lowest
Name pvalue

14 1.50e-04 B-B—1" 1 | ik

le 1.50e-04 1 1 1 i a—i 1
b 150604
la 1.50c-04 = - 1

Motifs

SCALE

5 50 75 100 135 150 175 200 225 250 275 300 325 350 378 100 425

Fig. 2. Block diagram displaying the location of the occurrences
of the TSYCTS motif in the data.

GLAM allows for insertions and deletions and thus is able to provide longer runs.
The results of the GLAM analysis are very different from the MEM results and can
be used to supplement each other. The parameters we used initially for GLAM are:
Minimum number of sequences in the alignment=2, Min. Num. of aligned col-
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umns=50, Initial num of aligned cols =4, num alignment runs=40. The Result is
shown below.

MR WSC ol TSCT

‘J—val‘:wl—mme-—c\lmwnmhwmc—ﬂmvnwhmme—mmq’nul-nocnc-—alm
nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn

When constrained to find a shorter motif the result is:

hiith

Reducing further the length of the found motif:

- amT wow

LA o 53T 10 108 1250

GLAM provides, in addition to the best motif, the top alignments in the data allow-
ing for deletions and insertion. The motif found by MEME is alignment #40 in
GLAM with score 58.49. In other words CSCTSC is the most generalizable pattern
under insertions and deletions.

Considering this alignment that exist in both MEME and GLAM both approaches
produced very consistent results.

So far, we have just applied two techniques to extraction and discovery of motifs.
Now we are interested in applying these newly discovered motifs to further analyze
the data.

5.3 Motifs as Discourse Analysis Features

We have shown how to discover and extract interaction motifs. These motifs can be
then used as features in the analysis of the discourse. In this section we present a
simple example of such analysis. For this purpose, we define two parameters we are
interested in analyzing: the smoothed participation index and the smoothed transac-
tive coherent (TSC) pattern. The smoothing of the TSC pattern is defined simply as a
sort of asymmetrically charging and discharging a virtual capacitor in which if either
motifs TSYC and YSC are found in the dialog the value of function increases
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(charges) at a certain rate and if not it decreases (discharges) at another rate, i.e. if the
smoothed TSC at time i is denoted by s;,

0.8+0.2s,
S.

if TSC patterns occur at time i
©0.9s,

if TSC pattern does not occur at time i

The participation index is defined similarly as the smoothed TSC pattern, except
that it will charge at time i if a student event occurs then and it will discharge other-

wise. Ideally, for balanced participation, this index should have value 0.5. Below we
show the

| V\J \MWV W V\W \’W\N | ”;W. R

Fig. 3. Sample smoothed TSC (top) and participation functions
for a segment of classroom discourse.

We now show the scatter plot between the log values of the two variables ob-
served above except that we provide a time lag of 10 events. This scatter plot shows
us the extent of the predictability of the logarithm of the balanced interaction coeffi-
cient and the logarithm of the smoothed occurrences of the TSC motif. As we can see,
there is a region of correlation in which there seems to be strong.
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Fig. 4. Scatter plot of the log values of the delayed (time lagged) smoothed student
participation index smoothed vs. smoothed TSC values.
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6 Conclusions

In this paper we have looked at instructional mathematical discourse, and we have
introduced a simple taxonomy to label classroom discourse events based on transac-
tive and coherence discourse. We have discussed how classroom discourse events
(utterances) can be classified into these categories using simple lexical feature classi-
fiers, which can be easily extended to Logistic Regression/Maximum Entropy classi-
fiers. We discussed to approaches to Motif discovery in biological sequences (MEM
and GLAM) and introduced the utilization of these approaches to the sequences cre-
ated by the interaction discourse labelers. Analysis of classroom data using both the
Maximum Likelihood computation of finite mixtures and the Gapped local analysis
using stochastic annealing revealed a common basic pattern: the TSC (which also
generates TSYC and TSYCT). We demonstrated how based on motifs discovered
using MEM and GLAM it is possible to use these motifs for other purposes, like
prediction of interaction coefficient balance, or other predictive or analytic applica-
tions.

