


INTERACTIONAL RESOURCES FOR RESTORING
UNDERSTANDING OF TEACHERS' INSTRUCTIONS IN AN EFL
CLASSROOM

Fatma Badem

MASTER THESIS

DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE TEACHING

GAZI UNIVERSITY

INSTITUTE OF EDUCATIONAL SCIENCES

JULY, 2018



TELIF HAKKI VE TEZ FOTOKOPI iZIN FORMU

Bu tezin tiim haklar1 saklidir. Kaynak gostermek kosuluyla tezin teslim tarihinden itibaren 1

(bir) y1l sonra tezden fotokopi ¢ekilebilir.

YAZARIN

Adi: Fatma

Soyadi: BADEM

Boliimii: Ingiliz Dili Egitimi
1mza:

Teslim Tarihi: 05.07.2018

TEZIN

Tiirkce Adi: Yabanci Dil Olarak Ingilizce Smiflarinda Ogretmen Ydnergelerinin

Anlagilmasinin Saglanmasi i¢in Kullanilan Etkilesimsel Kaynaklar

Ingilizce Adr: Interactional Resources for Restoring Understanding of Teachers’

Instructions in an EFL Classroom



ETiIiK iLKELERE UYGUNLUK BEYANI

Tez yazma siirecinde bilimsel ve etik ilkelere uydugumu, yararlandigim tiim kaynaklari
kaynak gosterme ilkelerine uygun olarak kaynakcada belirttigimi ve bu boliimler disindaki

tiim ifadelerin sahsima ait oldugunu beyan ederim.

Yazar Adi Soyadi: Fatma BADEM

Imza: ....................



JURI ONAY SAYFASI

Fatma BADEM tarafindan hazirlanan “Interactional Resources for Restoring Understanding
of Teachers’ Instructions in an EFL Classroom” adl1 tez calismasi agagidaki jiiri tarafindan
oy birligi / oy ¢oklugu ile Gazi Universitesi Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali’nda Yiiksek

Lisans tezi olarak kabul edilmistir.

Damsman: Dog. Dr. iskender Hakki SARIGOZ
Ingiliz Dili Egitimi, Gazi Universitesi

Baskan: Dog. Dr. iskender Hakk1 SARIGOZ

Ingiliz Dili Egitimi, Gazi Universitesi

Uye: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Giilsen DEMIR
Ingiliz Dili Egitimi, Ufuk Universitesi

Tez Savunma Tarihi: 19/07/2018
Bu tezin Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali’nda Yiiksek Lisans tezi olmast igin sartlar1 yerine

getirdigini onayliyorum.

Prof. Dr. Selma YEL

Egitim Bilimleri Enstitlisti Mudiirti ........................



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

After an intensive period of almost ten months, today | am writing this note of thanks to
express my appreciation to the people who have supported and helped me throughout this
period. | would first like to thank my thesis supervisor Assoc. Prof. Dr. iskender Hakki
Sar1g6z for his continuous support and motivation. I would also like to express my gratitude
to the jury members of my thesis: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Gonca Yangin Eksi and Assist. Prof. Dr.

Giilsen Demir for their invaluable feedback and comments.

| am extremely grateful to Assist. Prof. Dr. Ufuk Balaman for his never-ending support and
patience. His guidance helped me in all the time of my research from the first day. | have
been very lucky to have a mentor who quickly responded to all my questions and widen my
perspective through his thought-provoking questions. Completing this work would be very
difficult for me without his extensive professional directions and continuous encouragement.
My sincere thanks also go to Assoc. Prof. Dr. Olcay Sert who encouraged me to attend the
course that | took two times although | could not complete my research before the deadline.
I'would also extend my thanks to Dr. Niliifer Can Daskin, Tolga Keles, Betiil Cimenli, Merve
Bozbiyik and Umut Ozgelik for their valuable suggestions. | have learned many things from
them during our data sessions that we held at HUMAN Research Centre. | am gratefully
indebted to my friends Fatima Nur Fisne, Merve Oksiiz Zerey, Betiil Kinik and Seval Bayrak
for their motivational talks and sincere friendships and also to Yusuf Emre Yesilyurt for
sharing many books that | needed during the preparation of my thesis. Fatima Nur read this
thesis thoroughly and kindly offered her suggestions. Merve, | always remember your
creativity in making working plans for us in Ankara, Selguk and Adana. My thanks also to
all of the students and the teacher as they kindly accepted to participate in my research. |
offer my special thanks to Assoc. Prof. Dr. Cem Balgikanli and Assoc. Prof. Dr. Kemal Sinan

Ozmen for their constructive feedback and also to Esra Kizilet for her help with paper works.



| began to write the first words of this thesis at the smallest library in the world (Estes Park,
Colorado) and put the final touches in Pasalimani. Despite the difficult times that |
experienced during the preparation of this thesis, | had great times and amazing memories
with my crazy friends and sister. Ayse, my little sister, my other half, my mentor, my trouble-
shooter. She is the only person that | need all through my life. She always cares for me and
manages to cheer me up no matter how down | feel. She even made up a good meaning for
describing my name to all of our foreign friends. I'm so blessed to have you in my life.
Thank you for the wonderful memories that we had in seventeen countries and I’m so excited
to make more of them with you. Halenur ilhan and Kiibra Erdal, my sisters at heart. They
always make my good times better, hard times easier. Firstly, I would like to express my
sincere gratitude to my precious friend Kiibra. I managed to complete this thesis in spite of
her! She is much more than a home mate and always supported me throughout my venture
by supplying me with hundreds of twisters that | needed to get inspired. Hale opened the
door of her sweet home to me whenever | needed to refresh my mind. She boosted my mood
by feeding my head and made my world colorful during our sleepovers. Thanks for being
such awesome friends. | would also like to thank Burak Korkmaz for his never-ending joy
that has a magnetic force pulling and healing me. Although coming into my life in the middle
of my journey, he taught me to let the things happen, and now I no longer hold on to my
fears. Many thanks also go to Yavuz Karadeniz for spending time to clip my videos at the
exact point on the first try and for his special talent in improving my mood with his single
word. Ilayda, Boncuk, Bihter, Afife, Bayram and Nermin, my lovely cats! Thank you for
coming into my life and making it richer, happier and more colorful. In particular, I am so
grateful for ilayda as she never left my side during my nightlong working hours (although
she couldn’t stop herself sleeping on my computer) and for Boncuk for being so special and

even drying my tears (I’'m sure you are very happy now).

Finally, | would like to dedicate this thesis to my mother and my father for making my life
perfect and teaching me and my sister how to be brave about life. You were always there for
me when times were tough and | am sure you will be with me and hold my hands. | am
forever indebted to you for putting my needs first and providing me with continuous
encouragement throughout the years. Your support is my wings that make me reach my

dreams.



YABANCI DiL. OLARAK iNGILiZCE SINIFLARINDA OGRETMEN
YONERGELERININ ANLASILMASININ SAGLANMASI ICIN
KULLANILAN ETKILESIMSEL KAYNAKLAR

(Yiiksek Lisans Tezi)

Fatma BADEM
GAZI UNIVERSITESI
EGITIiM BIiLIMLERI ENSTITUSU

Temmuz, 2018

(0Y/

Smif yonergelerinin sosyal ve pratik diizenleri, onlarca yildir budun yontembilimciler ve
konusma ¢oziimlemeciler i¢in bir arastirma konusu olmustur. Bir kisim ¢alisma séz sirasi
alma, dizi diizeni ve sinif kurallarmin etkili uygulamasini arastirmistir (Cromdal, 2003; He,
2000; Machbeth, 1991; McHoul, 1978; Mehan, 1979a; Melander & Sahlstrom, 2009;
Mondada & Pekarek Doehler, 2004; Payne & Hustler, 1980; Tholander & Aronsson, 2003).
Bunun aksine, uygulamanin oldukc¢a yaygin olmasina ragmen birine bir sey yaptirmak i¢in
tasarlanan yonergeler bir arastirma alani olarak nispeten daha az ilgi gormiistiir (Brown &
Levinson, 1978; Ervin-Tripp, 1976). Mevcut c¢alismalar ¢ogunlukla konusma eylemlerine
(Austin, 1962; Searle, 1969) ve direktif bigimlerine (Goodwin, 2006a, 2006b; West, 1990)
odaklanmustir. Ogrenme firsatlarmi gelistirmede ydnergelerin kritik rolii ele alindiginda, bu
caligma O6gretmenlerin yonergelere bagl olarak ortaya c¢ikan sorunlarin giderilmesi igin
kullandiklar1 etkilesimsel kaynaklarmin yani sira Ogretmen yonergelerinin dizisel
diizenlerini de sunmaktadir. Bu amagla bu ¢alisma Ingilizcenin yabanci dil olarak (EFL)
ogretildigi bir smifta 6gretmenin ¢evrimici karar verme yetisi ile yonergelerin dilsel
diizenlerindeki anlamay1 yeniden kurmak ig¢in etkilesimsel kaynaklari nasil kullandigini
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ortaya ¢ikarmay1 hedeflemektedir. Bu ¢alisma, orta diizey Ingilizce smifindan bes haftalik
bir siirede toplanmis olan 31 saatlik simif etkilesimi video kaydindan yararlanmaktadir.
Bulunan fenomen yerlesik ve ortaya c¢ikan eylemleri titizlikle ¢evriyazist yapilmis, dogal
gelisen etkilesimde konugmaya dayanan veri giidiimlii, igeriden bakis agisiyla incelemek i¢in
analitik glindem sunan Konusma Coziimlemesi (Liddicoat, 2007; Schegloff, 2007; Sidnell,
2010; ten Have, 2007) ile incelenmistir. Analizler, 6gretmenin analitik ¢alisma yiirlitme ve
alternatif gidisat yollar1 aragtirma yoluyla, aktivite basarisini ve Ogrenme firsatlarini
potansiyel olarak engelleyebilecek anlama problemlerinin iistesinden gelmek igin bir¢ok
etkilesimsel kaynak kullandigin1 gostermektedir. Bulgular ayrica belirli bir dersin pedagojik
hedeflerine ulagmak i¢in gorev kurma ve onlarin takibini iceren eylemlerin ¢esitli
etkilesimsel diizenlerini de sunmaktadir. Ek olarak, verilerin derinlemesine incelenmesi,
Ogretmenin aktivite baslatilmasi igermeyen uzun sessizlikleri, 6grencilerin yanlis cevaplari
ve uygun olmayan katkilarini prosediiriin anlasilmadigini bildiren ipuglari olarak nasil ele
alindigin1 ortaya koymaktadir. Ogretmen ydnergelerinin anlagilmamasi ve sorunlarin
¢oziilmesini aragtiran ilk ¢alisma olarak bu tez, siifi¢i etkilesimsel yeti (CIC) (Walsh, 2006)
icin yeni bir boyut 6nerecek ve dil siniflar ile 6gretmen yetistirme ve egitimine katkilar
sunacaktir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Ogretmen yonergeleri, Anlama, Etkilesimsel kaynaklar, Y&netsel
baglam, Sinif i¢i etkilesimsel yeti, Konusma ¢oziimlemesi

Sayfa Adedi: 214
Danisman: Dog. Dr. Iskender Hakki SARIGOZ
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ABSTRACT

Social and practical organizations of classroom instruction have been a research interest for
ethnomethodologists and conversation analysts for decades. A number of studies have
investigated turn-taking, sequence organization, and achievement of classroom rules
(Cromdal, 2003; He, 2000; Machbeth, 1991; McHoul, 1978; Mehan, 1979a; Melander &
Sahlstrom, 2009; Mondada & Pekarek Dochler, 2004; Payne & Hustler, 1980; Tholander &
Aronsson, 2003). In contrast, instruction in the sense of directives that are designed to get
someone to do something has received relatively less attention as a research area (Brown &
Levinson, 1978; Ervin-Tripp, 1976) despite the prevalent nature of the practice and existing
studies mostly have focused on speech acts (Austin, 1962; Searle, 1969) and formats of
directives (Goodwin, 2006a, 2006b; West, 1990). When the crucial role of instructions in
optimizing learning outcomes is considered, this study presents sequential organization of
teacher instructions as well as interactional resources employed by teachers in order to
resolve understanding troubles that emerge with regard to instructions. To this end, this study
aims to document how an EFL teacher deploys interactional practices for restoring
understanding in instructional sequences through her online decision-making ability. This
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study draws upon 31 hours of classroom interaction video recordings collected over 5-week
period in an intermediate level English as a foreign language (EFL) classroom. The emergent
phenomenon was investigated from the perspective of Conversation Analysis which offers
an analytic agenda to examine situated and emergent actions with an emic, participant-
relevant, data-led standpoint based on meticulously transcribed naturally occurring talk-in-
interaction data (Liddicoat, 2007; Schegloff, 2007; Sidnell, 2010; ten Have, 2007). The
analyses show that the teacher uses a number of interactional resources in order to manage
understanding troubles, which may potentially hinder task achievement and learning
opportunities, through carrying out complex analytic work and exploring alternative
trajectories. The findings also present various interactional organization of the actions of
setting up tasks and pursing them until reaching pedagogical goals of a specific lesson.
Furthermore, the close examination of the data also reveals how the teacher treats long
silences including no activity initiation, students’ wrong answers or contributions as clues
signaling non-understanding of the procedure. As the first study to investigate non-
understanding of teacher-instructions and resolution of troubles, this study offers a new
dimension to Classroom Interactional Competence (CIC) (Walsh, 2006) and has direct
implications for language classrooms and contributes to teacher training and education.

Key Words: Teacher instructions, Understanding, Interactional resources, Procedural
context, Classroom Interactional Competence, Conversation analysis
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.0. Introduction

This study focuses on interactional practices that are employed by an EFL teacher to resolve
students’ understanding troubles that emerge with regard to task instructions. The purpose
of this study is to demonstrate how the teacher notices the understanding troubles, and
accordingly how she orients to them in relation to Classroom Interactional Competence
(CIC) (Walsh, 2006). This chapter is devoted to the description of the research strands that
inform this study; namely, informing (Heritage, 2012a; Gardner & Mushin, 2013; Kendrick,
2010; Robinson, 2009; Sidnell, 2012; Terasaki, 1976); Classroom Discourse (Hellermann,
2008; Pekarek Doehler, 2010; Pekarek Doehler & Pochon-Berger, 2015), Conversation
Analysis (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973) that inform this study. Firstly, the background of the
study will be presented with reference to Classroom Discourse methodologies, and the
justification of the selection of Conversation Analysis as the research methodology will be
given. In 1.3., aim and significance of the study will be presented with reference to the
research gaps in the literature given in 1.2. What follows will be definitions of key terms that
will facilitate the readability of the study. This chapter will be concluded with the outline of
the thesis.

1.1. Background to the Study

This study focuses on foreign language classroom interaction drawing upon the

methodological principles of Conversation Analysis to investigate how the teacher gives



instruction before initiating the tasks in procedural context (Seedhouse, 2004), what kind of
troubles emerged with regard to task instructions, how students’ understanding troubles are
resolved, and which interactional resources are employed by the teacher to restore
understanding of instruction. Since it is classroom-based investigation, this study is informed
by multiple research strands that are believed to contribute to foreign language education
literature based on micro-analytic investigation of the data. The first research strand that this
study builds on is informings (Heritage, 2012a; Gardner & Mushin, 2013; Kendrick, 2010;
Robinson, 2009; Sidnell, 2012; Terasaki, 1976) which are abundant in educational settings
due to the institutional objectives. Although classroom interaction is mainly shaped with
teachers’ factual and procedural informings, in this field there exist a research gap which
this study attempts to address. Specifically, this research focuses on procedural informings
which transfer the instructions and information regarding procedures that the students need
to follow while they engage in an activity. In a broad sense, instruction is defined as
“directions that are given to introduce a learning task which entails some measure of
independent student activity” (Ur, 1996, p. 16). Teachers act upon what learners show them
in terms of receipt of the information, which signals the contingent nature of the classroom
interaction; however, some understanding troubles could emerge because of various reasons.
Therefore, the second field that this study is informed is understanding which is described
by Lynch (2011) as a technical phenomenon that involves turn-taking, repair and adjacency
pair organizations. As Mondada (2011) puts forward it is not considered to be “a mental
process but it is related to the next action achieved by the coparticipants and demonstrating
her understanding” (p. 543). In interaction, taking a turn could be an evidence of
understanding since in the second pair part interlocutors show whether they understood what
the first speaker intended to convey. As Conversation Analysis enables researcher to
investigate this sequential nature of understanding with its participant-relevant perspective,
it is adopted for the analysis of the data-set which includes 31 hours classroom interaction

recording collected over a 5-week period in an intermediate level EFL classroom.

Since the 1980s, considering the vital role of conversation in human social life, researchers
have been prone to take it as a field of study (Clayman & Maynard, 1995; Goodwin &
Heritage, 1990; Heritage & Greatbatch, 1989). With Firth and Wagner (1997)’s paper, which
critically examines the predominant view of discourse and communication within Second

Language Acquisition (SLA) research, detailed examination of foreign language talk has had



a great impact on SLA literature. Claiming that theories and research in SLA reflect an
imbalance between cognitive orientations and social orientations to language, Firth and
Wagner (1997) called for reconceptualizing SLA. This reconceptualization involves “(i) a
significantly enhanced awareness of the contextual and interactional dimensions of language
use, (i) an increased emic (i.e. participant-relevant) sensitivity towards fundamental
concepts, and (iii) the broadening of the traditional SLA data base” (p. 758). After this
critical paper, interaction and naturally occurring talk have begun to influence SLA literature
(He, 2004; Hellermann, 2008; Markee, 2000) and a new field, Conversation Analysis (CA),
emerged. Instead of prioritizing theory-driven, analyst-relevant, etic perspective, CA with
its very detailed transcription system enables researchers to analyze interaction with emic
perspective. It approaches the data without “any prior theoretical assumptions, or assuming
that any background or contextual details are relevant” (Seedhouse, 2004, p. 15). Evidence
found in the data is required for making any claim. With its unique transcription system
(Hepburn & Bolden, 2013), CA makes it possible to analyze both verbal and nonverbal
aspects (including suprasegmental aspects) of interaction, thereby providing researchers
with the opportunity of capturing all details of talk, which increases its power as a

methodology analyzing talk-in-interaction.

