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Abstract: 

The legislature, as the representatives of diverse interests in society, thrives on 

interactional cooperation and orderliness expressed in institutionalized procedures 

and interactive formats. This paper, therefore, is an attempt to characterize the 

exchange formats that procedurally serve as openings and closings leading to topical 

shifts and interactional flow in legislative interactional discourse. The discourse 

analytic perspective adopted in the paper provides the basis for characterizing 

conversational exchanges as negotiated encounters between interlocutors whose 

collective aspiration is to produce successful encounters. The research findings reveal 

that openings and closings within the macro context of a regular legislative sitting 

mark structural boundaries identifiable as initiation, progression and termination. It 

is further revealed that the initiation exchange comprises of a framing move 

consisting of a call, pray and a welcome acts. Within the general structure I [P↔ Eⁿ] 

T of the discursive event, exchanges constitutive of topical transitions consist of 

elements of structure that can be captured as; I R[ø /(I Rⁿ)]F, while the pattern of 

moves producing termination exchanges consist of IRm+ Rs F(q+c+a). While 

revealing that these negotiated patterns serve as frames signposting legislative 

interactional discourse, the study points the way forward to further investigation of 

the role of culture and power in the successful enactment of this format.  
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1.Introduction 

In political discourse, the legislative interactional discourse (hereinafter LID) sub-genre 

is primarily involved with the negotiation of information and the sharing of knowledge 

which ultimately enhance the process of law making and governance. (Ayodele 2010) 

Broadly speaking, legislative discourse encapsulates linguistic and discursive activities 

aimed at doing politics through legitimizing or contesting legislation, representing 

diverse interests, scrutinizing the activity of government, doing opposition, and 

influencing opinion. (Dijk 2003, 2004) 

The interactional activity of legislatures is hinged on the linguistic activity of legislators 

who produce talk and texts in an institutional and orderly manner that accentuates the 

maxims of conversational cooperation. This characterization of LID as conversation, 

therefore, requires that attention be paid to the properties and organization of 

conversation to provide a background for understanding and analyzing the negotiated 

patterns of legislative discourse openings and closings. Generally, elements of structure 

in LID consist of successively coherent sequences (of pairs) of utterances or utterance 

parts, at both macro and micro levels of legislative discourse description.  One apparent 

fact worth noting at the outset about LID is that ‘a legislative session’ (which constitutes 

a single conversational unit) does not just start or end; it is systematically and 

procedurally initiated and terminated.  

In LID, deliberations are formally structured as dictated by the Order Paper (agenda) 

spelling out the boundary and scope of deliberative activities at any legislative session. 

Typical topics represented as items on the Order Paper include:  

• Prayers 

• Approval of Votes and Proceedings 

• Message(s) from the Governor 

• Announcements 

• Petitions (if any) 

• Matters of Urgent Public Importance 

• Personal Explanations 

• Order of the Day 

• Adjournment 

Generally, topical casting in the form of transition from one item to the other is the 

exclusive prerogative of the Speaker (or any person to whom such authority has been 

delegated).  The task of this paper, therefore, is to develop a schema that will adequately 
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describe the opening and closing formats in legislative discourse. The analysis is an 

attempt to explicate the ways in which legislators produce and appreciate orderliness (in 

initiating and termination of legislative debates) as the basis for successful interactional 

action in the process of legislation on the floor of the legislature.  

 

2.Data Collection 

The data collected and analysed in this paper consist of electronic recordings of 

legislative sessions of the Lagos and Ogun State Houses of Assembly in Nigeria. The 

Lagos State House of Assembly (LSHA) and the Ogun State House of Assembly 

(OGSHA) are constituted as a unicameral legislature comprising forty (40) and twenty 

five (25) elected members respectively. Within the period under observation, a total of 

fifty (50) sessions (of both plenary and committee of the whole House) were observed. 