The main contribution of this paper is the introduction of a motif-based analysis of
sequence of discourse labels and the application of motif discovering approaches
used for DNA and protein motif discovery.

Future work should integrate motif discovery with other discourse analysis ap-
proaches including, for example, the modeling of discourse using dynamical systems,
etc. Applications of the motif discovery approach includes: feature discovery for
Tutoring systems, problem solving systems, meeting summarization as well as peda-
gogy-specific applications like teacher assessment, student assessment, professional
development, portfolio creation and analysis, et cetera.

References

1. Hausmann, R. G. M. (2006). Why do elaborative dialogs lead to effective problem solving
and deep learning? Poster presented at the 28th Annual Meeting of the Cognitive Science
Conference, Vancouver, Canada.

2. Hausmann, R.G.M., Chi, M.T.H., & Roy, M. (2004) Learning from collaborative problem
solving: An analysis of three hypothesized mechanisms. In K. D. Forbus, D. Gentner & T.
Regier (Eds.), 26nd annual conference of the cognitive science society. Mahwah, NJ: Law-
rence Erlbaum.

3. Stark, R., Mandl, H., Gruber, H., & Renkl, A. (2002). Conditions and effects of example
elaboration. Learning and Instruction, 12(1), 39-60

4. Berkowitz, M. W., & Gibbs, J. C. (1983). Measuring the developmental features of moral
discussion. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 29(4), 399-410.

5. Salomon, G. (1993). No distribution without individuals' cognition: A dynamic interac-
tional view. In G. Salomon (Ed.), Distributed cognitions: Psychological and educational
considerations. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

6. Hausmann, R.G.M., & Chi, M. T.H. (2003). Co-construction: Mechanisms for peer-group
learning. Annual Meeting of the Midwestern Psychological Assn., 2003



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Discovering Discourse Motifs in Instructional Dialog 133

Huerta, J. M., Stylianou, D. (2008) The Teaching Buddy: Speech and Language Technolo-
gies for Assisting and Assessing Instructional Practice, 7Tth European Conference on e-
Learning, Cyprus 2008

Huerta J. M., (2008b) Relative Rank Statistics for Dialog Analysis, Conference on Empiri-
cal Methods in Natural Language Processing, 2008, Hawaii.

Blanton, M., Stylianou, D., & David, M. (2008), Understanding Instructional Scaffolding
in Classroom Discourse on Proof, in The Learning and Teaching of Proof Across the
Grades, eds. Stylianou, D., Blanton, M., & Knuth, E., Taylor Francis-Routledge

Marineau J., Wiemer-Hastings, P., Harter, D., Olde, B., Chipman, P., Karnavat, A.,
Pomeroy, V., Graesser, A. & TRG (2000), Classification of speech acts in tutorial dialog,
Workshop on modeling human teaching tactics and strategies at the Intelligent Tutoring
Systems

Mehan, H. (1985), The Structure of Classroom Discourse: Handbook of Discourse Analy-
sis, Academic Press.

Truxaw, M. P. & DeFranco, T. C. (2007), Mathematics in the making: Mapping verbal
discourse in Polya’s “Let us teach guessing” lesson, J. of Math. Behavior, 26(2)

Meyer D., Turner J. (2002) Using Instructional Discourse Analysis to Study the Scaffolding
of Student Self Regulation, Educational Psychologist, 37(1), 17-25

Truxaw, M. P. and DeFranco, T. C. , (2004) A Model for Examining the Nature and Role of
Discourse in Middle Grades Mathematics Classes Presented at the annual meeting of the
North American Chapter of the International Group for the Psychology of Mathematics
Education, Toronto, Ontario, Canada

Wu C., Lubensky D., Huerta J., Li X., and Kuo H-K (2003) 4 Framework for Large Scal-
able Natural Language Call Routing Systems, IEEE international conference on Natural
Language Processing and Knowledge Engineering, Beijing, China

Higgins, D., Burstein, J., Marcu, D., & Gentile, C. (2004). Evaluating multiple aspects of
coherence in student essays. Proc. of the annual meeting of HLT/NAACL

Higgins, D., & Burstein, J. (2006). Sentence similarity measures for essay coherence.
Proceedings of the seventh international workshop on computational semantics (IWCS-7),
Tilburg, The Netherlands.