There are a variety of approaches rooted in different disciplines for understanding foreign
language classroom discourse. Following different research designs, these approaches have
attempted to examine participation structures, interaction patterns and speech events
(Aleksandrzak, 2013). In order to gain clear understanding of classroom interaction and
instruction giving and following processes, in this research, the principles of CA were chosen
over other approaches, namely Interaction Analysis (IA) Approach and Discourse Analysis
(DA) Approach. Firstly, rooted in behavioral psychology, IA “establishes objective and
reliable classroom profile” (Lee, 2011, p. 11) using observation tools and coding-systems;
however, it is criticized mostly for not setting a complete display of classroom
communication. It is assumed to focus only on observable aspects and fail to account for
some other significant interactional resources happening in a classroom. Additionally, it
resorts some fix prior criteria or categories for studying classroom communication; as a
result, according to Wallace (1998) it disregards describing full complexities of classroom
interaction. As Seedhouse (2004) asserts A examines interaction from one-sided perspective

and dilutes what actually occurs. Secondly, employing structural-functional linguistics



principles, DA attends to structural patterns and functional purposes of classroom discourse.
It claims language classrooms have a triadic dialog structure which is IRF involving teacher
questions (Initiation), student response (Response) and teacher feedback or follow up
questions (Feedback/Follow up). Yet, it is also assumed to be deficient in describing a whole
picture of classroom interaction. Regarded as appropriate for traditional teacher-centered
classrooms, DA approach creates asymmetrical relation between students and teacher by

ignoring the equal rights given by student-centered FL classroom tenets (Walsh, 2006a).

Developed from Garfinkel’s (1967) ethnomethodology, CA; on the other hand, “is an
approach to investigate the sequential organization of talk-in-interaction” (Liddicoat, 2011).
The main difference between CA and other approaches mentioned above is that CA rejects
approaching the data with predefined categories or theories, that is, instead of matching
interactional patterns with preconceived criteria, researchers obtain them from the data. It
also captures all details of interaction such as intonation, overlap, pace, pitch, volume, smiley
voice, the length of silence, pause, inbreath and nonverbal details, therefore it covers
“continuous temporality of action, prior and subsequent actions, multimodal resources,

participation frameworks, ecology making up the interactional space, and artifacts”

(Mondada, 2013, p. 55).

The last research strand that informs this study is Classroom Interactional Competence. CIC
is a concept that refers to teachers’ and learners’ ability “t0 use interaction as a tool for
mediating and assisting learning” (Walsh, 2011, p. 158). While issuing, instruction,
assigning procedural informings, eliciting response from students, making correction and
during classroom activities, it is interaction between teacher and students that create
increased learning opportunities. It emphasizes the collection of skills that enhance the
learning opportunities (Walsh, 2011): (i) maximizing interactional space; (ii) shaping learner
contributions; (iii) effective use of eliciting; (iv) instructional idiolects and (v) interactional
awareness. However, although it is fundamental for carrying out a task properly, issuing
clear instructions is not included in the concept of CIC. To this end, this study attempts to
address Walsh (2006a)’s call for more research in different contexts and educational settings
for full understanding the uncovered features of CIC by offering a new feature (providing
clear instructions) to it. The following section will describe the problem addressed in this

study.



1.2. Problem Statement

In educational settings, pedagogical goals are achieved through teacher instruction which is
a fundamental part of teacher talk. They transmit the procedural information concerning
what students are supposed to do in order to accomplish a task. As Waring and Hruska (2012)
argues the efficacy of teacher instructions has a pivotal role in maximizing learning
opportunities, therefore they are considered to be an integral element of teachers’
pedagogical repertoire. When teacher instructions are not unequivocal enough, students
cannot be sure of what they are expected to do and why, so they attempt to create their own
learning agendas which could give rise to chaos hindering task accomplishment. Although
there exist some studies on categorization of instructions as speech acts enjoying various
functions (Brown & Levinson, 1978; Ervin-Tripp, 1976; Searle, 1969), the issue of how
teachers provide task instructions and how students follow them has received little attention
in teacher training and education and SLA literature. As Markee (2015) points out there is
an absence of empirically based works that illumine the instruction giving and following
process, despite the prevalent nature of the practice. In this regard, it is necessary to examine
the micro-detail of the procedural interaction to provide full description of how teachers
issue instructions and how students demonstrate (non)understanding of them. Related to
understanding, Sacks (1992) presents a clear distinction between claiming and
demonstrating understanding and recently the concept has been investigated in Conversation
Analysis literature in various contexts including apprenticeship in dental clinics (Hindmarsh,
Reynold & Dunne, 2011), storytelling (Kidwell, 1997), math classes (Koole, 2010),
instructed actions in different settings such as medical (Koschmann, 2011; Nishizaka, 2011)
and educational (Lindwall & Lymer, 2011; Macbeth, 2011; Zemel & Koschmann, 2011);
however, there is still a research gap in the investigation of understanding in procedural
context (Seedhouse, 2004), which is addressed with this study. Also, concerning the
resolution of understanding troubles emerged with regard to task instructions, interactional
resources that teachers employ to negotiate meaning in instructions need to be depicted in
relation to Classroom Interactional Competence (CIC), which is defined as teachers’ and
learners’ ability “to use interaction as a tool for mediating and assisting learning” (Walsh,
2011, p. 158). It includes various features including maximizing interactional space; shaping
learner contributions (Walsh, 2011); successful management of claims/displays of

insufficient knowledge (CIK) (Sert, 2011); increased awareness of unwillingness to



participate (UTP) (Sert, 2013) as well as effective use of the board (Can Daskin, 2015). This
study, therefore, attempts to contribute to the understanding of CIC by offering a new item
to it (providing clear instructions to students) through taking microscopic look including
multimodality into instructional practices. The analysis draws on a micro-analytic account
of instruction-giving turns, emerging understanding troubles, and the teacher’s orientation
to the troubles in the following resolution turns through a participant-relevant, data-led and

emic perspective.

1.3. Aim and Significance of the Study

This study aims to investigate how an EFL teacher restores understanding of task instructions
through deploying various interactional resources. It emphasizes the understanding troubles
and their resolution in instructional sequences. Since some terms are considered to be key
for the best understanding of this study, the definitions of them should be presented first.
Instruction, first of all, has various uses interconnected to each other. In this study, it is used
to refer to teacher directives which are “designed to get someone to do something”
(Goodwin, 2006b; p. 517). In this study, the focus on task instructions provided to the
students orally by the teacher to announce what they are expected to do to accomplish the
given task. Secondly, CA does not approach troubles as a foreign language speaker’s
deficiency but it refers to the breakdowns in communication that hinders the task
progressivity. Understanding; on the other hand, is treated as a local and instructional
phenomenon within CA perspective. In a conversation, parties with each of their
contributions, show one another how and whether or not they understand the prior turn, and
they act upon what people demonstrate concerning the receipt of information. Therefore, this
thesis also attempts to shed light on the teacher’s analytic work she carries out after the
students’ demonstration of (non)understanding by bringing evidence from the recorded

classroom interaction data.

Considering the research strands that this study will inform and the pedagogical goals, it is
believed that the findings of this thesis will have significant implications not just for EFL
classrooms but they will shed light on all instructional settings, as well. Since teacher
practices such as handling the understanding troubles in order to increase the

comprehensibility of the instruction, thus ease the task accomplishment, are among the main



concerns of all educational settings, it is anticipated that this study will also contribute to

instructional contexts in addition to foreign language classrooms.

Through a micro-analytic investigation of an intermediate level EFL classroom with 15
students, this study describes the interactional resources that the teacher deploys to manage
understanding troubles by adopting an emic perspective to the data. The sequences including
the steps from instruction-giving turn to resolution of the trouble have been examined, thus
it can be argued that this study will also contribute to the procedural context, which has been
relatively less investigated compared to form-and-accuracy and meaning-and-fluency, by

describing the sequential organization of turn-taking system.

The social and practical organization of classroom interaction has been studied for decades
by ethnomethodologists and conversation analysts (Hall, 2004; Hellermann, 2008;
Machbeth, 1991; McHoul, 1978; Mehan, 1979; Melander & Sahlstrom, 2010; Payne &
Hustler, 1980). Waring & Hruska (2012) investigate directives that hinder learner
participation and diminish learning opportunities focusing on interaction between a tutor and
a first-grade tutee, but there is still a huge gap in classroom context which this study will
address. However, instructions in the sense of directives have received less attention, which
is one of the research gaps that this study will address. More specifically, no study thus far
has investigated non-understanding in instructional sequences which this study will be first
to analyze through adopting a participant-relevant, data-led approach. The study will also
contribute to existing interactional practices deployed by teachers in order to resolve
problems concerning task instructions by describing each of them with fine-detailed
transcriptions and displays interactional nature of teacher instructions which are traditionally
associated with individual practices. Furthermore, this research is believed to build the scope
of CIC through offering issuing clear instructions as a new dimension to the concept.
Although among the features of CIC there are maximizing interactional space, shaping
learner contribution (SLC), effective use of eliciting, instructional idiolect, interactional
awareness, it does not include any item concerning providing task instructions which is as

crucial as other features and needs to be developed.

This study also brings new insight into students’ understanding troubles which impede task

achievement and reveals that the only reason of failure in tasks cannot be attributed to

students’ deficiency in foreign language, but there are various factors having an impact on

activity accomplishment. Lastly, it has implications for both Teacher Education and Training
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literature and also other instructional settings having similar pedagogical goals with
language classrooms, through detailed CA analyses of the resolution of understanding

troubles and restoration understanding with regard to instructions.

1.4. Research Questions

With the abovementioned aim in mind, and in line with the data-driven approach of
Conversation Analysis to the data, the current thesis will address the following research

questions:

1. How are understanding troubles that emerge with regard to task instructions and their

resolutions sequentially constructed?

- What next actions are employed by the teacher after the students’ understanding

troubles?
2. How does the teacher notice understanding troubles?
- How do the students demonstrate their non-understandings?
- Which sources does the teacher rely on to detect understanding troubles?

3. What are the interactional resources that the teacher deploys in order to resolve emergent

troubles and restore understanding?

The research questions will be uncovered in Data Analysis chapter in one main section, yet
they will be focused on separately in Discussion chapter under three subsections addressing

each research question.

1.5. Definitions of the Terms

Classroom Discourse: “The collection and representation of socio-interactional practices
that portray the emergence of teaching and learning of a new language through teachers’ and
students’ co-construction of understanding and knowledge in and through the use of

language-in-interaction” (Sert, 2015, p. 9).

Classroom Interactional Competence: “The ability of teachers and learners to use interaction

as a tool for mediating and assisting learning” (Walsh, 20064, p. 158).



Conversation Analysis: “Conversation Analysis, a research tradition that grew out of
ethnomethodology, has some unique methodological features. It studies the social
organization of conversation, or talk-in-interaction, by a detailed inspection of tape

recordings and transcriptions made from such recordings” (ten Have, 1990, p. 23).

Instruction: It refers to certain social actions, such as orders or directives, which are

“designed to get someone to do something” (Goodwin, 2006, p. 517).

1.6. Outline of the Study

The current thesis is organized into 5 chapters: (1) introduction; (2) literature review (3)
methodology; (4) data analysis and findings; and (5) discussion and conclusion. This chapter
presents an overall understanding of the thesis by focusing on various research strands that
this study will inform, as well as the statement of problem, aim and significance of the study,
research questions, and definitions of the main terms that will be mentioned in the following
sections. The second chapter (2. Literature Review) will provide an overview on Classroom
Discourse with five subsections. Firstly, the role of teacher talk and major studies will be
reviewed. It is followed by Classroom Interactional Competence. In the subsections of 2.2.
the development of CIC and its main components as well as some leading research studies
will be detailed. 2.1.3. will introduce four classroom micro-contexts with reference to
various repair organizations and turn-taking systems. Following this, in 2.2. teacher
informings, directives and instructions will be framed through sample extracts. Finally, 2.3.
will provide a review of research on the distinction between claim and demonstration of
understanding and repair practices used to restore understanding will be presented. In the
third chapter, adopted methodology will be described with its main principles. Also, research
context and participations will be introduced, which will be followed by detailed information
about data collection process. In 3.5. will elaborate on the transcription of interactional data,
building a collection and data analysis process. In 3.6. and 3.7., how the validity and
reliability of the thesis were achieved will be explained. What follows will be the

clarification of ethical issues through research principles.

Chapter 4 will present the detailed analysis of the extracts and in-depth understanding of
findings. As the emergent interactional resources were used in combination by the teacher

Data Analysis and Findings chapter will not be divided into subcategories reflecting these



practices separately; however, each extract will be given under an extract number and code
to facilitate readability. Based on 31 hours classroom interactional data, 13 most
representative extracts from 86 cases will be provided. The analysis and claims will be
supported with real evidences bringing from extracts. Finally, analyses of extracts will be
summarized and the phenomena under investigation will be overviewed in 4.14. Conclusion

section in relation to Classroom Interactional Competence and Classroom Discourse.

Chapter 5 will discuss the methodological and pedagogical findings of the research by
establishing link to the existing research in literature and offer a new dimension to CIC:
providing clear instructions to the students. In the light of the research questions, the chapter
IS organized into three sections: (1) sequential organization of understanding troubles and
their resolutions; (2) detecting understanding troubles in instructional sequences; and (3)
exploring interactional resources. Each section will address a research question given in
Introduction and Methodology chapters. In 5.1., four types of sequential organization of
understanding troubles will be depicted with short version of the extracts. The second section
(5.2.) will illustrate how the teacher manages to recognize the troubles. Finally, 5.3. will
provide detailed description of each interactional resource employed by the teacher to restore
understanding concerning task instructions. In 5.4. the overall findings will be discussed in
relation to CIC and the features of CD and a new feature to CIC will be proposed. The last
chapter will be concluded with the limitations of the study (5.4.1.) and implications and
suggestions for language education, instructional contexts and classroom interactional

development (5.4.2.)
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.0. Introduction

This chapter aims to present a review of research body that this study centers on with three
main sections. First, the features of Classroom Discourse and Interaction will be presented
and as well as its unique characters such as IRF (Initiation - Response - Feedback) exchange
structure, the similarities between classroom interaction and mundane talk will be given. In
relation to the basic features of Classroom Discourse and Interaction, teacher talk, Classroom
Interactional Competence (CIC) and classroom contexts will be reviewed in separate
subsections. In 2.1.1., the significant role of teacher talk in promoting interaction in
classroom settings will be presented with various Conversation Analytic studies. Following
this, the development of CIC will be depicted by referring to Interactional Competence (1A).
In addition to basic features of CIC, regarding the development of it in teacher talk, some
models will also be introduced in 2.1.2.2. subsection. In 2.1.3., the reflexive relationship
between pedagogical focus and the organization of turn-taking and repair will be depicted
within various classroom contexts, with a specific emphasis on procedural context
(Seedhouse, 2004) which this study builds on. What follows will be the revision of a research
body of teacher informings, directives, and instructions in different educational contexts
(Heritage, 2012a; Gardner & Mushin, 2013; Kendrick, 2010; Robinson, 2009; Sidnell, 2012;
Terasaki, 1976). In the last main section, firstly, the key terms used in data analysis chapter,
namely, claim or demonstration / display of understanding (Koole, 2010; Sacks, 1992) are
introduced through sample extracts to facilitate the intelligibility of the main argument of

the thesis. Then, a review of the practice of repair of understanding as a teacher-turn
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including interactional resources will be presented, and the link between student-
understanding troubles and the resolution of them will be established.

2.1. Classroom Discourse and Interaction

Classroom discourse refers to all forms of talk that could be found within a classroom context
or other educational setting. As Jocuns (2013) puts forward classroom discourse involves all
types of talk and interaction occurring in other settings; however, compared to other contexts
and settings, the communicational patterns in language classrooms is unique in that language
is considered to be “the vehicle and object of instruction” (Long, 1983a, p. 9) in these
settings. According to Willis (1992) language is not only the focus of the lesson but also a
means for achieving it. Although classroom interaction has been a focus for researchers for
sixty years, research revealing the complex relationship between interaction and teaching-
learning has just arisen. In recent studies classroom interaction is claimed to be “the
collection and representation of socio-interactional practices that portray the emergence of
teaching and learning of a new language through teachers’ and students’ co-construction of
understanding and knowledge in and through the use of language-in-interaction” (Sert, 2015,
p. 9). Crucially, communication in the classroom is central to teaching, learning and
organizing all activities carried out in the classroom. Through interaction, the students
acquire knowledge, claim (non)understanding, and resolve troubles in communication,
therefore it could be claimed that language “lies at the heart of everything” (Walsh, 2011, p.

2) in a classroom setting.