The duration of each sitting was determined by the number of and the extent to which 

items on the order paper might be discussed. Of the total number of sessions observed, 

various segments of thirty (30) sessions were purposively selected for recording to 

capture the features that constitute the focus of this paper. The selected data were 

transcribed and subjected to qualitative analysis using the methods of the conversation 

analytic framework to account for the structural properties of the opening and closing 

exchanges in the data. There are insightful concepts from the speech act theoretical 

framework used to handle the discursive functions of utterances.  

 

3.Conversational Openings and Closings 

Conversational openings and closings refer to the discursive and linguistic formats that 

characterize the initiation and termination of communicative events. Since Schegloff and 

Sacks (1973) pioneering study, conversational opening and closing formats have 

received considerable research attention in the field of sociolinguistics and pragmatics, 

and more exhaustively in conversation analysis.  

One context in which the beginning of conversations has been extensively studied is 

telephone conversations, both between members of the same culture (Schegloff and 

Sacks, 1973; Godard, 1977; Schegloff, 1979, 1986; Lindström, 1990; Hopper, Doany, 

Johnson & Drummond,1991; Hopper, 1989, 1992; Halmari 1993). The study of 

conversation openings, particularly on the telephone has revealed that openings are 

interactionally compact and brief (Schegloff, 1986), and generally serve as routines to 

negotiate interpersonal relationships (Gumperz, 1982; Schegloff, 1986).  Schegloff 
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(1972, 1979, 1986) further describes telephone conversation openings in terms of an 

ordered set of opening sequences: the summons-answer sequence; the identification-

recognition sequence; the exchange of greeting tokens.   

Conversational closings, on the other hand, are exchange formats for bringing a 

communicative encounter to a close. Referring to the succession of closing utterances as 

terminal exchanges, Schegloff and Sacks (1979) identify preclosings or indicators which 

as discourse markers suggest that one party is ready to terminate the conversation and at 

the same time, offer the other participant the opportunity to introduce another topic of 

conversation. It is obvious therefore that conversations, whether desultory or formal, do 

not just end, they are brought to a negotiated close.  

In a more recent research on the interactional aspects of talk occurring in computer-

mediated environments, Raclaw (2008) identified two patterns of closing sequences 

available to users within instant message (IM) discourse; the expanded archetype 

sequence and the partially automated closing. Built on Button’s (1987) archetype closing 

format, the expanded archetype sequence, though closely related to the structure of 

closings found in spoken discourse, contains features unique to the medium and exhibits 

a slightly different preference structure based on speaker accountability within the online 

sphere. The partially automated closing is conceived as a replacement for what would be 

entire turns at talk in spoken closing sequences with features specific to the automated 

messages medium. This, in a way, strengthens Stubbs’s (1983) position linking 

conversational structuring to the structural arrangement that allows for topic beginnings 

and endings. The argument rests on the thesis that discourse competence exemplifies the 

participant’s understanding that coherence in spoken discourse derives from the 

structural arrangement that allows for topic beginnings and endings. As Schegloff and 

Sacks (1973) illustrated, conversational closings are intimately tied to the larger system 

of turn-taking that speakers employ during talk-in-interaction. They also involve the 

exchange of two sets of adjacency pairs between speakers (Button, 1987).  

Detailed as these research efforts were, particularly those that focus on casual 

interactions and formal classroom interactions (Fakoya 1998, Olateju 1998) sufficient 

attention appears not to have been given to the opening and closing sequences of 

institutional communicative events, for instance, board meetings, court proceedings and 

legislative sessions. The formal and institutional nature of these discursive practices 

impose on participants in these contexts the need to strictly adhere to certain formulaic 

patterns, which knowledge is part of the member-resources brought into the 
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communicative event for effective participation. This paper, therefore, is a response to 

the obvious need to characterize the formulaic pattern of the sequence of utterances that 

exemplify the opening and closing exchanges in legislative discourse.   