Burstein, J., Marcu, D., & Knight, K. (2003). Finding the WRITE stuff: Automatic
identification of discourse structure in student essays. In S. Harabagiu & F. Ciravegna
(Eds.), IEEE Intelligent Systems: Special Issue on Advances in Natural Language
Processing, 18(1).

Burstein, J., Chodorow, M., & Leacock, C. (2003). Criterion: Online essay evaluation: An
application for automated evaluation of student essays. Proc. of the 15th annual conf. on
innovative applications of artificial intelligence, Mexico.

Barzilay R., Lapata M. (2008) Modeling Local Coherence: An Entity-based Approach,
Computational Linguistics, Vol.34 No. 1.

Stent A., Rhetorical structure in dialog, in Proceedings of the 2nd International Natural
Language Generation Conference (INLG'2000).

Sporleder, Caroline and Alex Lascarides (2005) Exploiting linguistic cues to classify rhe-
torical relations, Proceedings of Recent Advances in Natural Language Processing
(RANLP-05). Borovets, Bulgaria

Linden, K. V. and Martin, J. H. (1995). Expressing rhetorical relations in instructional
text: a case study of the purpose relation. Comput. Linguist. 21, 1.

Taboada M., (2006) Discourse markers as signals (or not) of rhetorical relations, Journal
of Pragmatics,Volume 38, Issue 4.

Miltsakaki E., Robaldo L., Lee A. and Joshi A., (2008) Sense Annotation in the Penn Dis-
course Treebank. Lecture Notes in Computer Science Publisher Springer. Computational
Linguistics and Intelligent Text Processing



134  Huerta J.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Moore J. D. and Wiemer-Hastings P., (2003) Discourse in Computational Linguistics and
Artificial Intelligence. In A. G. Graesser, M. A. Gernbacher and S. R. Goldman, editors,
Handbook of Discourse Processes, Lawrence Erlbaum.

Stolcke A., Coccaro N., Bates R., Taylor P., Van Ess-Dykema C., Ries K., Shriberg E.,
Jurafsky D., Martin R. and Meteer M. (2000) Dialogue Act Modeling for Automatic Tag-
ging and Recognition of Conversational Speech. Comput. Ling., 3(26).

Grosz B., Joshi A., and Weinstein S., (1995) Centering: A Framework for Modeling the
Local Coherence of Discourse." Comput. Ling., 2(21).

Grosz B. J., Pollack M., and Sidner C., (1989) Computational Models of Discourse' Foun-
dations of Cognitive Science, Michael Posner, ed. MIT Press, Bradford Books, 1989.

Frith M.C., Saunders N.F., Kobe B., Bailey T., (2008) Discovering sequence motifs with
arbitrary insertions and deletions, PLoS Comput. Biology, 4(5)

Bailey T. L., and Elkan C., (1994) Fitting a mixture model by expectation maximization to
discover motifs in biopolymers, Proceedings of the Second International Conference on In-
telligent Systems for Molecular Biology, AAAI Press, Menlo Park, CA.

Bailey T. L., Williams N., Misleh C., and Li W. W., (2006) MEME: discovering and
analyzing DNA and protein sequence motifs, Nucleic Acids Research, Vol. 34.

Mann W., and Thompson S., (1987). Rhetorical structure theory: a theory of text organisa-
tion. In L. Polanyi, editor, The Structure of Discourse. Ablex, Norwood, NJ.

Kruger, A.C. (1993). Peer collaboration: Conflict, cooperation or both? Social Develop-
ment, 2(3), 165-182.