Walsh (2011) presents four features of classroom discourse which illustrates the nature of
interaction taking place in the classrooms: (i) control of the interaction; (ii) speech
modification; (iii) elicitation; (iv) repair. Firstly, in classrooms the person who has control
over the communicational patterns and manages the conversation is the teacher. They control
the turn-taking, ask questions, provide feedback, thus occupy more interactional space,
which demonstrates the asymmetrical role of the interactants in an educational setting.
Another characteristic of classroom discourse is speech modification. Commonly, teachers
deliberately change their speech for various reasons. To illustrate it, they mostly speak in a
slower pace and louder, use emphasis on selected utterances, and use pauses strategically to

make some points remarkable, so that all of the students in the class can progress together
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without getting lost. Furthermore, they pronounce, articulate the utterances properly and use
accurate intonation in order to enable students to expose target language clearly. Walsh
(2011) defines the third feature of classroom discourse as “the strategies used by teachers to
get learners to respond” (p. 11). Through asking question teachers manage pedagogical and
interactional goals of the lessons and control the discourse. In addition to display questions
the answers of which are also known by the teacher, referential questions are also asked to
open more interactional space and opportunity for students. The last feature is repair which
includes various ways through which teachers deal with and manage breakdowns that could
hinder communication and reaching pedagogical goals. It is crucial for teachers to select the
repair strategy that would be most appropriate for the pedagogical context of the moment.
In addition to these features, IRF (Initiation, Response, Feedback) structure is also one of
the most common feature of classroom discourse. Put forward by Sinclair and Coulthard
(1975), IRF occupies most of the interaction between teacher and students. The first and the
final part of the triadic structure are realized by teachers, so it explicates the reason why
teachers speaking more than students. However, overuse of the structure could result in
mechanical classroom interaction which decreases learning opportunities. All of these
features of classroom discourse as well as their role in increasing learning opportunities and
construction understanding will be dealt with in more detail in the following sections of this
chapter. However, it should be noted that appropriate use of these features by teachers
determines the interactional, and thus pedagogical performance in the classroom, since as
van Lier (1996) claims “interaction is the most important element in the curriculum” (p. 5).
This position brings the role of the teacher into the forefront in creating space for learning,
which will be discussed in the following section (2.1.1. Teacher Talk) in this chapter.

2.1.1. Teacher Talk

Communication in EFL classrooms is central to classroom activities and a very complex
phenomenon considered to be crucial for learning. Since in language classrooms, teachers
play a key role in the organization of communication and interaction, it could be better to
focus on teacher talk more in teacher training. As a starting point, it is essential to analyze
L2 classroom interaction systematically for better a understanding of what actually happens
in the classroom. According to Long (1983; 1996, as cited in Walsh, 2011), learning can be

promoted through communication, when learners engage in the negotiation of meaning.
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For learners who study a foreign / second language, the main setting to be exposed to and to
practice the target language is the classroom where the language is used by the teacher for
communicating with learners and conducting instructions with its own special style and
goals. Ellis (1985), formulates his own view on teacher talk and treats it as “the special
language that teachers used when addressing L2 learners in the classroom” (Ellis, 1985, p.
145), and also emphasizes its own special formal and linguistic properties. On the other hand,
Chaudron (1988) summarized the research results of teacher talk in second language learning
classroom through pointing out the following features of teacher talk:

1) The speed of teacher talk seems slower;

2) More frequency of pause showing speakers' thinking or conceiving and with longer time;

3) Clearer and more understandable pronunciation;

4) Easier chosen vocabulary;

5) With lower subordinate degree (less use of subordinate clause);

6) More narrative sentences or declarative sentences than interrogative sentences;

7) More frequency of teachers' self-repetition. (p. 88)
Being the main teaching media and major source of comprehensive target language, Teacher
Talk (TT) has a great role in foreign or second language classrooms. In addition to being
objective of learning language, it is a medium of teaching, as well. That increases the
significance of TT, the proper use of which may increase the positive effect on learners’
output. van Lier (1988) (as cited in Walsh, 2006a) considers the interaction as a key to
language learning and to become an effective teacher. According to him, interaction should
be taken as a fundamental of SLA curriculum. With their choice of language and

interactional practice, teachers have an impact on learning by promoting or hindering it.

Despite occupying a critical part of classroom teaching, teacher talk has been given academic
attention as early as those related to teaching methodology. After classroom-originated
research arose, the process of teaching and learning, as occurring in the classroom, gained
interest. Classroom-centered studies “simply tries to investigate what happens inside the
classroom” (Allwright & Bailey, 1991, p. 3). TT gets its due attention after developments of
the micro-teaching classroom research. Increasing interest has been given to teacher
language with the rejection of teaching methods as the main determinant of learning success.
Earlier, teaching was based on finding the input method, however, having walked away from
methodological focus, researchers’ attention was directed “to the process of classroom

interaction by collecting language data from the classroom itself” (Ellis, 1985; p. 143). As
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Gaies (1983) points out a classroom research entails interaction analysis, teacher talk,
discourse analysis. Research on TT has gained great attention including all dimensions of

classroom teaching process from giving interaction to providing feedback.

According to Nunan (1991), not only in implementing teaching plans but also in reaching
teaching objectives, TT plays a crucial role in the process of teaching and learning. It is
important as being the major source of target language input and for the organization of
classroom, as well. While some researchers explored the amount of teacher talk, and study
it as the time basis (Stern, 1983), many others believe the quality of teacher talk, the kind of
input and interaction is particularly important (Can Daskin, 2015; Ellis, 1985; Walsh, 2002).
Ellis (1985) also pointed out that successful teaching could depend on the language used by
teacher and interaction in the classroom. Despite different views on TT, it is believed that it
serves as a valuable input and has vital role for generating interaction, thereby making the
learning takes place. In addition to studies explaining the quality and quantity of the teacher
talk, much of the focus was given to the features of it. In addition to the formal features of
TT (speed, pause, repetition or modification) and functional features (the quality and
quantity of it,) the questions that teachers use, feedbacks and interactional features were

studied in language teaching field.

Criticizing the common view that compares classroom communication to communication
that occurs outside the classroom, Walsh (2002) argued that as in every institutional setting,
classroom also takes its own restrictions in language selection through some features that are

unique to context.

. Teachers largely control the topic of discussion;

. Teachers often control both content and procedure;

. Teachers usually control who may participate and when;

. Students take their cues from teachers;

. Role relationships between teachers and learners are unequal;

. Teachers are responsible for managing the interaction which occurs;

. Teachers talk most of the time;

o N oo O b~ WD P

. Teachers modify their talk to learners;
9. Learners rarely modify their talk to teachers;

10. Teachers ask questions (to which they know the answers) most of the time. (Walsh 2002, p.
4).

On turn taking, many works have offered significant perception related to its nature distinct
from standard conversation. (e.g. Markee, 2000; McHoul, 1985; Mehan 1979; Poole 1990;
15



Seedhouse, 2004). To illustrate, with his study on teacher-directed talk McHoul (1978)
attempted to outline the differences between classroom talk and ordinary talk in relation to
turn-taking system by focusing on teachers’ role as being the only party directing
speakership in any way. Furthermore, Mehan (1979) proposed three ways teachers use in
selecting the next speaker: initiation to reply, initiation to bid and individual nomination.
Markee (2000) also indicated learners’ choral repetition, elaborated and long turns as
variations from ordinary conversation. On the other hand, Waring (2013), produced a
microanalytic work to show how teachers cope with the chaos with competing voices such
as (i) different answers to teachers’ initiation and (ii) the co-presence of selected and
unselected respondents (p. 317). In the study, two practices were documented for competing
with this kind of chaos in the classroom: selective attending and sequential attending. The
former refers to teacher’s uptake of one response among the competing voice, the latter

involves teachers’ acknowledgement of competing voices one by one.

Many other researchers, on the other hand, acknowledge the context-depended nature of
teacher talk in classroom (e.g. Johnson, 1995; Seedhouse, 1996; van Lier, 1988). Putting
emphasize on the match of language and pedagogic purpose, Seedhouse (2004) claims when
there is a huge deviation between them, learning opportunities and acquisition are missed.
For this reason, teacher talk as Walsh (2002) suggests will depend on the goal of the specific
class. Adopting the position that teachers have crucial role in establishing meaning and
keeping communication, Walsh (2002) examined the ways teachers, through their talk,
construct or obstruct student involvement in classroom communication. Direct error
correction, content feedback, confirmation check, extended wait-time, and scaffolding were
revealed as increasing learning potentials and clearly evidenced to lead greater involvement
by controlled use of language, as well as its coincidence with pedagogical purpose of the
class. Besides, teachers’ turn completion by filling in the gaps immediately after a student’s
turn instead of allowing time for shaping their utterances, teacher echo which disrupts the
progress, and teacher interruptions leading to breakdowns in learners’ communication
resulting in obstruction; in other words, they reduce learning potentials. Can Daskin (2015),
collecting data from a Turkish state university examines the interactional patterns for
shaping learner contributions, in form-and-accuracy and meaning-and-fluency contexts.
Having similar findings with Walsh (2002), Can Daskin (2015) expanded Walsh’s findings

by adding two particular teacher practices: (i) translation from L2 to L1; (ii) use of the board,
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which were found to clarify the meaning for students. The conclusion of the study proposes
that teachers make use of different kind of interactional practices for promoting students’
contributions; however, an interactional practice that supports participation in one context
may not be constructive in another. In terms of moving out of IRF sequence, this study also
corroborates some research in the literature (e.g. Lee, 2007; Waring, 2008; 2009).
Shamsipour and Allami (2012); on the other hand, focus on the awareness of interactional
processes that teachers and learners have. Similar to Walsh (2002) they divided the

interactional features into two according to their constructiveness and destructiveness.

As stated in the previous section (see 2.1. Classroom Discourse and Interaction) IRF is the
most common interactional structure of classroom discourse. In classroom contexts, teachers
generally have a position that requires them to respond students’ contributions, which refers
to feedback in general. As one of the main part of TT, feedback is also studied with various
dimensions in language teaching-learning field. Much of the IRF discussion has evolved
around the feedback or evaluation turn of the sequence (Hall, 1998; Hellermann, 2003 Jarvis
& Robinson, 1997; Lee, 2007; Nassaji & Wells, 2000, Park, 2013; Waring, 2008). For
Nassaji and Wells (2000), it is created in the exchange sequence, F turn has various functions
to manage various goals; however, Seedhouse (2004) focused on its absence in the IRF
sequence and claimed that such non-existence suggests positive evaluation. Basing her study
on sociocultural theory framework which conceives interaction as a key for learning, Waring
(2008) focused on the use of explicit feedback by teachers and its relation to learning
opportunities. In her study, with explicit positive feedback, Waring refers to positive
assessment turns like good, very good, excellent etcetera. Pursuant to sociocultural theory of
learning, this study details explicit positive assessment within homework checking context.
The findings of this study suggest that its use could terminate some opportunities such as
“voicing understanding problems and exploring alternative correct answers” (p. 589).
Similarly, Park (2013) also focused on the third turn in L2 classroom interactional context
and specifically analyzed the role of repeats in both meaning-and-fluency and form-and-
accuracy contexts. Repeats in feedback turn was found to promote the progress of turn so
the students elaborate on their response in meaning-and-fluency context. On the other hand,
in form-and-accuracy context, repeat confirms the student response given in the second pair

part of the triadic structure.
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Classroom discourse researchers through following the spirit of sociocultural theory, which
discerns learning as occurring during social interaction (Lantolf & Poehrer, 2014), focus on
how feedback turns promote or hinder learning opportunities. Particularly, the third turn of
IRF sequence (Mehan, 1979; Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975) have been addressed including the
actions that involve promoting peer response, asking for elaboration, working on what the
learners are given as a response (e.g.: Cullen, 2002; Hall, 2002) or implying correctness by
absence of the third turn (Seedhouse, 2004). For example, Fagan (2014) explored
interactional practices applied by one ESL teacher in positive feedback turns. From 26 hours
of video-recorded classroom data, 3 practices are emerged: (i) giving positive assessment,
(i1) inviting peer assessment, and (iii) implying positive assessment. Also, he documented
sequential environments of each practice with their different construction and circumstances
influencing their use and displayed that teachers utilize positive feedback turns not just for
acknowledging the correct response or close the sequences, but for addressing the immediate

needs of learners, as well.

As reconsideration of positive assessment turns, Wong and Waring (2008) portrayed the use
of very good and claim that in particular context, its use may have inhibiting role in learning
opportunities. According to Mehan (1979), positive assessment signals the end of the
sequence, and furthermore Fanselow (1987) claims they announce the time to move to the
next activity. Offering that positive assessment such as very good imply not only case closing
but also sequence closing (Mehan, 1987), Wong and Waring (2008) contributed to existing
literature. Right along with this, related to handling with positive assessment complexities,
they suggested a variety of recommendations which include among others: using ‘very good’
rarely, asking follow-up question, asking for clarification, asking allowance to go on with a

new action, and accepting students’ responses with less evaluative words.

In literature, many categorical formulations of teachers’ third turn exist such as evaluation,
feedback or follow-up (e.g. Barnes, 1992; Cazden, 1986; Nassaji & Wells, 2000; Wells,
1993). In third turn, teachers not just respond to students’ previous turn, they also ask
students to elaborate or reformulate their turns even if they include correct responses, that
is, the functions of teacher-third-turns cannot be foreseen because they enjoy many
possibilities based on the second turn of students. Lee (2007) calls it the most immediate
context. He deals with third turn position in teacher talk by specifying local contingencies

emerged in the second pair part and displays unanticipated scope of practices teachers
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applies. His study offers that by carrying out complex analytic work, teachers determine
what their students already know and what they need to know or what problems they have
and accordingly they can direct the discourse to particular direction by passing the original
questions, steering the sequences, intimating answers which do not fit the formal categories.
In other words, that study offers teachers do not do the same thing continuingly in their

response to students turn.

In general, researchers have focused, in particular, on F-move in order to analyze the ways
that TT increase learning opportunities (Cullen, 1998; 2002; Jarvis & Robinson, 1997;
Kasper, 2001; Nassaji & Wells, 2000; Walsh, 2002). However, unlike previous studies
Garton (2012) discussed teacher-fronted interaction with respect to learner talk. Her study
describes how teachers and learners construct interaction together and how students take
initiative for creating learning opportunities. The result of the research presents the most
common learner initiatives which are confirmation checks, especially after teacher’s non-
understood instructions in procedural context (see Seedhouse, 2004), clarification requests,
information requests, hypothesis testing. Pedagogically, when taking initiatives in classroom
interaction, no doubt students produce “practice opportunities” (Allwright, 1984, p. 167) not
only for themselves but also other students in the classroom.

Investigation of classroom talk is traditionally limited to IRF exchanges (Initiation-response-
feedback (Evaluation) (Mehan, 1979a; Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975); however, some critics
have existed about IRF sequence that have been argued in terms of its minimizing nature. It
was criticized especially for decreasing student participation / initiation and therefore
learning (e.g. Nystrand 1997; Tharp & Gallimore 1991). On the other hand, many other
studies call attention to teachers’ management of students’ contributions (e.g. Mehan,
1979b). These research studies; in particular, focusing on third feedback turn emphasize how
teacher can make use of learner turns to improve opportunities (e.g. Hall & Walsh, 2002;
Nassaji & Wells, 2000; Toth, 2011). A range of classroom discourse studies centering on
teachers’ ability to handle learners’ participation and regulate interaction flow of the lesson
(Allwright, 2005; Cazden, 2001; Johnson 1995). As one of the aspect of TT, being able to
deal with unexpected learner contributions was portrayed by Fagan (2012). He examined
language learners’ participation in classroom interaction and particularly focused on
discursive practices of one novice English as a second language teacher during whole class

activities. In particular, two practices come out from the video recorded data: glossing over
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learner contribution and assuming the role of information provider. While the first one refers
to the teacher’s immediate or completely not addressing the contributions, the latter occurs
when the teacher is not given learner response or when learners mitigate a sequence as the
teacher has already started a new activity. Waring (2009), based on a single case analysis,
displayed how an ESL learner moves out of IRF sequence and creates a new interaction
structure which enables students to initiate negotiations. She examined homework review
activity and portrayed the way in which IRF exchange can be modified. Related to moving
out of IRF structure in classroom, if learners have opportunity to manage the discourse, then
the classroom will be rich in terms of learning (e.g. Ellis, 1998; van Lier, 1988). Deviating
from the triadic exchange system encourages more understanding that may not be possible
in the boundary of IRF. According to Walsh (2002), “confirmation checks and requests for
clarification are to be encouraged not only from teachers to learners but more importantly

from learners to teacher” (p. 12).

Despite some evidence offering participation in classroom conversation may hinder learning
(Waring, 2011), based upon the sociocultural theory under the perspective of which learning
includes discussion, dialogues, and interaction collectively, Walsh and Li (2013)
investigated how teachers with particular practices including extended-learner turns,
increased planning-time, increased wait-time, teachers’ reduced-echo stimulate interactivity
in classroom. Also, they claimed that establishing the context clearly, decreasing teacher
interruptions and allowing alternative response for more student participation pave the way
to successful elicitation which is categorized in the interactional practices that create space

for learning.