4.Analytic Framework for Discourse Structure in LID 

Within the discourse analytic perspective adopted for our analysis, the exchange 

constitutes the structure-bearing unit consisting of reciprocal contributions by 

participants in conversational interaction. Consistent with this position is the view that 

the adjacency pair is the minimal structural unit upon which propositional coherence is 

built. This implies that the descriptive units of the exchange are related to each other, not 

necessarily in a manner of one consisting of the other, but rather that the structural 

framework operates by classifying each successive discourse event in the light of the 

immediately preceding one. Our notion of the exchange derives mainly from Sinclair’s 

(1980) position which holds that if the exchange is the minimal unit of interaction, then 

the [IRF] is a primary structure for interactive discourse in general.  

The legislative discourse structuring being presented, therefore involves representation at 

two levels of interaction; the macro and micro.The exchanges at the macro-level serve as 

conversational boundaries within which a particular legislative session is enacted, while 

the micro-level structure exemplifies the exchange structure of topical progression. The 

macro level representation is conceived in terms of three main obligatory elements of 

structure; Initiation (I), progression (P) and Termination (T), also referred to as INPROT.  

The discourse practice enacted in the daily legislative sitting/session is formally 

structured with a pattern dictated by the agenda for the day’s proceedings which begins 

with a prayer and ends with the adjournment. The group of exchanges that constitute the 

initiation (I) and the termination (T) belong to the organizational classes of exchange, 

while the exchanges exemplifying progression (P) function largely as conversational. 

Both initiation and termination exchanges structure the discourse in a manner that sees 

some groups of utterances as constituting opening moves, while others function as 

closing moves. On the contrary, the element P realizes conversational exchanges 

involving topical development and transition within the framework of a legislative 

session. This orientation towards form requires the setting up of a structural construct 

that will capture the various elements that are constitutive of the opening and closing 

exchanges. 
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Generally, the proposed structure of the discursive event in a legislative session can be 

represented as:   

 I [P↔ Eⁿ] T  

where [P↔Eⁿ]  indicates the possibility of multiple exchanges Eⁿ realizing and 

constitutive of the element P of the LID structure. Element E consists of a succession of 

IR(F) structures at the micro level of discourse enactment on the floor of the House 

during any particular sitting.  

In LID, the initiation (I) exchange comprises of at least one move realized as framing 

move consisting of three major acts characterized as a calling act, a praying act and 

anwelcoming act. The initiation exchange structure is presented in Fig.1. 

  Exchange type  Move         Act 

                                             1 call 

   I →            Fr  →   2 pray 

                                                                             3 welcome 

Figure 1: LID Initiation exchange structure 

 

The call, pray, and welcome acts are ritualistic in their enactment as the opening format 

for the legislative interaction of the day’s sitting. The call (of the House to order) act 

performed by the Speaker of the House, signifies the commencement of the business of 

the day. However, the initiation is not complete until the praying act has been performed 

after which the Speaker (or whoever is delegated to preside over the sitting) gives a 

welcome address. 

Progression (P) exchanges comprise conversational exchanges, Eⁿ. At the macro level of 

LID organization, each set or combination of exchanges are focused on specific agenda 

items referred to as the business of the day. Usually, the first item on the agenda without 

which deliberations cannot proceed is “Approval of Votes and Proceedings.” (hereinafter 

referred to as AVP). This agenda item provides the first opportunity for the members to 

make contributions meant to affirm or modify the accuracy and veracity of the records 

(minutes) of the previous sitting. As is constituted in the initiation exchange type, the 

primary elements of a typical exchange in the group of progression exchanges in 

legislative discourse are also moves made up of acts.  

The structure of the moves involved in the exchange for the Adoption of Votes and 

Proceedings (AVP) could be represented as follows: 



www.ijird.com                 December, 2012                 Vol 1 Issue 11 
 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF INNOVATIVE RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT Page 596 
 

  

             Exchange type       Moves       Acts 

        AVP                   Initiation               direct 

                     Response              comment     ø/ I, R  

                     Follow-up             acknowledge + select terminate 

Table 1 

 

Exchanges constitutive of the progression can, therefore, be summarized as  

 I R[ø /(I Rⁿ)]  F 

From the above, it is revealed that AVP exchanges are generated by a combination of 

initiation, response and follow up moves. The initial initiation move may actually be 

followed by silence, indicated as ø, which in any case would still produce the follow-up 

move.  The follow-up (terminate act) completes the deliberation on the AVP item. On 

the other hand, the introduction of member-bills and issues brought up for deliberations 

are introduced through motions raised by the members on the floor of the House. 