More recently, classroom discourse has depicted teachers’ way of treating students’
participations whether in teacher or learner-initiated sequences of talk. Hall and Walsh
(2002) describe dialogic interaction occurring between interlocutors when teachers’ third
turn is not used only for evaluation. Expectedly or not, if student contribution exists, teachers
can utilize these turns to improve dialogic interaction by (i) acknowledgment of all responses
and intensifying it later during the activity (e.g. Cullen, 2002), (ii) asking for classification
and confirmation (e.g. Lee, 2007), (iii) assisting learner-learner interaction (e.g, Anton,
1999), and (iv) stimulating students for elaboration of their last turn (e.g. Liu, 2008; Wells,
1993). However, it was also found that teacher’s some instructional practices after learner

contributions may impede further student-student participation. Markee (1995) describes

20



how a teacher by utilizing center-questions changes learner-centered communication to a
teachers-centered one. While this study does not include an exhaustive list of discursive
practices or present a generalization of all novice teachers’ practices, giving the importance
to teacher talk, it is an example for bridging classroom discourse fields to language teacher
education. With the same criticism, Li (2013) argues most of the conversational studies have
concentrated on teacher turns in IRF exchange and focused on student initiatives (Waring
2011) in IRF sequence, particularly how post-expansions (Schegloff, 2007) are initiated by
students. Li (2013) describes this initiation as action as an interaction beginner that creates

contingency into IRF exchange and generate new learning opportunities.

Moreover, in recent years, while some researchers have focused on the interactional
practices in the border of IRF structure (e.g. Hellermann 2003; Waring 2008; 2009), other
applied linguists have explored structural properties out of this triadic exchange structure,
examining question-types, repair, student-initiations, teacher directives (He, 2000; Jacknick,
2009, 2011; Markee, 1995, 2015; Richards, 2006; Seedhouse, 2004; Waring, 2011). Besides
them, others investigate yes-no question types (e.g. functions of yes-no questions, Bennett
1982; Schegloff 2002). For example, Raymond (2010) examined the difference between yes-
no interrogatives and yes-no declaratives in teacher-talk. In addition, Waring (2012)
increased our understanding of yes-no question types employed by teachers in the classroom
context focusing on the environments that some evaluation is relevant. All of these properties
of teacher talk in classroom discourse will be reviewed in the next sections with reference to
classroom interactional competence to lay the groundwork for the resources that this study

attempts to add to the existing literature.

2.1.2. Classroom Interactional Competence

2.1.2.1. From Interactional Competence to Classroom Interactional

Competence

With the increasing focus on interaction between participants, a growing number of scholars
have begun to examine its role in a sequential basis in various research contexts. Canale and
Swain (1980) explored communicative approaches to second language acquisition by
questioning existing principles and brought modified ones through which appropriate

assessment instruments and approaches could be developed. The term competence and
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performance were firstly introduced by Chomsky (1965) and signal different concepts.
While competence refers to linguistic knowledge, performance points to “the actual use of
language in concrete situations” (Canale & Swain, 1980, p. 3). Chomsky (1965) discussed
the necessity of examining language in abstractions which point to native speakers’ ideal
linguistic system and ignores the natural talk that he considers too arbitrary to analyze.
However, according to Campbell and Wales (1970), producing utterances which are
appropriate to the context is quite more important than producing grammatical utterances.
Parallel to their view, Hymes (1972) proposes the notion of communicative competence that
entails both linguistic and sociolinguistic rules of the language as opposed to Chomsky’s
dichotomy. According to Hymes, it is more necessary for language learners to be able to use
language appropriately in daily interaction. Following Hymes’ concentration on the
communicative aspect of language, Canale and Swain (1980) and Bachman (1990) propound
models of language competence that involve organizational competence as well as pragmatic
competence. Yet, within the framework of communicative competence, the focus is on
individual speech production rather than collective competence; however, learners for
effective communication need to pay attention to the context, need to be able to convey the
meaning and understand, require clarification and repair understanding troubles. In this
connection, Kramsch (1986) introduces the notion of interactional competence which
provides students with “emancipating, rather than compensating foreign language
education” (p. 370). Being in favor of collective enterprise interactional competence requires
close attention to speakers’ contributions and support to each other by valuing listening as
much as speaking. Interactional competence is defined by Young (2008) as a “relationship
between the participants’ employment of linguistic and interactional resources and context

in which they are employed” (p. 101).

The main difference between communicative competence and interactional competence is
that the latter emphasizes what a speaker does during conversation instead of what he knows,
hence it underscores intersubjectivity. In this sense, Young (2011) asserts that “an
individual’s knowledge and employment of these resources is contingent on what other
participants do” (p. 430). It emphasizes the context-specific nature of interaction and co-
construction of meaning jointly, and involves taking turns, requesting for clarification,
clarifying the meaning and passing the turn. In other words, the focus is on what goes on

between the participants, how they convey the intended meaning and establish understanding
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collaboratively. To define features of interactional competence Young and He (1988)
specifies some resources such as (i) management of turn taking, (ii) topic management, (iii)
rhetorical scripts, (iv) lexical and syntactic structures, and (v) means for signaling boundaries
of an interactive practice. Following this, Young (2008) enhanced the list of interactional
resources constituting IC with some additions: identity resources, linguistic resources,

interactional resources involving speech acts, turn taking, and repair (p. 71).

Asserting that interactional competence does not just involves formal system of language
but entails control over semiotic system, as well, Markee (2008) offers three elements to
interactional competence: “(i) language as a formal system (involves pronunciation,
vocabulary, grammar), (ii) semiotic systems (turn-taking, repair and sequence organization),
and (iii1) gaze and paralinguistic features” (as cited in Walsh, 2012, p. 3). Likewise, Barraja-
Rohan (2011) attributes learners’ L2 interactional competence to their L2 mastery in turn-
taking system, sequential organization of language, intersubjectivity and paralinguistic
activities such as pauses, intonation, laughter and gaze.

The development of L2 interactional competence over time has taken great attention of many
scholars from different research contexts like participation framework (Hall, 1999;
Hellermann & Cole, 2009; Nguyen, 2006, 2011; Pekarek Doehler, 2010; Young, 2000, 2013;
Young & Miller, 2004), in repair organization (Balaman, 2016; Balaman & Sert, 2017;
Martin, 2004, 2009; Martin & Sahlstrom, 2010, Sert & Balaman, 2018), turn completion and
organization (Cimenli, 2017; Hall, 1995; Melander & Sahlstrom, 2009; Taguchi, 2014) and
such research contexts as vocabulary teaching (Markee, 2008; Pekarek Doehler, 2010) and
storytelling (Berger & Pekarek Doehler, 2015) in language interviews (van Compernolle,
2011). They all depict longitudinal development of interactional competence in second

language (L2) based on conversation analytic examinations.

2.1.2.2. The Development of Classroom Interactional Competence

In daily life people understand each other through interaction by taking turns, showing
listenership with some verbal tokens and body language, repairing understanding troubles
and negotiating meaning. Similarly, institutional goals are achieved through interaction (e.g.
courtrooms, doctor-patience interaction) as in language classrooms where students learn

target language in and through interaction, therefore, student engagement in interaction is
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considered to be a key for language learning. Ellis (1998) also argues the fundamentality of
interaction for language acquisition in a similar way with Walsh (2006) who presented
evidences in literature to prove the strong relationship between classroom interaction and
language learning. In that vein, Johnson (1995) claimed that “the teacher plays a critical role
in understand, establishing, both classroom learning and second language acquisition” (p.
90). According to researchers (Ellis, 1998; Glew, 1998; Musumeci, 1996) who assign key
role to the teacher in classroom interaction, simplified or even just comprehensible input
(Krashen, 1985) is “an insufficient condition for second language acquisition to occur”
(Glew, 1998, p. 1) Walsh (2006a) also discusses the role of the teacher in interaction and
stressed the “prime responsibility” (p. 21) of the teacher who is to manage the discourse
through taking on different roles in order for making the meaning available for all students

in the classroom as well as increasing learning opportunities.

With the application of conversation analysis research in educational contexts, there has been
increasing attention paid to naturally occurring talk in classroom settings. What actually
happens between participants has been observed in order to systematically analyze co-
construction of meaning, which points to the significance of classroom interactional
competence (Walsh, 2006a). Walsh (2002; 2006a; 2011) puts the classroom interaction at
the center of the language teaching and learning, which points that teachers increase learning
opportunities for learners while asking questions, eliciting answers, making corrections
etcetera. Walsh (2011) defines Classroom Interactional Competence (CIC) as teachers’ and
learners’ ability “to use interaction as a tool for mediating and assisting learning” (p. 158).
While issuing instruction, assigning procedural informings, eliciting response from students,
making correction and during classroom activities, it is interaction between teacher and
students that create enhanced learning opportunities. The features of CIC involve (a)
maximizing interactional space; (b) shaping learner contributions; (c) effective use of

eliciting; (d) instructional idiolects and (e) interactional awareness.

Maximizing interactional space includes increased wait-time, that is, instead of filling the
spaces through teacher-echo, teachers can wait for students to formulate their responses in-
activity, therefore promoting enhanced learner turn. Teachers shape learner contributions
generally in feedback turns while teachers are seeking clarification on students’ contribution,
scaffolding, modelling, or repairing. It involves “taking a learner response and doing

something with it rather than simply accepting it” (Walsh, 2011, p. 168). In other words,

24



teachers do not directly take the students’ first contribution but push them to give more
comprehensible response (Walsh, 2006, 2011, 2012), so that other learners in the classroom
can be exposed to more meaningful input. It can be argued that these interactional strategies
are crucial to move the classroom interaction forward and make student contributions more
meaningful and available for the rest of the classroom which is considered as appropriation
by Walsh (2006a). For instance, requesting clarification upon a student’s response, the

teacher minimizes the possible breakdowns hence preventing misunderstandings.

Teachers’ questioning practices that is also a part of teachers’ CIC have been extensively
examined in SLA literature (Brock, 1986; Koshik, 2002; 2005; 2010; Long & Sato, 1983;
Mehan, 1979; Searle, 1969; Thompson, 1997; White & Lightbown, 1984) and regarding
eliciting, Walsh (2006) emphasizes the distinction between asking questions and exploiting
questions which involves “paying close attention to learner replies so that their contributions
can be optimized” (p. 137). Teachers instructional idiolect could include a kind of accent or
speech habits that can be considered inappropriate for classroom context. In order for
effective use of instructional talk, teachers should adopt more formal and controlled style in
their talk. Interactional awareness is the core concept of Classroom Interactional
Competence (CIC). With regard to classroom modes, the interactional features change and
the teachers with high awareness can adopt different roles accordingly. In addition to role
awareness, online decision making also requires enhanced awareness in that it ensures the

smooth flow of the interaction using strategies to minimize conversational breakdowns.

Walsh indicates the need of more research in different contexts and educational settings for
full understanding the uncovered features of CIC. Can Dagskin (2015) addressed this need by
investigating interactional patterns applied by teacher for shaping learner contributions in
both form-and-accuracy and meaning-and-fluency contexts. She depicts how an EFL teacher
does not simply accept learner’s response but extends it for shaping it through repetition,
extension, clarification, paraphrasing and elaboration questions as in Walsh and Li’s (2003)
study. On the other hand, differently from their analysis, she brought out that the teacher
shapes learner contributions by translating them in L1 and L2, and by using the board, as
well. This research reveals that teachers shape learner contributions in various ways that
differ according to the classroom contexts, and the effectiveness of the resources employed
teachers depends on that specific contexts. In addition, Sert (2015) proposes four more items

that would make the teaching-learning process more effective: (i) successful management of

25



claims/displays of insufficient knowledge (CIK) (Sert, 2011); (ii) increased awareness of
unwillingness to participate (UTP) (Sert, 2011; 2013); (iii) effective use of gesture, and (iv)
successful management of code switching (Sert, 2011). Sert (2011) argues that in managing
of students’ CIK, establishing recipiency, allowing adequate time, paying attention to
students’ gestures that indicate trouble, and online decision-making skills play a crucial role.
According to him, in order to avoid students’ UTP and interactional troubles teachers need
to increase their awareness through close attention to students’ multimodal aspects such as
gaze aversion and withdrawals. He also discussed the role of teacher gestures in eliciting a
student response, repairing troubles and shaping their contributions and considers it as an

integral element of classroom interactional competence.

Sert (2011) depicts how an EFL teacher orients to students’ claims of insufficient knowledge
that may be resulted from the teacher’s not establishing recipiency (Mortensen, 2009). He
suggests that through epistemic status check and with the help of the students’ nonverbal
clues, the teacher interprets their insufficient knowledge. Also, it is demonstrated that
through certain interactional resources such as embodies vocabulary explanation, deictic
gesture, effective use of code-switching and designedly-incomplete utterance (Koshik,
2002) the teacher may manage to get student engagement. Moreover, Escobar Urmenata
(2013) through CA ethnographic perspective aims at determining the applicability of
preservice content and language integrated learning (CLIL) model in teacher education
program and describes how teaching and reflection cycles support each other. In a more
recent study, Escobar Urmenata and Etnitskaya (2014) drawing upon teacher - led classroom
discussion in a CLIL science classroom describe a multiparty negotiation process and the
multimodal resources employed by the teacher to expand student participation. As parallel
with Walsh’s (2006b) study, they argue that merely given the floor to the students does not
give rise to language acquisition. Thus, they contribute to the understanding of the

relationship between language learning and interaction.

In another groundbreaking research Walsh (2002) revealed the ways that teachers obstruct
and construct student participation. Claiming that the ability to use the language that is
appropriate for the context of the moment as important as adopting suitable methodology,
he exhibits the close relationship between teacher talk and learning opportunities. Effective
use of direct error correction, content feedback, confirmation checking, extended wait-time

and scaffolding facilitate learner participation. However, with some practices like turn
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completion, teacher-echo and interruption, the teacher could miss the opportunity for
shaping learner contributions thus hinder participation. Walsh (2002) by drawing attention
to quality of teacher talk rather than quantity, highlights the vital role of teachers in

promoting second language acquisition.

Highlighting the necessity of the development of CIC for teachers, Walsh (2006) introduces
Self Evaluation of Teacher Talk framework for reflective practice to language teachers with
the aim of increasing awareness of language use and online decision-making practices in
various classroom modes. SETT contains four classroom modes and several interactures in
each mode. This framework has been utilized in various contexts including TESOL
classrooms in the Middle East (Howard, 2010), initial teacher education program (Walsh &
Lewig, 2008); EFL context (Asik & Kuru Gonen, 2016; Shamsipour & Allami, 2012). Like
SETT model, another CA-integrated, microscopic and reflective model (IMDAT) for
language teacher education was proposed by Sert (2015). It illustrates how CIC development
can be traced by using methodological tools of CA and aims at raising teachers’ interactional
awareness on CIC through paying attention to micro details of interaction. IMDAT has five
phases: (I)ntroducing CIC; (M)icro-teaching; (D)ialogic reflection; (A)ctual teaching;
(T)eacher collaboration and critical reflection. The next section will introduce four

classroom contexts.

2.1.3. Classroom Contexts

In classroom settings, there is a reflexive relationship between pedagogical goals and
classroom interactional organization including turn-taking, embodied actions and sequence
organization. When the pedagogical focus varies, the organization of turn-taking, sequence
and repair vary, too. As Sacks et al. (1974) put forward “turn-taking systems are
characterizable as adapting to properties of the sorts of activities in which they operate” (p.
696). Seedhouse (1996) distinguished the classroom contexts as form-and-accuracy,
meaning-and-fluency, task-oriented, and procedural contexts. In form-and-accuracy context;
for example, because the focus is on the accurate production of the sentences, the type of
interaction is language-centered. The teacher’s aim is to get a very specific string of
linguistic forms from students, instead of developing fluency, so the turn-taking system is
tightly-controlled by the teacher, consisted of adjacency pairs involving teacher prompt and

student production. As “certain types of activity naturally lead to certain types of repair”
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(van Lier, 1988, p. 211), repair practices change according to the context of what is being
done. In this context, learner-contributions that do not correspond to the certain string of
linguistic forms required by the teacher are treated as trouble, and repair is mostly initiated

by the teacher.

In meaning-and-fluency context; on the other hand, the main aim is to maximize the
opportunities of interactional space for students. Contrary to the form-and-accuracy context,
the focus is on expression of meaning and content, therefore the interactional organization
is less rigid. The students have more interactional space and produce longer turns that include
overlaps and pauses as in daily conversation. The teacher provides content feedback rather
than repairing inaccurate grammatical utterances. The focus of the repair is on mutual
understanding and negotiation of meaning; for this reason, unless incorrect forms lead to a
breakdown in interaction they are generally ignored or embedded correction is used. In other
word, repair practices in this context are similar to ordinary conversation which includes
clarification requests and differently from form-and-accuracy context, learner initiation of

repair to each other’s contributions is exist as well.

The third context is task-oriented in which teachers allocate a task to students without
engaging in the interaction. Students communicate with each other to accomplish the task,
so the main aim is the successful accomplishment of the task instead of language. Seedhouse
(1999) specifies three characteristics of task-oriented contexts (i) “reflexive relationship
between the nature of the task and the turn-taking system” (ii) “there is a tendency to
minimalization and indexicality”, and (iii) “tasks tend to generate many instances of
clarification requests confirmation checks, comprehension checks, and self-repetitions” (p.
120). Interactional organization depends on the task given by the teacher and students
display orientations to the task through some features like confirmation checks. In this
context, anything that may hinder the task accomplishment is treated as trouble, therefore
repair practices aim at establishing mutual understanding, thus negotiation of

intersubjectivity and reaching a shared understanding.

What is the most relevant to the current study is the procedural context that occurs in each

lesson. In procedural context, teachers transmit procedural informings concerning classroom

activities that are mostly delivered in a monologue. In addition to providing informings, in

this context teachers initiate and conclude classroom activities through the use of various

discourse markers which help students to follow the flow of the lesson. Procedural context
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is characterized by the absence of learner involvement and strict turn-taking system managed
by the teacher who mainly utilizes confirmation checks and transition markers in their turns.
However, Seedhouse (1996) offers some potential variations to the turn-taking system of
this context. Firstly, a student can ask a question or request clarification concerning
procedure. Secondly, the teacher can direct some display questions to the students to make
the turn-taking system more interactive. Lastly, the teacher may require verification or
explanation from the student with regard to the procedure that they will follow. The next
section will present a description of the main body of teachers’ informings, directives and
instructions together with the related studies carried out in various contexts, then the research
gap on the conceptualization of teacher instructions as a part of CIC will consequently be

revealed.

2.2. Teacher Informings, Directives, and Instructions

In a conversation, information transfer between speakers is permeative. Despite the fact that
every bit of utterances or even gestures bear and transmit some kind of information,
questions are given the primary focus of information transfer. Informings, like questions,
“establish an asymmetrical relationship between speaker and recipient relative to the matter
formulated in the turn” (Kendrick, 2010, p. 58). They transfer knowledge from one
participant to the other; the former is knowing and the latter claimed to be unknowing one.
Questions, however, make information transfer from recipient to the questioner, while
informings convey it from informer to the recipient. Questions and informings, nevertheless,
are treated as complimentary actions to each other. Studies on questions have received
considerable attention in conversation analysis literature, informing-related research is on
beginning phase, though (but see Heritage, 1984; Robinson, 2009; Sidnell, 2012). However,
few studies having reference to informings exist in CA literature. For example, Terasaki
(1976) takes pre-announcements as a type of informings. In the extract below, in a pre-

announcement format, Mal gives a news to Lyn:
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01. Mal: *°An’® I* also have s'me other *ne:ws¥*.

02. Lyn: Wha:t.

03. (0.5)

04. Mal: Seven e’'clock temorrow >morning;= I get< the
05. motorbike.

06. (0.5)

07. Lyn: What's happened with it.

Figure 1: Pre-announcement as a type of informing. Gardner, R., & Mushin, I. (2013).
Teachers telling: Informings in an early years classroom. Australian Journal of
Communication, 40(2), 63-82.

In line 4 and 5 Mal tells his news to Lyn and he is in K+ position while Lyn is in K- position
(Heritage, 2012a). Furthermore, Heritage also examined informings and takes oh (1984) as
a response to informings. On the other hand, Ekberg (2011) analyzed the data from

community home care service context and discussed prospective informings.

Regarding questions and informings as two types of specifications used for knowledge
sharing, Sidnell (2012) distinguished informings and questions, and displayed epistemic
asymmetry. In relation to epistemic status, Labov and Fansel (1977) made the distinction
between A- and B- events, the former of which is supposed to be known only to A, and the
second one is regarded as to be known only to B. Kamio (1997) focusing on Japanese
language developed these concepts claiming that speakers and listeners have their epistemic
territories. These epistemic territories embody “what is known and how it is known”
(Heritage, 20123, p. 6). Heritage examined informings extensively, in particular participants’
knowledge status and their epistemic stance (2012a, 2012b). In his 2012a study, he addressed
the significance of three elements in request information: interrogative morphosyntax,
interaction, and epistemic domain. Moreover, he focused on imbalances in information in
conversations by putting emphasis on epistemic status and stance. He labeled the person who
is in unknowing position as (K-), and more knowing one as (K+). He argued that speakers
in (K-) position tend to initiate sequences and elicit information from the recipient in (K+)
position. To handle a specific type of counterinformings (Heritage, 1984), Robinson (2009)
looked into an interactional practice. Counterinformings arise “when one speaker responds
to another in a way that publicly exposes that the two speakers hold an incompatible position

on a same matter” (Robinson, 2009, p. 581).
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In literature, one can find little about what informing is or different types of informings;
however, in daily conversation many practices which can be regarded as informing exist
such as complaints or requests. According to Heritage (2012a), declarative syntax is not the
mere way to express informing. For example, in the extract below, the teacher signals that
students should be quiet because they have a visitor in the classroom in line 5 and line 8.
Instead of using an imperative or declarative form, the teacher achieves this classroom

behavior management with an informing.

01. Miranda: Two sleep- fuh muh birth[day a:y,=la[mmy]=

02. Lamont: [1E:]=

03. Miranda: =[me ay:.

04. Lamont: =[pick- |duh wr[onguh one.

05. T=-Adira: [ 1I've got some |ru:de people
06. at thuh mo: tment?

07. Giselle: Yah Trelly de[:h.

08. T=-Adira: - [Now (we've got wvisitors

09. -+ [in our cla:]:ssroo:m?

10. Laurence: [t 1Kelly give-]

11. {0.6)

12, Lamont: An’' tMistuh |Hammond ftoo:éi

13. T-Adira: An' they're seeiing- (0.6) 1 {some peoplej=being
14. a liddle bit ru:de;=and-=talking while thuh teacher
15. is ta:lking.

Figure 2: Teacher informings. Heritage, J. (2012a). Epistemics in action: Action
formation and territories of knowledge. Research on Language and Social
Interaction, 45(1). 1-29.

Compared to questions, informings get less verbal response, which makes it difficult for
teachers to perceive students’ display of understanding and learning. In addition, questions
call up responses more easily, which is also a demonstration of epistemic status (Heritage,
2012a; Stivers & Rossano, 2010). Since classroom is the center for knowledge acquisition
and demonstration, there is a great amount of research on epistemic trajectories in CA
literature (e.g.: Hellermann, 2003; Heritage & Heritage, 2013; Hosoda & Aline, 2013; Lee,
2006, 2007; Machbeth, 2003; Mehan, 1979; Waring, 2008, 2009, 2012; Zemel &
Koschmann 2011). In CA literature, studies mostly focus on epistemic status of participants

and changes on it (e.g. response tokens, Gardner, 2007; Heritage, 1984; question formats,
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Raymond, 2003; asymmetries between participants, Heritage & Raymond, 2005), and
Sidnell (2012) treated the informings and questions are integral actions by asserting that
“both tellings (declaratives, assertions etc.) and questions can be seen to index the
differential knowledge of speaker and recipient- which is to say, that these two broad types
involve specifications for the distribution of knowledge” (p. 299). In this paper, Sidnell
(2012) extensively examined evidentiality and epistemic positioning by putting the analytic
focus on interactional structure, knowledge asymmetry, sequential organization and
epistemic asymmetry in agreements and confirmations, as well as emphasized the contract

between tell (informing) and ask (question).

As for classroom context, in order to determine the steps that take place in the rest of the
lesson, teachers need to know students’ understanding of a particular object. Responses to
teachers’ questions provide clear evidence of understanding. This benefit of questions may
be one of the factors make them prevalent in classroom context and in literature as a research
area (e.g. IRF). The abundancy of IRF exchange in classrooms may be a reason for
prevalence of question practices in classroom settings. It is an easier way to find out what
learners know or not know, and teachers may have not difficulty in catching the evidence of
understanding with students’ responses to the questions asked by teachers in the first phase
of IRF sequence (but see Gardner & Mushin, 2013; Koole, 2010). For this reason, responses
to questions are more concrete than responses to informings which are generally
acknowledgement of understanding, but not demonstration of it. It claims that something has
been understood, it gives no proof, though. With informings, teachers tell students the
content and the students respond to these informings not only verbally but also nonverbally,
which enables teacher to track students’ engagement. Through examining students’ verbal
and nonverbal reactions during and after informings, teachers can reach students’ epistemic
trajectories. No matter how hard to find studies which prioritize teacher informings, for
giving the goals of the class and expressing the things that students should learn, informing
receives particular importance according to some frameworks such as direct instruction (e.g.
Archer & Hughes, 2011; Rowe, 2006) which requires teachers to tell directly and explicitly

to students what they are going to learn in the lesson.

As in other contexts such as institutional talk or daily conversation, in classroom interaction
there exists a few studies on informings. For example, Mortensen (2011) described the ways

of teaching new vocabulary as embedded in ongoing interaction, not as a separate activity.
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In this way, “word explanation is jointly extracted ad explained by the teacher and students”
(p. 136), through the students’ demonstration of being a candidate for understanding.
Gardner and Mushin, on the other hand, in their 2013 paper, using data from early years
classroom interaction in Australia analyze sequential organization and distribution of
informings in 15 hours recordings. In harmony with previous research in literature, they
remarked abundancy of questions in classroom data compared to informing practices. They
found that factual informings, which is some piece of information transferred to students as
“information” in sequence initial position are rare in data, while procedural informing, which
transfers the procedural information and instructions to the students, and multi-unit turns
such as questions and designedly incomplete utterance (Koshik, 2002) are used in particular
to elicit response, as they mobilize more answer, therefore have more evidence in relation to
students’ understanding. Moreover, in their data, informings are used for prefacing to elicit
turns such as scaffolding. In other words, they serve under other actions. In order to constrict
the choices, teacher informings occur after failing to get correct answer, and they follow
absence of student answer, as well. All in all, the basic suggestion they offer is that teachers
avoid factual informings to convey knowledge to learners, they postpone them after other
strategies like IRF sequence instead (Mehan, 1979; Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975).

More recently, in relation to the previous study, Gardner and Mushin (2017) examined
students’ responses to teachers’ informings as well as the evidence for engagement with
learning. In particular, they focused on students’ gaze and body orientations and track their
epistemic trajectories to increase understanding of how learners engage with teachers’
informings. In consistent with their previous research, they found questions more frequent
in classroom conversation. Furthermore, procedural informings in which teacher tells
students what to do and how to do an activity are also very common compared to factual
informings with which teachers convey the “curriculum content directly” (p .13) Also, they
draw attention to scarcity of direct informing and remark that they provide little information
to teacher about the next steps of the lesson. From their analysis, two practices implying that

informing turn is probably understood come to the forefront:

1. Choral repetition of informing by the students

2. Repeating what the teacher has said

While the first one is teacher-oriented, the second one is student-driven. This study has very
crucial implications in that it draws attention to gaze behavior and body orientations which
33



teachers use, and it increases understanding in student engagement by raising awareness of
giving instruction after all students’ attention are kept down. They also labeled the aim of
the lesson “WALT (We are learning to...)”, and what the students will learn at the end of
the lesson as “WILT (What I’m looking for...)” (p. 17). First one implies a joint action,
while the second one gives an opportunity to students to work independently, which requires
them to carry out a task. Regarding the design of WALT and WILT, while the former one is
presented like a procedural informing, the latter defines the steps of the task that will be

performed in the classroom.

Before presenting a detailed review of oral instructions in relation to conversation analytic
methodology, it could be best to underline that the term instruction has various meanings.
First of all, it refers to the main issue of a variety of educational settings (Lindwall, Lymer
& Greiffenhagen, 2015). In this sense, it could be used as a synonym of teaching and
education. According to Bruner (1966) “instruction consists of leading the learner through a
sequence of statements and restatements of a problem or body of knowledge that increase
the learner’s ability to grasp, transform, and transfer what he is learning” (p. 49). Secondly,
it refers to a written text such as the ones that guide readers to follow some directives for
doing or creating something. Finally, the term instruction is used for referring to directives
that are “designed to get someone to do something” (Goodwin, 2006, p. 517). According to
Ur (1996), instructions can be defined as “directions that are given to introduce a learning
task which entails some measure of independent student activity” (p. 16). They are actions
to get hearer to do something, and Searle (1969), in his study in which he categorizes
illocutionary acts into five as representatives, directives, commissives, expressives, and
declaration, labeled directives as attempts with varying degrees such as order, command,
require, invite, advice and the like. Also, he included questions into the directives group for

they have the same function.

It is clear in the literature that while there is next to no research in teacher education and
training field, scholars from communication and linguistics analyze instruction as speech
acts enjoying various functions. In addition, the studies in discourse analysis and
sociolinguistics focus generally on politeness or power of these actions (e.g. Brown &
Levinson, 1978; Ervin-Tripp 1976). Nevertheless, in one of the recent works, Lindwall et al.
(2015) explored instruction giving in four different contexts. In written instructions which

guide the reader to create or to do something, they pointed the incomplete nature of
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instruction giving, because as Garfinkel (1967) claimed in order to follow instructions,
learners need ad hoc considerations since they cannot be grasped fully in their written form.
He put emphasis on the problems while following instructions in terms of full understanding
or troubles that can be emerged anytime. Another context that Lindwall et al. (2015) analyze
is the directives that are given one to one. In this kind, a potential contingency offers an
interactional nature to design of the instruction, that is, sequence of instructions can be
designed as correctional turns (see Keevallik, 2012; Machbeth, 2004; Weeks, 1985).
Corresponding with this sequential organization of instructions Goldberg (1975) presented
that to overcome troubles instructions can be “broken down into its smaller component parts
each of which is delivered one at a time over a series of sequentially placed turns” (p. 273).
The third context is feedback given by a teacher to a text that students have worked on. It
has some similarity with the previous context in that the instructions are given stepwise.
Depending on students verbal and nonverbal response to feedback such as displaying
understanding, further instructions are designed. The final context is cohort-organized
instruction which includes whole-class directives and generally teacher ask “test-question”
(Searle,1969) which is regarded by Lindwall et al. (2015) as instructive question as the
teacher asking the question actually knows the answer. In this study, they displayed the
teachers’ utterances are contingent upon previous students’ turns. In this sense, Lee (2007)
focused on the contingent nature of third turn which is designed according to responses
coming from the students. Claiming that pre-fixed actions cannot achieve intended goals,
Lee (2007) adds some more uses of third turns such as parsing the question into smaller
components. When the teacher fails to get the answer from the student; they make use of
questions to move students to a direction, which requires teacher to make analytic work on

troubles in students’ turns or what they know and do not know.

Related to following instructions, in an analysis of two pairs’ ways of interpretation of the
same written and oral instructions, Coughlan and Duff (1994) displayed how they understand
the same instructions quite differently from each other. However, despite some differences,
in bodily orientations and acknowledging the teacher’s instructions the students have
similarities, as well. From a teacher training perspective, this study is quite valuable for
showing how students interpret instructions and do task in a different way, which
demonstrates the complexity of instruction giving and following sequences. One suggestion

they put forward is integrating every piece of verbal or nonverbal contributions such as eye-

35



gaze and gestures to make the unpredictable actions clearer. As Markee (2015) stated,
because “instruction giving and following are two sides of the same interactional coin”
(p.117), many researchers including Lindwall et al. (2015), Hellermann and Pekarek Doehler
(2010), Seedhouse (2008) and Markee (2013) put a focus on multimodal approach to analyze
these sequences. Hellermann and Pekarek Doehler (2010) at the same time considered that
the things happen in the classroom talk is “always highly contingent on factors that emerge
as being locally relevant in particular instances of talk-in-interaction”. (p. 28), for this
reason, it could be best to treat the analysis of instruction-giving as a multimodal
phenomenon. Markee (2015) like Seedhouse (2008) focused how teachers of English as a
foreign language give oral instructions to students in a classroom setting. He analyzed two
different instruction giving sequences occurring at different times and different pedagogical
contexts and showed how similar these two teachers’ instruction giving in terms of
organizational structure and grammatical resources. Related to organization of oral
instructions, the data revealed that in instruction giving both teachers include how students
will work, what materials they need, what tasks they are required to achieve, how they will
achieve the task, how much time the activity requires and why they are going to do the task.
As for syntactic organization, not only a great number of unmodulated forms including
imperatives and declaratives, but also modulated forms such as “Could you + V”, “Why
don’tyou ...” and “Shall we +...” exist. Although one of the data fragment was collected long
years before the second data, the similarity between them is considered “unlikely to be mere

coincidence” by Markee (2015, p. 121).

In CA literature, related to the composition of instruction giving sequences different views
exist. For example, Seedhouse (2008) describe teachers’ oral instructions as monologues
occurring before the activities and at the beginning of the lesson. According to Seedhouse
(1996) at these stages teachers pass on information related to procedures of the task that
students will achieve at the later stages of the lesson. He also differentiates this context from
the other pedagogical contexts (fluency and meaning context, form and accuracy context,
text-based context) in that its main objective generally is to establish the other contexts; for
this reason, it involves monologues, which makes it the strictest one in terms of turn taking.
Although Seedhouse (2008) describes instruction-giving as monologue that the teacher holds
the floor without a fear of interruption, two types he specified to indicate this context may

have variations. Firstly, students can ask a question and by this way they take the turn during
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procedural monologue. Secondly, the teacher makes this procedural information-giving

process more interactive enabling students to take turns.

Arguing that complexities of classroom discourse that cause some problems in the classroom
can be uncovered with fine-grained conversation analytic transcription, Seedhouse (2008)
examined teachers’ oral instructions in terms of experience that teachers have in profession.
By stressing the importance of creating appropriate pedagogical focus in teaching process,
he revealed the relationship between getting students to do what a task requires and creating
target pedagogical focus. If the required focus cannot be created properly, students in the
classroom may not understand what they are to do, hence it may cause confusion. Seedhouse
(2008) examined two EFL teachers, one of whom is inexperienced, the other one has some
experience in teaching, in terms of the ways they issue instructions and detailed how novice
teacher could not ensure the match between pedagogical focus and instruction, whereas
experienced teacher managed to establish parallelism between them and mark each stage of
instruction by means of distinctive intonations. Another prominent feature of experienced
teacher in the data is that she could give instructions in accordance with the nature of speech
exchange system of the talk. Seedhouse in this study called attention to the relationship
between being a competent teacher and the ability of managing-and-shifting pedagogical
focus. He offers that teachers should explicitly voice the focus which should be one at a time
with clear and full instructions in order not to confuse students about the intended
pedagogical focus. To highlight the importance of it, Johnson (1995) also made a similar

claim:

Explicit directions and concrete explanations can help second language students recognize the
implicit norms that regulate how they are expected to act and interact in classroom events.
Without such explicitness, second language students can become confused about what is
expected of them, or how they should participate (p. 163).