Motions are structured in a way that reflects at least three elements that can be 

represented as: I R(m + s). This structural pattern characteristic of motions indicate that a 

request for the motion to be moved constitutes the initiation, I, followed by the 

responding moving act Rm  by the mover which in itself initiates the responding 

seconding act, Rs, that forms the concluding part of the motion.  

The last element of the macro structure of legislative discourse is the termination, T. 

Technically referred to as adjournment, termination comprises organizational exchanges 

that bring the legislative sitting to a close. Like the initiation, the termination exchange is 

formulaic, and consists of a succession of negotiated moves aimed at bringing the 

session to a close. The pattern of these moves can also be represented as: 

 T → I R(m+s) F(q+c+a) 

‘I’ stands for the initiation element usually realized by the Speaker’s eliciting act 

requesting for a motion for adjournment to be moved by the majority leader. The act Rm 

is the first pair part of the motion move. Rs serves as the second pair part that completes 

the sequence of acts making up the motion move. Following a successful moving of the 

motion for adjournment, the Speaker makes a follow-up (F) move that may require 

putting the question, F(q) for the adjournment to the House, to which a subsequent 
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concurring act F(c) is also required, before the final adjournment (Fa). Once the question 

is put and concurrence obtained, the Speaker then formally brings the session to a close.  

 

5.Data Analysis 

 

5.1.Initiation (I) Exchange Structure 

The sequence of utterances that constitute the initiation (I) element of the LID macro 

structure comprises at least two moves realized as framing (Fr) and opening (Op) 

consisting of major acts; calling act, a praying act (Fr) and a greeting, welcoming, 

focusing and directive  acts (Op). These acts coincide with two agenda items usually 

preceding other items on the order paper. Figure 2 presents a graphic representation of 

the structure of the initiation exchanges. 

 
Figure 2: Initiation Exchanges in LID 

 

The Initiation exchange consists of the framing move (Fr) and an opening move (Op). In 

LID frames are realized by utterances that function to indicate boundaries (marking the 

beginning and the end of various agenda items) in the deliberations. The call, pray, and 

greeting acts are ritualistic in their enactment as the opening move for the legislative 

interaction of the day’s sitting. Both in terms of their sequential placement in the 

structure of the initiation exchange and their discursive role in LID, these acts serve as 

the introductory rituals that the House enacts at every of its sittings.  

The call (of the House to order) act formally opens the sitting. It is performed by the 

Clerk of the House immediately the Speaker and other officers of the House, led by the 
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Sergeant at arms, are ushered into the Chambers and the maze (the symbol of the 

legitimacy and authority of the House) has been positioned on the table. Sometimes this 

act is accompanied with verbal cues; “order’ or “all rise”. The pray act comes next in the 

framing move. Here the Speaker or any member so appointed by him offers prayers for 

the success of the day’s deliberations. While the call act does not necessarily elicit verbal 

responses, the pray act requires a response from members.  The pray act ordinarily 

should serve as the concluding part of the initiation. There is, however, an overlap 

between the framing move in the initiation and the opening move of the progression 

exchange. In other words, the initiation is not complete until the Speaker (or whoever 

presides over the sitting) has given a greet and welcome address operating as the head in 

the structure of the opening move. The foregoing points to the fact that, in terms of a 

structural representation of the opening format, both call and pray and greet acts serve as 

‘pre-head’ elements; while the welcome act constitute the ‘head’. In a similar vein, there 

are other optional acts; for instance apology, focus, direct that come as ‘post-head’ 

elements of the initiation move. This is exemplified in the following fragment; 

 

 Fragment A 

Mr. Speaker:        greet    1  Good morning honorable members,  

                                        welcome  2 you are welcome to this sitting of Monday, 3rd June 

     direct   3 Shall we go through the Votes and Proceedings for   

Thursday,   30th May?  