Even though Seedhouse (1996) provided the variations of procedural context given above,
he described the speech exchange system of teacher monologue as the most suitable one to
focus. On the other hand, Markee (2015) approached with suspect to this characterization
instructional nature of teachers’ instructions because according to him it could be true when
only teacher’s recording is transcribed. In his paper, with recordings taken from different
angles in the classroom, it is apparent that students even do not wait for being given
permission to talk; on the contrary, by interpreting instruction they “actively accept being

designated as next speaker” (p. 122), so he argues that instructions are created in sequential
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basis. Moreover, St. John and Cromdal (2016), in their recent paper, revealed task
instructions are interactionally complex and collaboratively created with students, no matter
how much they are associated with individual and noninteractional operations. Upon
students’ questions which ease to follow teacher’s instructions, teachers while responding to
the individual they benefit from the question and addresses whole class, which is defined as
“dual addressivity — targeting two or more addressees in response to a student question” (p.
252). Contrary to the view that treats instructions as noninteractional objectives, they argue
that as responding students’ questions, teachers oblige “to uphold the general instructional
agenda” (p. 254), as well. Also, they explored the methods that both students and teacher
participate in the sequential organization of instructions. Particularly, how the teacher makes
use of an individual’s question to provide directives effectively to all students for achieving
the classroom task objectives properly was analyzed. In other words, teacher treats a
students’ question as “representative of collective instructional need” (p. 266), and so takes
advantage of it to address the whole classroom body for the sake of instructional
unambiguousness. By creating the dual addressivity, teachers use student contributions as
an asset to meet the lacks in instructional understanding. As Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson
(1974) described when students are involved in the task instruction process, recipient design
is increased. Operations of instruction sequences is not only accomplished by the teacher,
students also involve in this action so that a participant framework can be created, which
implies incomplete nature of instructions (Garfinkel, 2002). Students questions are handled
by the teacher in two ways. Firstly, the teacher simply responds to the question immediately
after it is asked. Secondly, the relevancy of the student contribution to instruction is
emphasized by the teacher in order to keep the continuity of instruction for all students in
the classroom. Furthermore, this interconnected nature of task instruction giving process
implies the contingency of teacher’s turn on students’ contribution as in Lee (2007)’s study
on the third turn where he describes the teacher’s performance is highly related to students’
actions. Through the use of plural personal pronouns, bodily orientations, gaze and gestures
conduct, teachers could create a single body of audience that enables them to issue the

directives to the whole group.

Regarding collaborative and complex nature of instruction-giving and following, Waring
and Hruska (2012) worked on videotaped tutoring sessions. Unlike St. John and Cromdal

(2016), they include only one undergraduate tutor and a tutee in first grade and focuses on
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the problems making it difficult to follow directives. Also, in addition to conversation
analytic framework, ethnographic information was also utilized to detail and enrich the
analysis. In instruction giving and following, the troubles that the students have especially
in understanding the questions asked by the teacher and in following the directions properly
were revealed to be problems emerging from the nature of teacher directives. Particularly,
two specific features they refer: (i) clarity of directives and (ii) relevance of directives.
Various self-repairs in one question, unclear verbal and nonverbal references, problems
related to question design that does not restrict the number of potential answers are among
the problems leading to lack of clarity in directives, thereby creating difficulty in following
them. Specifically, teachers’ use of ambiguous pronouns and conflicting messages
contribute to the confusion. As for relevance issue, Waring and Hruska (2012) call attention
to giving an account for why students are going to do the following task. Since when the
reason behind an activity is not made explicit to students, it could be hard to engage them in
the ongoing task, therefore lack of explanation may be a reason of failure. When teachers
give clear and simple directives, instead of complex directives, students’ engagement is
facilitated and learning opportunities are increased. Otherwise, students try to make sense of
given instruction based on their own understanding without complete apprehension of the
lesson objectives. Regarding this, they lay weight on explicitness of teacher directives. When
the students know what and how they are required to do, classroom objectives are achieved

more easily and learning opportunities are maximized accordingly.

In the literature, the functions, forms and typology of directives could seem to vary from one
culture to another. Arguing that adults’ directives can be a source for socializing children or
transmitting cultural values to children, He (2000) centered upon repeated prototypes of
teacher directives profiling their sequential organization and specifying lexical and
grammatical patterns. Specifically, he discussed directives in terms of both their
grammatically or lexically organization, and their functions. Based on 10 hours of video
recorded data drawing from Chinese Heritage Language School, two directive types were
defined: instructional / initiating directives (also see Markee 2015; St. John & Cromdal,
2016) and disciplinary / responsive directives. Instructional / initiating directives are used
for carrying out teaching objectives and procedures. Teachers implement prefixed classroom
activities or manage classroom with this kind of directives in several ways: (i) discourse

markers + imperatives, (ii) test questions + imperatives, and (iii) modalized preference /
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permission statements. Discourse markers + imperatives, as a universal directive type, is
used before carrying out an activity or classroom management and students mostly show no
or little verbal uptake to this kind. Similar to Markee (2015) and St. John and Cromdal’s
(2016) view on collaborative creation in instructions, He (2000) examined teacher directives
not as monolithic structures but described their complex structures through Test questions +
imperatives variation. Presenting a question, teachers create interactional space for students
during instruction-giving so that they can craft directives jointly. The question is not a real
one; instead the answer of it is actually known by the teacher. When learners’ answer to this
kind of question matches up with teacher’s expectation, the teacher uses it for issuing the
next part of the directives. If it does not, teacher contradicts it, since the purpose is to provide
students to anticipate the next directive. Last variation of instructional / initiating directive
is modalized preference / permission statements in which teacher use modals such as can
and may to mitigate the imperative statements even though there is no other optional way
for students to do the activity. In other words, teacher issues the directives as if the students
had other choices, but in fact the presented directive is obligatory. All these variations show
that instead of simply asking students to do something, teachers can make their students have
interactional space by enabling them to anticipate next directives with test questions and
make them deduce the directive by the help of modalized forms. Like He (2000), Holmes
(1983) also focused on syntactical forms of teacher instructions and came up with three broad
categories: (i) imperatives, (ii) declaratives, and (iii) interrogatives. He specified the modal
use in the interrogative category to soften the command or to vary directive form with a
question, as in He’s (2000) test question type. According to Holmes (1983), the most
frequent directive forms are imperatives for they do not give rise to misunderstanding. Based
on moral supplications, disciplinary / responsive directives are issued after students’
problematic behaviors for orienting students to their own behavior in order to evaluate their
behaviors’ moral aspect and giving directives to change the behavior. In this section, firstly
teacher informings in relation to information transfer and epistemic status of the interactants
were reviewed based on conversation analytic studies. Regarding demonstration of epistemic
status, the contract between question and informing was specified by putting the analytic
focus on interactional structure and sequential organization of both. Then, the contingent
nature of teacher directives / instructions which are mostly shaped according to students’

second pair part was examined, and finally how the instructions are interactionally complex
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and collaboratively created with students was depicted through recent works. In the
following section, the distinction between displaying and claiming understanding will be

revealed and repair practices used to restore understanding will be briefly introduced.

2.3. Displaying / Claiming and Repairing Understanding

In classroom settings, it is through the interaction between students and teacher that teaching
and learning practices are attested. Based on students’ demonstration or claim of
understanding, teachers shape the next action in teaching process and undertake a repair
work if needed. Understanding between an agent and an addressee is described by Lynch
(2011) as a technical phenomenon that involves turn-taking, repair and adjacency pair
organizations. It is considered as a key to accomplish social actions and maintain mutual
understanding in everyday life. It is a fundamental to achieve joint action in institutional
setting such as call-centers (Baker, Emmisson & Firth, 2005) or medical consultation centers
(Lehtinen, 2005; Perdkyld, 1995; Pilnick, 2003; Sarangi & Clarke, 2002; Silverman, 1997).
In educational settings, it is achieved collectively and interactively at the level of providing
instruction, information and treating instruction. Like other institutional settings, in
educational context teacher acts upon what the addressee shows him in terms of receipt of
the information. This sets out the contingent, embodied and intersubjective nature of
understanding rather than cognitive and individual achievement. Conversation analysis and
ethnomethodology highlight the sequential nature of understanding, hence for conversation
analysists, it is considered as a local and situated matter, that is, parties to a conversation
display understanding on prior turns and each new turn provides information whether and
how the message is received, so that participants could formulate further contributions
accordingly. Therefore, it is not “treated as a mental process but is related to the next action
achieved by the coparticipants and demonstrating her understanding” (Mondada, 2011, p.
543). Taking a turn is an evidence of understanding because as Schegloff (1992) argues, in
the second turn interlocutors show whether they understood what the first speaker intended
to convey. This demonstration provides the speaker with the information about how and to

what extend he was understood, so that he makes repair if needed.
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The concept of understanding has been investigated in CA literature and some distinctions
have been made between claiming and demonstrating understanding which are given in the

extract below:

1 A: where are you staying

2 B: Pacific Palisades

3a A: oh at the west side of town
Vs

3b A: oh Pacific Palisades

Figure 3: Claiming and demonstrating understanding. Sacks, H. (1992). Lectures on
conversation. Oxford, England: Blackwell.

Sacks (1992) contributed a lot to the literature and with the extract above stressed the
difference between what speaker A does in 3a and 3b. In 3a, he redescribes by reformulating
the location told by speaker B, therefore demonstrates understanding. On the other hand, in
3b he merely claims through only repeating the previous turn after producing a change-of-
state token oh (Heritage, 1984). Mondada (2011) investigates the evidences of understanding
that are displayed by participants publicly stressing the importance of understanding in
instructional settings. Focusing on the gaze, gesture, facial expressions of participants such
as movement of eyebrows he discussed the embedded nature of demonstration of
understanding and argued that understanding is displayed in multimodal ways as well as
with linguistic resources. Similarly, through both verbal and nonverbal resources,
interlocutors can detect the troubles in understanding and constitute third-position repair
(Schegloff, 1992). Similarly, Hindmarsh, Reynolds and Dunne (2011) describe the ways
how participants with their body language show alignment with the recipient’s actions, and
display understanding of the ongoing talk. Like Mondada (2011) they discussed the role of
bodily conduct on demonstration of understanding and embodiment of (mis)understanding.
Drawing upon the distinction made by Sacks (1992) between claiming and displaying
understanding, they investigate interaction in clinical dental training between students and
supervisors. They focused on the instructional resources used by supervisors to assess
students’ understanding and argued that those interactional resources are not tied only to the
talk content, but also to the timing of the talk, and its embodiment in bodily actions. They
brought evidence from a corpus of audio-visual recordings to the fact that students bodily

conduct cannot be isolated from their verbal claims. In addition to gesture and facial
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expressions, the role of touch on displaying of understanding as well as on negotiation was
also extensively explored by Nishizaka (2011).

Another distinction was made between displays of understanding and display of knowing by
Koole (2010). They are two distinctive interactional objects that occur in different
interactional environments. While do you understand prefers a claim of understanding given
by recipient, do you know question requires demonstration of knowing through adding
something to or making interpretation of the original speaker’s turn. Coulter (2005) argues
that interpretation shows how something is understood; however, do you know question is
concerned with whether or not it is understood. Kidwell (1997), by considering recipient
proactivity, explored how an unaddressed participant displays recipiency to a storyteller who
addresses to another person in her talk. Similar to Goodwin (1980, 1986, 1987), by orienting
to interactional asymmetry she analyzed an unaddressed recipient’s gaze directions through

which she displays of her knowledge to a storyteller.

In order to learn whether what the speaker has said is understood or not, an understand check
is produced by the speaker, yet in order to evaluate the correctness of understanding,
questions related to what the interlocutor means are asked. When problematic understanding
exists, the original speaker may undertake repair which Schegloff (1992) calls as third-
position repair which is made after an interlocutor’s response indicating trouble in
understanding or incorrect interpretation in second position with regard to the previous turn.
Third-position repair implies that participants constantly observe the possible understanding
troubles in the ongoing talk. In educational setting, teachers exploit triadic unit: instruction
- informing - understating checks. With understanding checks students are invited to show
whether or not and to what extend they have understood and how they have received the
information. With acknowledgement, which could be triggered by teacher’s interactional
organizations such as yes / no questions, they do not display understanding but just claims
that they understood. However, reformulation as Sacks (1992) argues requiring some sort of
analysis of the previous turn demonstrates understanding. In sum, students claim
understanding with the tokens like yes or oh yes to the teacher’s understanding check that
can be provided in the form of yes / no interrogative or do you understand? at the end of the
discourse unit or demonstrate understanding optionally added to the acknowledgement.

Also, in the course of the discourse unit, that is, during teacher’s explanation or instruction,
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students can produce acknowledgement or provide uninvited demonstration of

understanding.

After informing statements, interlocutors display or claim their understanding with a
repetition and paraphrasing the previous contribution. Repetition is used to show that the
information given by the speaker has been registered. In a corpus of native Norwegian clerks
and nonnative clients, Svennevig (2004) extensively investigates sequential aspects,
distribution and functions of other repetition. After informings, a plain repeat accompanied
with falling intonation refers to display of hearing, while those repeats include a response
particle describes claim of understanding. Repetition with falling intonation typically occurs
in third-position and is used as a sequence closer. Rising repeats, however, not only signal
understanding and acknowledgement of the prior turn, but also display emotional stance such
as interest or surprise. Heritage (1984) treats repetition with rising intonation as news for
recipients and calls them newsmarks. Likewise, Maynard and Zimmerman (1984) also
examine the role of repetition with rising intonation in eliciting further talk and consider
them responsive turns inviting a response to questions and informing statements.
Furthermore, Hindmarsh et al. (2011) drawing upon the distinction made by Sacks (1992)
between claiming and displaying understanding investigate interaction in clinical dental
training between students and supervisors. Like Mondada (2011), they discussed the role of
the participants bodily conduct on demonstration of understanding and embodiment of
(mis)understanding. They emphasized the fundamentality of multimodal aspects in talk by
arguing that demonstration of understanding is not acquired simply by talk, and students’
bodily conduct is not taken in isolation from their verbal claims. Focusing on the
interactional resources used by supervisors to assess students’ understanding they claimed
that those interactional resources are not only tied to the talk content, but also to the timing

of the talk and its embodiment in bodily actions.

Based on each other’s actions and turns, and by displaying understanding to prior turns,
participants establish and maintain intersubjectivity in their interaction. Drawing upon He
and Young (1998) and Young and Miller (2004), Kasper (2006) offers interactional
competencies that include repairing troubles speaking, hearing, and understanding. Since
repair is a topic of a whole separate domain in the scope of conversation analysis, a brief
overview of it will be given in this section below for developing understanding regarding

repair as an interactional practice in resolution of understanding troubles.
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All conversations may have some difficulties that delay or impede negotiation of meaning
and understanding. Through repair practices, speakers can deal with the troubles that emerge
in talk. Repair, as one of the integral components of interactional competence, is a required
ability in dealing with breakdown, and ensuring understanding. In educational settings, it
plays a crucial role in teachers’ classroom interactional competence in that it eliminates
understanding troubles that hinder the smooth flow of ongoing interaction. As in mundane
conversation, in classroom settings mishearing and misunderstanding occur; however,
teachers with good interactional skills manage to reach and maintain mutual understanding
with certain interactional practices. Regarding the place of repair in teachers’ interactional
competence, Scarcella (1988) claimed that “the ability to carry out self-repair and to elicit
repair from one’s conversational partner is an essential skill for a second or foreign language
learner” (p. 76). In SLA literature, its relation to pedagogy and students’ misunderstandings
has been examined by many scholars (e.g. Hosoda, 2006; Kasper & Kim, 2007; Kurhila,
2001; Nakamura, 2008; Wong, 2000a, 2000b). It is a broad term including correction as
well, however conversation analysis uses repair instead of correction as well as repairable or
trouble-source to indicate the problem in talk. Conversation analytic repair is defined by
Schegloff, et al. (1974) as “a set of practices whereby a co-interactant interrupts the ongoing
course of action to attend to possible trouble in speaking, hearing or understanding the talk”
(as cited in Kitzinger, 2013, p. 229), and a distinction in repair initiation and repair outcome
has been made. While Wong and Waring (2010) define repair initiation as “the practice of
signaling or targeting a trouble-source” (p. 214), repair outcome refers to the resolution of
the problem. Another important distinction in repair is between self and other which refers
to the two different classes of participants (Schegloff et al., 1977): repair could be initiated
and completed by the same person who owns the trouble-source or by different speaker in
another turn, which clarifies the difference among the repair types: (i) self-initiated self-
repair; (ii) self-initiated other-repair; (iii) other-initiated self-repair; (iv) other-initiated other-
repair. While problems of hearing are mostly associated with other-initiated repairs, errors

in grammar and problems of word selection is associated with self-repairs.

In self-initiated self-repair, repair is initiated and completed by the speaker of the trouble-
source while it is completed by another speaker in self-initiated other-repair, which often
involves a word-search practice. Likewise, the distinction between other-initiated self-repair

and other-initiated other-repair is about the person who undertakes the repair work. Wong
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and Waring (2010) consider four types of self-initiated self-repair (but see Schegloff, 1992
for fourth-position repair): (1) same-turn repair; (2) transition-space repair; (3) third-turn

repair; (4) third-position repair.

Same turn-repair refers to a type of repair which is accomplished in the current turn by the
owner of the trouble, and initiated with cuts off, sound stretch, pause, perturbations or
repetition. The use of these kinds of repair initiators is considered as a sign of interactional
competence (Goodwin, 1981; Schegloff, 1987, Wong, 2000c). Insertion, deletion,
replacement and abandonment are same-turn repair methods (Schegloff, 1979), and as the
names suggest, insertion refers to addition of an item after repair initiator, whereas deletion
points to omitting an item before uttering the whole statement. Repairing a trouble-source
with replacement method involves changing an item with another one; in abandonment; on

the other hand, repair attempt that has been already initiated is abandoned completely.