 

 Fragment B 

Mr. Speaker:   welcome  1 Distinguished honorable members, you are 

welcome to today’s session.  

apology 2   We apologise to the members of the public for the 

lateness in sitting, due mostly to the rain. It has 

been raining cats and dogs in Lagos and this must 

have kept some people away.  

focus 3   I believe every honorable member has a copy of the 

Votes  and Proceedings of Monday, 22nd September.  

direct 4 Let us quickly go through and see if there are minor   

alterations to be made before approving same.  
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The Speaker’s opening move in utterances 1 and 2 of fragment A consists of acts that 

can be grouped into pre-sequences and the head. Though sometimes absent, the greeting 

act e.g. “Good morning, honourable members” (fragment A act 1) occupies the pre head 

position and serves as the link between the framing move and the opening move. The act 

(which is generally a significant feature of the Nigerian interactional culture) gives an 

indication of the time of the day, “good morning” during which the session takes place. It 

is customary to greet others either on the basis of time of the day or the activity in which 

a participant is engaged at the time of the interactional encounter. As evident from 

Fragment B where the greeting act is absent, the greeting act could be described as an 

optional element of the opening structure.  

The welcoming act ‘you are welcome to this sitting’ (fragment A2) and ‘today’s session’ 

(fragment B1) which features as a constant element of the opening move, marks the outer 

boundary of the opening ‘rituals’ for the day’s deliberations. Usually, the welcoming act 

also indexes the specific legislative session (today’s session/ this sitting of Monday, 30th 

May, 22nd September etc.). Reference to time and period of legislative sittings has 

implication for the legality and effective date of implementation of laws passed by the 

legislature, hence the need for explicitness in how the date, time and period of legislative 

sessions are indexed and documented.  

The act of apologizing (fragment B2) also comes as an optional post-head sequence 

(does not exist in fragment A). However, the expression ‘lateness in sitting’ (fragment B 

act 2) is a pointer to the time of the legislative session, which obviously was not in the 

morning. Except there exists a need for this act, it will not feature as an essential element 

of the structure of the opening sequence. It is followed by another significant element of 

the opening sequence, focusing act.  

The focusing act actually serves as an interrogative; eliciting affirmation from members 

of the House who are in attendance. The act draws the attention of the House to the next 

item on the order paper thereby becoming a transitional act between the initiation 

exchanges and the progression exchanges. In A, the focusing act is implied in utterance 3 

which suggests that copies of the Votes and Proceedings (a vital members’ resource) of 

the previous session were already circulated to the members present at the session. The 

focusing act is however more explicitly stated in fragment B utterance 3, “I believe every 

honorable member has a copy of the Votes and Proceedings of Monday”. The 

assumption expressed by the Speaker stems from the fact that the Votes and proceedings 
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is a vital resource which forms part of the knowledge component of the contextual 

category of legislative discourse.  

The last element of the initiation exchange structure consists of a directive act issued by 

the Speaker. The directive act procedurally requires members to go through the Votes 

and Proceedings and consequently adopt same before proceeding to the business of the 

day.  “Shall we go through the Votes and Proceedings of Thursday, 30th May?” 

(fragment A3), “Let us quickly go through and see if there are minor alterations to be 

made before approving same” (fragment B4).  

 

5.2.Termination (T) Exchange structure 

Legislative sessions are brought to a close or terminated following elaborate patterns 

consisting of a succession of initiations and responses. Like the opening format, the 

structure of the termination or adjournment exchange is formulaic. However, unlike the 

Speaker-driven opening, the sequence of moves culminating in the termination of the 

legislative session is member-driven. Negotiating the terminal moves involves a minimal 

pair of initiation and response moves. The response move equally exhibits another level 

of cooperation that requires the twin moves of moving R(m) and seconding R(s).  The 

sequence of moves and acts that characterize the exchange can therefore be represented 

as,  

                          T            I R(m+s) F (q+c+a) 

T = Termination, I = Initiation, Rm = Moving Response, Rs = Seconding Response,     

Fq =Follow up initiation (putting the question), Fc = Follow up response (concurrence), 

Fa= adjournment.   

Bringing the session to a close requires validly negotiated moves involving an initiation 

(I) by the Speaker, to which at least two responses are required; the act moving the 

motion (Rm) for an adjournment, followed by another seconding act (Rs). Having 

acknowledged the motion for adjournment, the Speaker makes a follow-up (F) move that 

puts the question (of whether the members agree or disagree with the adjournment) to the 

House (Fq).  Members’ response to the question (Fc) takes the form of “ayes” or “nays”. 

The series of utterances making up the termination exchange can be categorized into 

three major moves; initiation move, response move and follow–up move. Each of these 

moves comprises various acts performed by the participants (legislators). The 

termination exchange can be summarized as follows; 
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 Exchange Type   Classes of moves            Acts           Discourse role 

  

                                                                          Framing     (fr)       preface  

                                           Initiation                Directing   (dir)     requesting 

                                                                          Moving      (mov)    focus                                

Termination                      Response                 Seconding   (sec)   qualifying  

                                                                         Restating    (rst)     affirming 

                                          Follow-up              Questioning  (qsn)  evaluate 

Responding  (rsp)   accept/reject             

           Confirming   (cfm)  inform 

Figure 3: Termination Exchange Structure in LID 

 

The termination exchange structure represented in Figure 3 above is exemplified by the 

following fragment C. 

 Fragment C 

Mr. Speaker:   1 Can the honorable deputy majority leader move the motion 

for adjournment? 

Dr. Bal.           2 Rm Mr. Speaker, sir. I hereby move that further proceedings of 

this House be adjourned till Monday, 14th November. 

Barr. Ode:       3 Rs Mr. Speaker, sir. I rise to second the motion as moved by 

the deputy majority leader. 

Mr. Speaker:   4 F That’s the motion for adjournment. Those who are in 

favour say aye, (pause)  

Members:        5 aye 

Mr. Speaker:    6  Those against say ‘nay’ 

Members:        7 ø (zero response) 

Mr. Speaker:   8      The ‘ayes’ have it. The House stands adjourned till Monday, 

14th November. 

 

Fragment C consists of a combination of moves and acts that can generally be regarded 

as representative of the termination exchange in LID. In the initiation move of the T 

exchange, the Speaker performs a directive act, “Can the honorable deputy majority 

leader move the motion for adjournment?” Though with an interrogative form, the 
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utterance (directed usually at the majority leader, or in his absence to the deputy majority 

leader) has the discourse role of requesting for a local action of moving (a motion), thus 

serving as the first pair part to the succeeding utterance. The directive act, however, 

could be prefaced by a pre-directive element consisting of an expressive utterance 

foreclosing the previous exchange as demonstrated in the following example,  

 

 Fragment D 

Mr. Speaker:    9.  closing I believe we have had enough contribution as it 

were on the subject.  

10. directive So, may I request for a motion in that regard? 

Member:         11. Moving   (pre sequence) Mr. Speaker, sir. In view of the fact 

that we           have exhausted the issues on the Order 

Paper, 

12       (head) I moved that further proceedings be 

adjourned till  Monday, 22nd September, 2003 at 10. 00 

am. I so move 

 

The closing act (fragment D9) prefaces and connects to the succeeding directive act 

(fragment D10) in a manner that bridges the previous succession of utterances that 

constitute the progression exchange and those culminating in the termination exchange. 

The connective adverbial ‘so’ (utterance 10) further reinforces the propositional 

cohesiveness between utterances 9 and 10.  

The response (R) element of the T exchange is characterized in terms of at least two 

items, Rm (moving act) and Rs (seconding act), which generally characterize the motion 

exchange in LID. While Fragment C utterance 2 enacts the moving act, exponenced by 

the explicit performative expression, “I hereby move that further proceedings of this 

House be adjourned” (Rm), fragment C utterance 3 “I rise to second the motion as 

moved by the deputy majority leader” fulfils the seconding role (Rs). Sometimes, the 

moving act accepts a pre modifying element of structure with a focusing discursive role, 

as shown in fragment D utterance 11.  