Transition-space repair is defined as “an attempt to fix the trouble source by its speaker just
after the first possible completion point of the turn-constructional unit that includes the
trouble-source” (Wong & Waring, 2010, p. 222). On the other hand, third-turn repair refers
to correcting trouble in the third-turn. However, in this type any other turn does not indicate
the problem, which is considered as the difference between third-turn and third-position
repair that is what this thesis presents as an interactional resource employed by the teacher
for resolution of the understanding trouble emerged in instructional sequences. Schegloff
(1992) defines it as “an attempt to fix the trouble-source by its speaker based on the next
speaker’s response, which displays a possible misunderstanding of the trouble-source turn”
(p. 1302). According to Gass (2003) in second or foreign language classroom interaction,
negotiation of meaning has a critical role and third-position repair is closely related to
avoiding and correcting misunderstanding through dealing with problems of incorrect
reference and incorrect relevant next actions (Schegloff, 1987, 1992). Third-position repair
involves four elements: (Schegloff, 1992, as cited in Wong & Waring, 2010, p. 226):
(i) Repair-initiating component (e.g., no; no no; no, no, no; oh; oh no; oh yeah; well).

(i) Acceptance/agreement (e.g., veah, I know, I realize that too, that’s OK, Oh I know).

(iii) Rejection of misunderstanding (e.g., I don’t mean that, I'm not X-ing, that’s not what |
mean.)

(iv) Repair proper (e.g., | mean Y.)
Other-initiated self-repair, in a similar vein, provides learners with negotiation of meaning.

If the speaker of trouble-source does not fix the trouble within his own turn, the next speaker
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will have the opportunity for repairing it. Similar to same turn repairs, other-initiated self-
repair includes certain repair initiators, as well (Schegloff, et al., 1977) such as open class
initiators (Huh?, Pardon?), wh-interrogatives (who, when), partial repetition of the trouble-
source + wh-interrogative; partial repetition of the trouble-source and You mean +
understanding check. Whereas open class initiators do not specify the trouble-source thus
the next speaker has to find the location and the nature of the problem, wh-interrogatives
directly pinpoint the trouble by implying the exact location. In partial repetition initiators,
the speaker through the use of rising intonation indicates the trouble source. As the strongest
repair initiator, You mean + understanding check specifies the trouble-source exactly. Other-
initiated self-repair is least occurred type of repair and it takes two forms: (i) exposed
correction and (ii) embedded correction specified by Jefferson (1987). She details the series
occurring in repair sequences as XYY and XY X. In the former series, a speaker produces an
utterance (X), and in the following turn another speaker produces an alternative (Y). In the
final turn, the first speaker utters the alternative (Y); however, when the first speaker rejects
the alternative, the repair sequence takes the form of XY X. Both series can be accomplished
embeddedly into the ongoing talk, which Jefferson (1987) calls it as by-the-way or embedded
correction which takes place without interrupting the ongoing trajectory of the talk (see Han,
2002, for the four states of embedded correction). Exposed correction, on the contrary, is
done by stopping the ongoing talk “to overtly address a trouble-source” (Jefferson, 1987, p.
96).

In SLA research literature, it is important to set a clear understanding of L2 classroom repair
organization. Concerning this Markee (2000) claimed “the conversational repair is viewed
by SLA researcher as the sociopsychological engine that enables learners to get
comprehended input” (p. 31). Related to the development of interactional competence,
Bouwer and Wagner (2004) display the cases in which speakers’ progress in establishing
interactional intersubjectivity by employing a set of repair-initiating techniques. Slotte-
Liittge (2007) focusing on the interaction between bilingual students and the teacher depicts
how students invoke code-switching followed by a direct repair. In the same context,
Gafaranga (2000) examined medium language and other language repair accomplished by
bilingual students, and he suggests that students show orientation to their other language to
deal with the difficulties about word searching. Furthermore, based on the longitudinal video
recordings of psychotherapist-patient interaction, Martin and Sahlstrom (2010) detail the
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progressional change from other-initiated to self-initiated repair organizations that
participants use in order to resolve understanding troubles. The similar results are reached
by Hellermann (2009) who describe the gradual increase in self-initiated repair of an adult
language learners in an 18-month period. With a longitudinal tracking of task-oriented
interactions, Sert and Balaman (2018) examined how L2 learners repair their teammates’
talk, which firstly consists of overuse of other-initiated other-policing and then evolves into
self-initiated policing over time. Specifically, they documented how L2 learners negotiate
and co-construct the rules of an online task and displayed how the rules of the task are made
relevant within repair sequences. With a process-oriented tracking, they describe that the
learners develop L2 interactional competencies in dealing with troubles that hinder
progressivity in task accomplishment in an alignment with other findings in literature
(Martin, 2004, 2009; Martin & Salhstrom, 2010).

Seedhouse (2004) emphasized the reflexive relationship between repair type and classroom
context. He asserts that pedagogical goals of each classroom context result in different repair
organizations and types. Van Lier (1988), and Jung (1999) also offer this variable approach
(Seedhouse, 2004) that refers to the fact that as pedagogical focus varies, trouble-sources
also varies accordingly, which give rise to different kinds of repairable occur in each context.
In form-and-accuracy context, since turn-taking is strictly controlled by the teacher, trouble-
source is largely made of linguistic structures and patterns. Correspondingly, the teacher
undertakes repair work when students’ response is not exactly the same with the response
that the teacher intended to receive; therefore, in this context repair is initiated by the teacher
by a majority (Seedhouse, 2004). Contrary to form-and-accuracy context, in meaning-and-
fluency context the focus is on expressing meaning through establishing mutual
understanding and negotiating meaning. Since overt repair is considered to interrupt the flow
of the interaction, in this context repair takes the form of embedded correction mostly as in
ordinary conversation. Also, not only the teacher but the students as well initiate and
complete repair. In task-oriented context, the focus in on neither personal meaning not
linguistic form, but on the task accomplishment. Therefore, repair work is done in order to
eliminate troubles that impede learners to complete the task successfully. As they vary across
contexts, it is essential to develop an emic perspective in analyzing repair in order to detect

what the trouble and repair is in each context. Seedhouse (2004) suggests context-based
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approach to use appropriate repair type which can be useful in one context but not or even

confusing in others.

What this study is mostly relevant to is the students’ misunderstandings or misinterpretations
of the procedure that they are required to follow. In this regard, third-position repair “allows
for the possibility of repairing a trouble in understanding of a prior turn (Liddicoat, 2011, p.
234). Repairing understanding problem in procedural context, teachers mostly utilize repair
initiators like no, I don’t mean, or | mean. Based on each other’s actions and turns, and by
displaying understanding to prior turns, participants establish and maintain intersubjectivity

in their interaction.

2.4. Conclusion

In this chapter, the research fields, which are relevant to the phenomenon under
investigation, were presented into three main sections. The first section was dedicated to the
description of Classroom Discourse and Interaction. It is divided into three subsections
including the main features of and previous research on teacher talk, classroom interactional
competence, and micro-analytic classroom contexts. In the second section, an in-depth
scrutiny of teacher informing, directives and instructions with their main features were
provided. Lastly, in 2.3. research on displaying understanding and repairing troubles in
understanding was reviewed from Conversation Analytic perspective. The next chapter will

illustrate the methodological details of the study.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

3.0. Introduction

The third chapter of the thesis is dedicated to the methodological details of the study with
regard to the research context, methodology, data collection and analysis process. In 3.1. the
aim of the thesis and the research questions with reference to the significance of the study
will be given. In 3.2. the details of the research context and the participants will be presented.
3.3. will provide a detailed transcription of data collection procedure from the very
beginning. What follows will be in-depth description of Conversation Analysis (CA) as a
research methodology to investigation of naturally occurring talk as well as its basic
principles. In section 3.5. the transcription convention will be introduced, and the process of
constructing a collection and data analysis procedure will be provided. 3.6. and 3.7. illustrate
how the validity and the reliability of the research were ensured. The chapter will be

concluded with the clarification of the ethical issues of the study.

3.1. Purpose and Research Questions

As was indicated in 1.3. Aim and Significance of the study, the main aim of the current
research is to document how an EFL teacher manages understanding troubles which emerge
in relation to task instructions delivered orally by the teacher. Through a micro-analytic
investigation of an intermediate level EFL classroom interaction, the focus of this study will
be on understanding in procedural context. Both the ways the students demonstrate or claim
their non-understanding, and the sources through which the teacher notices the troubles will

be uncovered. Moreover, it is also aimed to extend the existing interactional resources to
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restore understanding and intersubjectivity and to increase the scope of practices that
language teachers can utilize to resolve understanding problems. The following research

question will be addressed in this study based on the methodological underpinnings of CA:

1. How are understanding troubles that emerge with regard to task instructions and their

resolutions sequentially constructed?

- What next actions are employed by the teacher after the students’ understanding

troubles?
2. How does the teacher notice understanding troubles?
- How do the students demonstrate their non-understandings?
- Which sources does the teacher rely on to detect understanding troubles?

3. What are the interactional resources that the teacher deploys in order to resolve emergent

troubles and restore understanding?

The first research question will explicate the sequential organization of non-understanding
of instructions and their resolution. The second one will portray the ways of the student’
claim and demonstration of understanding troubles as well as other sources that the teacher
relies on to detect the emergent problems. Finally, the last research question will detail the
interactional resources employed by the teacher to resolve understanding troubles and restore
understanding in procedural contexts. Each research question will be addressed in Chapter

5 in separate subsections.

3.2. Research Context and Participants

The data for this thesis was obtained from College of Foreign Language of Gazi University
in Turkey. During five weeks in the fall semester of the 2016-2017 academic year, an EFL
classroom which had students both from English Language Teaching and English Language
Literature departments were video-recorded. The collection process was carried out from the
beginning of December 2016 to the second week of January 2017. There were 15 students
one of whom is Kazakh, and the rest of the classroom are Turkish. Their ages range from 18
and 29. The students were sitting in U-shaped seating arrangement facing the teacher. There
was female dominance in the classroom: while five of the students are male, ten of them are

female, however, there is no case that makes this dominance relevant to the phenomenon
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examined in this thesis. In order to maintain the student’ anonymity, they were given

pseudonyms, and the first three letters were used in transcription to indicate them.

All of the students were accepted to the university according to their results of central
placement examination including two different exams. The first exam is YGS consisting of
80 multiple choice English questions testing students’ vocabulary and grammar knowledge,
and reading skills. It does not give place to speaking, writing, pronunciation and listening
questions, which means that YGS does not test students’ productive skills, hence in their
first year at the department both ELT and ELL students have mainly language skill classes.
In preparatory school, the students are placed to different classes according to their proficient
levels which is determined at the beginning of the academic year with placement exams.
These exams test not only productive but also receptive skills of the students by including
reading, grammar, vocabulary questions, and a writing and speaking exam. The students in
this dataset are intermediate level students. The main coursebook used in the classroom is
Language Leader designed for B1 (Intermediate) students according to Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages CERF which specifies the linguistic abilities of

intermediate level learners who:

can understand the main points of clear standard input on familiar matters regularly
encountered in work, school, leisure, etc.

can deal with most situations likely to arise whilst travelling in an area where the language is
spoken.

can produce simple connected text on topics, which are familiar, or of personal interest.

can describe experiences and events, dreams, hopes & ambitions and briefly give reasons and
explanations for opinions and plans. (p. 5)

The coursebook involves twelve units with different themes. Each unit grammar,
vocabulary, reading, listening, speaking/pronunciation, scenario, and study & writing skills
tasks. After the completion of each three units, the students have a review part. In addition
to Language Leader, for each language skill various extra materials were utilized. Also,
students have writing assignment portfolios as well as study packs that are given to them
before each exam during the term. The students take three midterm tests which consist of

language skill questions and mini quizzes at the end of each units related the unit content.

English is taught as foreign language in Turkey. The students do not have much opportunity

for using English outside the classroom. The class has five classroom hours (50 minutes

each) five days a week and two instructors one of whom teaches the first two and half of the

third day of the week, and the other one meets the class the rest of the week. The recorded
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teacher graduated from ELT department of one of the state universities in Turkey and has 7
years teaching experience at the same institution. In addition, she performs at testing office

in two and a half-day of each week.

In this thesis, one of the instructors teaching 13 hours in a week was recorded. It means that
one EFL teacher and one classroom are included in this data, so the validity issue might be
argued; however, as Liddicoat (2011) discusses, analyzing any instance of interaction that
potentially useful for analysis to uncover how the interactants orient to each other in and
through interaction lays in the logic of Conversation Analysis. In a similar vein, Sacks (1992)
states that the analysts “can come up with findings of considerable generality by looking at
very singular, particular things by asking what it takes for those things to have come off” (p.
298). Since CA provides researcher with fine detailed conclusions on the given data set, the
number of the participants is not regarded as a matter of concern. Furthermore, in this study,
it is not intended to compare more than one instructor’s teaching practices according to any
pre-established criterion. The main aim of the analysis is to provide regularly occurring
procedures accomplishing a particular type of action (i.e. resolution of understanding
troubles hindering task performance) through drawing upon an EFL classroom data
collection. The following section will illustrate how the data collection process is
accomplished in this study.

3.3. Data Collection

For Conversation Analysts the basic starting point is studying naturally occurring talk to
understand “the orientations, meanings, interpretations, understanding, etc. of the
participants” (Schegloff, 1997, p. 166). To realize this, researchers need to collect data
reflecting interaction that occurs regardless of the researcher, that is, the collected instances
were not designed beforehand with any research purposes since such interactions cannot
reflect the natural instances of how people actually perform in interaction. To this end, 31-
hours video recording of an intermediate level EFL classroom interaction were collected
over 5-week period (December-January in 2016/2017) (for the duration of the recordings,
see Appendix 3: Data Collection Chart). The data set of this study consists of interaction that
is considered to be much more adequate for drawing conclusions based on a conversation

analytic classroom interaction research. Seedhouse (2004) regards the data involving
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between 5 to 10 classroom hours as reasonable for making generalization drawing upon the
recurrent phenomena. A week before the data collection process started, the researcher
visited the classroom and gave necessary information about the research and emphasized the
confidentiality of the recordings. After getting consent forms from each student, the
recording process was initiated. However, recording naturally occurring talk is not always
without difficulties. The act of the recording could affect how the interaction unfolds.
Observation paradox is defined as “an alteration in the normal behavior of a subject under
observation” (Alwright & Bailey, 1991, p. 71). In order to overcome this and to make the
research less intrusive, the researcher did not involve in the recording process, and the

cameras were placed on tripods.

Based on the one of the core principles of CA that “no order of detail in interaction can be
dismissed priori as disorderly, accidental, or irrelevant (Heritage, 1984b, p. 241), three
cameras were utilized in order to capture both what is said and how it is said, including the
interactants’ nonverbal actions. Focusing on both the students’ troubles in understanding of
instruction, and embodied actions deployed by the teacher to manage the troubles made
necessary it to use multiple cameras. Using multiple cameras as put forward by Heath (2010)
et al. “may be necessary to simultaneously record the activities of participants in different
physical conditions” (p. 53). Video recordings enables to scrutinize the multimodal resources
displayed by the participant (Mondada, 2013). Considering the role of nonverbal behaviors
during communication in multiparty interactions, analysis of nonverbal conduct was not
isolated. According to McNeil (1992), gestures have more than a facilitative role in meaning
expression process; therefore, isolating multimodality from verbal interaction would be
misleading. To this end, in line with the focus of this study which illustrates that the teacher’s
nonverbal features of interaction play a crucial role in co-constructing the meaning (i.e.
instructions), one of the three cameras was positioned at the back of the classroom to capture
the teacher’s multimodal resources, while the other two cameras were focused on the
students placed two different corners of the classroom. In the placement of cameras, close
shots focusing on the participants are avoided; on the contrary, natural perspective on the
scene was adopted. Since the voice quality of cameras are quite enough to catch the talk in

great detail, there was no need to utilize any voice-recorder during data collection.

As ten Have (2007) claims, video recordings provide the researcher with “a wealth of

contextual information that may be extremely helpful in the analysis of interactional talk —
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as such, especially in complex settings with more than a few speakers” (p. 53). However,
there is always a possibility for an aspect of the interaction that happens off-camera. Also,
no matter how much detail is added to the transcriptions, they are not the same as the event
recorded. These can be considered to be limitations of this study which will be presented in
Chapter 5.

3.4. Conversation Analysis

Conversation Analysis was started in early 1960s and developed by Harvey Sacks and
Emanuel Schegloff as a “naturalistic observational discipline that could deal with the details
of social action rigorously, empirically and formally (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973, p. 289). It
drew from Garfinkel’s ethnomethodological perspective and also built on Goffman’s (1964)
sociological notions. As a field of sociology, ethnomethodology investigates “the common-
sense resources, practices and procedures through which members of a society produce and
recognize mutually intelligible objects, events and courses of actions” (Liddicoat, 2011, p.
2) and focuses on how interaction is performed by interactants, rather than the information
being transmitted through interaction. The primary relationship between ethnomethodology
and CA is based on the aim of studying social actions from the interactants’ perspective;
however, while ethnomethodology is used “to study any kind of human actions” (Seedhouse,
2004, p. 13), CA centers upon “how participants understand and respond to one another in
their turns at talk, with a central focus on how sequences of action are generated (Hutchby
& Wooffitt, 1998, p. 14).