The follow-up move in the termination exchange in LID is characterised by four major 

acts; restating, eliciting, responding and confirming acts. In combination, these acts are 

indicative of the terminal procedure for bringing the House session to a close. This 

procedure is exemplified in the following extract. 
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 Fragment E 

Follow-up  move 

 13   restate That’s the motion for adjournment.  

  14   elicit     1    Those who are in favour say aye, (pause)   

15   respond       aye  

   16   elicit      2    Those against say ‘nay’  

 17  respond  2     ø (zero response)    

18 concur    The ‘ayes’ have it. The House stands adjourned till          

Monday, 14th November. 

The Speaker’s utterances 13 and 14 serve as a follow-up sequence to the motion earlier 

moved for the adjournment. It is made up of two parts, the restatement of the motion 

moved, “that’s the motion for adjournment” and a second part that ‘puts the question’ of 

whether or not the House agrees to adjourn the session, “Those who are in favour, say 

Aye.” The corresponding act of responding, which could be acceptance or rejection of 

the motion, determines the next move of the Speaker. When the response is positive as 

indicated by the dominant ‘ayes’, the Speaker responds by confirming (the position of 

the House) and then informing the House of the adjournment (Fa). On the other hand, if 

the response is negative with a resounding ‘nay’, the Speaker equally will confirm the 

position, and subsequently inform the House of the next move.  Once the Speaker 

pronounced the House adjourned, the session stands adjourned till the next session that 

will be specifically indicated by the Speaker. It is, however, observed that while the 

motion for adjournment is being raised, other incidental or subsidiary motions could be 

moved and be attended to. For example, the following extract shows that though the 

Speaker had called for the motion for adjournment, other matters came up for discussion.

     

 Fragment F 

 Mr. Speaker: 19  In the absence of any further business on the Order Paper,  

   may I have motion for adjournment?  

 Barr.Omo:    20  Mr. Speaker, sir, I want to bring to the attention of the House that 

on Thursday , the Commissioner for the Environment and the 

General Manager of Lagos State Environmental Protection 

Agency are supposed to appear before the House…  



www.ijird.com                 December, 2012                 Vol 1 Issue 11 
 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF INNOVATIVE RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT Page 604 
 

  I will therefore move an application that the clarification by the 

Commissioner for the Environment be taken on Thursday 10th 

November, 2005. 

      Mr. Speaker: 21 Under motion for adjournment, the substantive motion for 

adjournment will be further amended to read Thursday instead of 

Monday. 

       Mr. Ajos:      22  I rise to second the motion as moved by the majority leader. 

 Alhaji Kola: 23   Thank you, Mr. Speaker, sir.  

   Under motion for adjournment, I raised the issue that my name 

was put under ‘absent’ yesterday and the mistake is yet to be 

corrected. 

       Mr. Speaker: 24 That is absent excused, but what time of the day did you tell me? 

                                   Well, Shall we take it that the House stands adjourned till    

Thursday, the   10th of    November, 2005? 

        Members:    25   Resolved.  

 

In this fragment, the main motion on the floor of the House was for adjournment. A 

subsidiary motion (Rm) seeking for an amendment to the main motion is, however, 

moved by the speaker in extract 20. Extract 22 provides the seconding act (Rs). An 

incidental motion seeking for a correction of an earlier record before the motion for 

adjourned was also moved by the speaker in 23. It was not until the incidental motion 

was disposed that the question for adjournment was put. One obvious fact here is that the 

termination exchange in LID may be multiply indexed by a succession of initiations and 

responses.  

The possibility of embedded exchanges (intra motion exchanges) within the termination 

exchange benchmarks the difference between legislative discourse and other forms of 

institutional meetings where further discussions may not be allowed once the motion for 

adjournment is moved. Such possibilities, therefore, have to be factored into the 

structural representation of the termination exchange format in order to accommodate the 

embedded exchanges. The following structural representation is therefore proposed as 

the pattern for sequence of utterances functioning in the boundary exchange for 

terminating legislative session;  I Rm+s (IR)ⁿ F i + r, where I stands for initiation move, 

(19) followed by the mover’s and seconder’s responses, Rm+s. (20, 22). However, while 

moving the motion, the mover raised a subsidiary motion, which occupies a pre-move 
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position. Utterance 21 can be accounted for in terms of being an acknowledging move 

(this is an optional element). It indicates acceptance of the subsidiary motion.   

(IR) n stands for succession of utterances constituting the embedded exchanges. For 

example, after the main motion for adjournment has been moved, an incidental motion 

reporting an observation was raised (extract 24). Extract 25 provides the follow-up to the 

observation raised in 23 and indeed performs the acts of agreeing, “That’s absent 

excused”, checking “but what time of the day did you tell me”, framing “well”, and 

questioning, “shall we take it that the House stands adjourned till Thursday, the 10th of 

November, 2005?” 

 

Classes of 
Moves 

Types of Acts Text Realization 

Initiate Framing 1. In the absence of any further business on the order paper. 
2. I want to thank you for staying this late to consider and 
deliberate on Matters… We would continue tomorrow and 
Wednesday 

 Directing 1. May I have a motion for adjournment? 
2. So, on that note may I request for adjournment? 
3. Can the honorable deputy majority leader move motion for 

adjournment? 
Respond Moving  

      (pre head) 
 
        head 

 
[in view of the  fact that we have exhausted the issues on the 

order paper]  
 a. I move that further proceedings be adjourned till   Monday, 

22nd September, 2003 at 10. 00 a.m. I so move. 
 b. I rise to move that this House do stand adjourned till 

tomorrow, Tuesday, 4th June, 2002 at 10.00 a.m. 
 c. I hereby move that further proceedings of this House be 

adjourned till Monday, 14th November, 2005 at 10.00 
a.m. 

 

 Seconding  Mr. Speaker, sir, I rise to second the motion as moved by the 
majority leader. 
 

Follow-up Restate 
 

That’s the motion for adjournment  

 Elicitation Those who are in favour say ‘aye’ and those against say ‘nay’. 
 

 Responding “Ayes” / “Nays” 
 

 Confirming The ayes have it. The House stands adjourned till… 

Table 6: Representative Moves and Acts In Termination Exchanges 
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6.Conclusion 

Opening and closing sequences in legislative discourse follow a highly context-shaped 

structured format. The legislative institution has a procedural approach to the negotiation 

of both the opening and closing of its sittings.  The legislative sessions are usually 

opened (initiation) through a structured combination of call, pray and welcome acts. 

These acts present a frame that indexes the setting of the communicative event and lead 

to the discussion of the order paper. Within the opening structure, both call and pray acts 

serve as pre-opening acts, while the welcome act functions as the head, formally 

declaring the session open.  

The closing (termination) of the legislative session follows a more elaborate pattern that 

features a complex but highly structured format;  I R(m+s) F (q+c + a). In negotiating the 

closing of a session (adjournment), legislators follow a formalized procedure that gives 

the Speaker the responsibility of initiating the adjournment for which there must be a 

complementing moving and seconding acts which in themselves are pre-closing acts. 

The closing move requires that the Speaker first puts a question to the House, to which 

there must be a concurring act (both acts are pre-closing acts) before the session is finally 

declared adjourned.  

The effective participation of legislators in the business of the House is hinged on their 

level of competence with regards to legislative procedures such as the opening and 

closing formats. That probably accounts for the floor and turn advantages that longer-

serving members of the House have over newly elected members. The characterization 

of the opening and closing sequences carried out in this paper is part of a more extensive 

work on the nature of legislative interactional discourse. This therefore requires that 

other areas of the discursive events in the legislature, for instance, the progression 

exchanges are still open to further investigation.   
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