The core principle that Sacks based on his research was that there is order at all points in
interaction, which signals the systematic organization of talk in interaction. Indeed, it was
quite a radical notion in the 1960s when the dominant linguistic view was “ordinary talk
could not be the object of study for linguistics since it is too disordered” (Hutchby &
Wooffitt, 1998, p. 22). Chomskyan view treats mundane talk as defective and negatively
affected by nonlinguistic items. However, considering the fundamental role of interaction in
human social life, more importance has been given to the analysis of conversation as a
research focus since the 1960s. Goffman (1964) stressed the need of studying interaction
with its own system of structures instead of focusing only on linguistic properties of

language. As an approach to study of social actions, CA was originally drawing on ordinary
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conversation, yet it later on began to be applied to a wide range of social settings and contexts
including courtroom (Atkinson, 1990; Atkinson & Drew, 1979), political speech (Atkinson,
1984; Heritage, 1988), medical interaction (Maynard & Heritage, 2005), news interview
(Clayman, 1990; Greathbatch, 1990; Heritage & Greatbatch, 1990), Classroom Discourse
(Markee, 2000; McHoul, 1978; Seedhouse, 2004; Waring, 2015), and “talk in interaction
has become the accepted superordinate term to refer to the object of CA research” (Drew &
Heritage, 1992, p. 4). CA commonly studies social actions achieved in interaction.
Developing an emic perspective, analysts attempt to uncover “the underlying machinery”
(Seedhouse, 2004, p. 12) that enables participants to realize the organization and order of
social actions. Differently from many other research methodologies that traditionally deduce
analytic frameworks from established ideas, CA produces the ideas in more inductive
manner. As Seedhouse (2004) defines, the main aim of CA is “to characterize the
organization of the interaction by abstracting from exemplars of specimens of interaction

and to uncover the emic logic underlying the organization” (p. 13).

There are four basic principles of CA (Seedhouse, 2005):

There is order at all points, the interaction is ordered and methodic.

Contributions to interaction are context-shaped and context-renewing.

No order of detail can be dismissed a priori as disorderly, accidental, or irrelevant.
Analysis is bottom-up and data driven.

Eal N

The first principle points out the structural and systematic organization of interaction, which
is opposed to 1960s’ dominant linguistic view (Chomsky, 1965) claiming that naturally
occurring talk is too arbitrary and defective to be studied on. The second principle is related
to next-turn proof procedure (Wooffitt, 1990). Participants’ contributions are only
understood within sequential environments where they take place. Each conversational
action both display understanding of prior contributions which requires analyses of “both
the organization of action and of understanding in interaction” (Goodwin & Heritage, 1990,
p. 288). It is the context that shapes and is shaped by what the participants say. Context
influences what comes next and is influenced by each prior turn. This contextualization is,
therefore, crucially important to understand the dynamic nature of talk. The third principle
calls a transcription system with high granularity which includes more than the words that
the interactants utter. It presents a convenient way to capture all details (including
suprasegmentals and visual aspects) that enables the researcher to approach data in a robust

way. In the current study, naturally occurring classroom interaction were obtained as the
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primary data. Then, detailed transcripts were designed to make the data available for
complex analysis through commonly accepted Jefferson transcription system (2004) (see
Appendix 2). Lastly, in Conversation Analysis the data should not be examined with any
theoretical assumptions or pretheroized understandings which predetermine what is relevant
in the data. CA adopts data-driven approach in which the data lead the analysts to notice
quite unremarkable but important features of a conversations. Imposing prior theories to the
data is believed to obscure to recognize what is really relevant and interesting in interactions.
Also, this approach avoids coding the data and creating categorizations of interactional
actions according to predetermined criteria. Instead, CA adopts an emic perspective which
enables to reveal actions and practices that participants use and orient to. In order to achieve
emic approach, this study starts the analysis process with unmotivated looking at the data
which was collected through video recordings and then transcribed with utmost details.
Rather than imposing any external categories, participants’ own meaning making practices
were revealed and teacher’s emergent interactional resources were documented. Unlike
many traditional perspectives which merely focus on speaker, CA considers hearers as
coparticipants who are needed to build conversational actions. Recipients of actions are also
treated as active participants which makes the analysis highly interactive. As one of the key
notions of CA, recipient design means that participants design their talk so as to be
understood by an interlocutor (Sacks & Schegloff, 1979).

In consideration of these basic principles of CA methodology, in this study the analysis is
based on naturally occurring classroom interactional data and adjacency pairs among
interlocutors were focused on first. Secondly, how the students claim or demonstrate
understanding to task instructions and how the teacher design next turn based on the
students’ contributions were scrutinized. Thirdly, through Jeffersonian transcription
conventions (see Appendix 2) the data were transcribed. Lastly, the data were analyzed with
no assumptions predefined in advance. The phenomenon under investigation emerged from

the data through unmotivated looking.

In a conversation, turns do not appear independently, but they are designed to be clustered
together, which is referred to as sequence organization that means a mechanism by which
interactants make their utterances comprehensible. In this organization, “some actions make
other actions relevant as next actions, which are in turn seen as being occasioned by the prior
actions” (Liddicoat, 2011, p. 139). Schegloff and Sacks (1973) defines these paired
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utterances as adjacency pairs which have some basic features: (i) they consist of two pairs;
(i) they are uttered by different speakers; (iii) they generally are placed next to each other.
Although they are paired utterances involving first pair part (FPP), and second pair part
(SPP), all adjacency pairs are not adjacent to each other. In some cases, other turns can
between the two turns. While FPP initiates an action and makes a next action relevant, SPP
responds to the first turn and completes the action initiated in the first turn. Adjacency pairs
are building blocks of intersubjectivity since interactants display understanding to one
another through these pairs, which enables researchers to track the progressivity in

intersubjectivity.

Preference, turn-taking and repair are other elements of interactional organizations. In a
conversation, participants have alternatives from which they choose a particular one to
design their contributions. The concept of preference refers to the possible ways that
participants can use to accomplish a conversation action. This is not related to liking or
disliking something, but it involves affiliations and disaffiliations. For FPP of adjacency
pairs, there are various alternative SPPs, that is, an invitation can be accepted or rejected;
however, these two alternatives are performed differently (Pomerantz, 1984). Preferred
responses are routinely delivered without delay or hesitation. Dispreferred actions are
normally delayed in turns, and prefaced by discourse markers. They are often accomplished
in a mitigated and indirect form and accounted for. As Heritage (1984) puts forward

preferred actions are affiliative whereas dispreferred ones are disaffiliative.

Turn-taking is a rule-governed process and it is at the heart of CA (Hutchby & Wooffitt,
2008). According to Sacks et al. (1974) decisions are enacted interactionally by participants.
They are not preallocated rules for speaking change. A turn can be sentences, clauses or a
single word. Turns are made up of turn constructional units (TCU). The possible completion
of TCUs is projectable. A listener can project when a turn of talk will be completed and
predict the point where a speaker change may occur. This point is called transition relevance
place (TRP). Sacks et al. (1974) specify three levels of possible relevant completion of
TCUS: grammatic completion, intonational completion action completion. At a TRP, a
speaker-change can occur in two basic ways: (i) the current speaker can select the next
speaker; (ii) a next speaker may self-select. The last element of interactional organization is
repair which refers to “a set of practices designed for dealing with the types difficulties which

emerge in talk” (Liddicoat, 2011, p. 208). It is a crucial mechanism that enables the
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maintenance of intersubjectivity. There are four types of repair: (i) self-initiated self-repair,
(i1) self-initiated other-repair, (iii) other-initiated self-repair, and (iv) other-initiated other-
repair. The distinction is made with respect to who initiates and who makes the repair.
Repairable or trouble can be anything that could hinder the flow of communication
(problems of hearing / understanding / word selection, or grammatical error, etc.). As the
types suggest a repair can be initiated and by the speaker of the repairable item or may be
initiated by its recipient. Also, the trouble can be resolved by the speaker or recipient of the
repairable. The following section will present the details concerning transcribing,

construction of a collection and data analysis process.

3.5. Transcribing, Building a Collection, Data Analysis

In Conversation Analysis, the data should not be approached with any preexisting theoretical
accounts; on the contrary, the analysis is made regardless of the prior intentions of the
researcher. The basic data for conversation analysists is naturally occurring talk. It must first
be recorded, and then transcribed. The transcriptions enable researchers “to see the transient
and complex nature of talk captured in an easily usable, static format” (Liddicoat, 2011, p.
27). 1t should be noted that the transcription is not the data itself, in fact it is the starting point
for analysis and it represents the primary data of the recorded interaction. Since in CA, no
order of detail is considered irrelevant for understanding of the naturally occurring talk,
transcription needs to be done with high granularity including not only what is said, but also
how something is said, as well (ten Have, 2007). According to Hepburn and Bolden (2013)
the transcripts must be “detailed enough to discover and describe orderly practices of social

action in interaction” (p. 57).

Even though any prior assumption is avoided in CA, transcription can be shaped with the
transcriber’s perceptions of the interactional features. Thus, in order to avoid such possible
researcher interference problems and to ensure the delivery of details, standard transcription
systems (Hepburn & Bolden, 2013; Jefferson, 2004; Jenks, 2011) are employed. In this
research, Jefferson’s (2004) transcription convention which is commonly used was adopted
to prevent the researcher effect and ensure the reliability of the research. Including the details
such as pauses, overlaps, gestures, gaps, intonation, stress, pitch, elongations, pace of talk,

researcher notes, screenshots, as Liddicoat (2011) states Jeffersonian convention system is
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considered “a robust and useful tool for understanding the ways in which language is used

in social interaction” (p. 29).

In the scope of this study, 31-hours classroom data were recorded, and thirteen extracts out
of eighty-six were selected as the most representative ones in terms of documenting the
phenomenon under investigation. They were transcribed by the researcher with Transana
software which is a program used to analyze digital videos and audio data. The transcribed
extracts were written in Courier New font type and detailed with sequential line numbers.
At the beginning of each of the extracts, a code was given for their easy identification.
Multimodal actions of interactants were also added on a separate line without assigning any
line number and a + sign was used to specify the exact onset of the nonverbal behaviors.
Furthermore, translation of Turkish utterances was also provided in the following lines in

italics and bold.

As stated earlier in this chapter, the aim of this conversation analytic study is to identify the
teacher’s interactional resources in order to resolve the students’ understanding troubles
regarding task instruction. Through participant-relevant emic perspective and fine-detailed
analysis, the orientation of the teacher to the first instruction in a revising turn is reflected.
To this end, upon orthographic transcription of recorded data which is considered as the
initial step, unmotivated looking procedure was carried out in line with the conversation
analytic methodology (Liddicoat, 2011; Schegloff, 2007; Sidnell & Stivers, 2013; ten Have,
2007). Unlike many research methods, CA does not start with a hypothesis or a research
question about the data. In order not to prioritize any predetermined understanding over the
data, Psathas (1995) describes unmotivated looking as the first step for analysis for
conversation analytic studies. It involves going through the data repeatedly and according to
ten Have (2007) it enables the researcher to be open to discover any phenomenon emerged

from the data, rather than searching for a predefined phenomenon.

During this preliminary analysis period, it was observed that the teacher’s interactional
practices in her instruction revising turn have some similarities. Following this, the
transcripts of selected extracts were detailed and expanded with the inclusion of visuals and
nonverbal phenomena. After the whole data were examined and further instances which were
regarded to have relation to the same point were found, building a collection process was
initiated. 86 extracts were collected in total, and 13 of them were included in the analysis
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chapter of this study. The following list will summarize the basic steps of transcribing and
building collection process:

1. Watching the whole interactional data repeatedly

2. Starting the less detailed transcription with unmotivated looking

3. Determining an action sequence and initial decision of a phenomenon

4. Examining interactional organization of the action sequence (adjacency pairs, turn

taking, and repair)

o

Expanding and detailing transcription with nonverbal actions
6. Going through the whole data repeatedly to find any further instance for decided
phenomenon

7. Building the collection and starting data analysis process

In the data analysis chapter, each extract was given a code with a title. For example; Extract
1 has a heading of Extract 1: draw your feelings - 82/28.12.16. In this code, 82 indicates the
number of extracts in the whole collection. 28 stands for the day of the month, 12 stands for
the month (December) and lastly 16 represents the year (2016) that the data were collected.
Coding of the extracts were considered to facilitate the identification of the extract for both

researcher and the readers.

3.6. Validity of the Study

As Chaudron (1988) claims “any contemporary methodology for the analysis of classroom
discourse must aim to achieve validity and reliability” (p. 23). In a broad term, validity refers
to measuring what is originally aimed to be measured in the study and it is a crucial key to
effective research. Validity could be addressed through credibility, depth and richness of
the data. There are four major types of validity: internal, external, construct and ecological
validity. Internal validity is defined as “the soundness, integrity and credibility of findings”
(Seedhouse, 2004, p. 255). It demonstrates that the analysis or findings can actually be
sustained by the data. In qualitative research, researchers can achieve internal validity
through meticulous recording and presenting the data in unbiased manner. At this point,
CA’s emic perspective assures the validity of the analysis, since “CA practioners cannot
make any claim beyond what is demonstrated by interactional detail without destroying the

emic perspective” (Seedhouse, 2004, p. 255). In order to achieve validity, in this study
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participant-perspective was adopted and details of interaction were scrutinized to develop
any claim. External validity is about the extent to which the results could be generalized
beyond the specific research context. A typical criticism of qualitative research is about their
context-boundness which is considered to decrease its generalizability; however, as Perdkyla
(1997) states the generalizability in CA “is closely depended on the type of conversation
analytic research” (p. 214). Furthermore, sufficiently rich data which were meticulously
detailed with in-depth analysis were provided to achieve external validity. From 86 extracts
that were emerged from 31-hours classroom recording, the most representative ones (13 in
total) were presented in this study. Thus, the size of the data is more than adequate to
generalize the findings according to Seedhouse (2004) who claims that micro-analysis of
five to ten hours recording of classroom interaction is considered to be reasonable to
generalize findings. As Allwright and Bailey (1991) put forward “instead of claiming that
whatever has been discovered must be true of people in general, a naturalistic enquirer will
claim that whatever understanding has been gained by an in-depth study of a real-life
classroom may illuminate issues for other people” (p. 51). However, in this study it cannot
be claimed that the phenomenon on focus has commonalities with different classroom
context, as this study is the first systematic investigation analysis the resolution students’
understanding troubles regarding task instructions. In this study, the teacher’s interactional
resources and orientation to the students’ understanding troubles is examined, so considering
the rationally organized instructional discourse of EFL classroom it could be argued that this
study can provide generalizable description of the interactional organization of the

phenomenon.

Ecological validity, on the other hand, is related to giving “accurate portrayals of the realities
of social situations in their own terms, in their natural or conventional settings” (Cohen,
Manion, & Morrison, 2007, p. 138). It is fundamental to provide analytic findings which
were not isolated and manipulated by the researcher. Conversation Analysis methodology
tends to be strong to address this type of validity since researchers record naturally occurring
talk as actually happening in its original setting. Also, to describe how interactants realize
social actions in and through interaction, conversation analysis adopts an emic perspective
which enables the researcher to provide justification by reference to the same interactional

organization which the interactants are using.
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The last type is construct validity which is about clarifying what the researcher puts forward
with the use of constructs. It is important that the constructs which the analysts use be
identical to that is generally accepted to be the construct (Cohen et al., 2007). For assuring
this validity in this study, the organizations that participants orient to (Turn Constructional
Unit) during interaction were scrutinized in terms of adjacency pairs, turn-taking and repair
organization. TCU is “interactants’ constructs rather than analysist’s construct” (Seedhouse,

2004, p. 257), so they reflect the participants’ orientations that they actually experience.

3.7. Reliability of the Study

In qualitative and quantitative research, what reliability refers to differs. As Perdkyléd (2004)
puts forward “the specific techniques of securing reliability and validity in different types
and qualitative research are not the same” (p. 17). In qualitative research, as Cohen, Manion
and Morrison (2007) claim that it “can be regarded as a fit between what the researcher
record as data and what actually occurs in the natural setting that is being researched” (p.
119). It is used as a synonym for credibility, dependability and trustworthiness (Lincoln &
Guba, 1985). Qualitative reliability also indicates that the researcher’s approach is
“consistent across different researchers” (Gibbs, 2007). Conversation analysis assures this

fit and consistency with its emic perspective and research methodology.

Perikyla (1997) defines key elements of reliability in conversation analytic methodology:
(i) selection of what is recorded; (ii) the technical quality of recordings; and (iii) the
adequacy of transcripts (as cited in Seedhouse, 2004, p. 254). Since CA is a data-driven
approach which adopts a participant perspective, the researcher recorded the data with no
predefined research focus and prior intentions. In addition, as stated earlier (see Validity of
the Study) the reliability of the present study was raised by collecting 31-hours of classroom
interaction data over 5 weeks. The second factor, technical quality of recordings is a crucial
precondition for transcription process. It was ensured through use of three digital cameras
placed on tripods. Prior to data collection, the researcher visited the classroom and becomes
familiar with the setting in order to position the cameras at the best place to capture all details
of interaction. During recordings, the researcher will not interfere the classroom interaction
by holding a non-participant role. While two of the cameras facing at the students were

positioned at the two corners of the classroom, the other one was placed at the back of the
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classroom to catch the teacher’s talk and multimodal actions. Since the voice quality was
considered to be sufficient, no audio recorder was utilized during data collection process.
Adequacy of transcript, on the other hand, was ensured by adopting a commonly used
standardized transcription system (Jefferson, 2004, see Appendix 2). Furthermore, some of
the extracts were presented in four data-sessions (22 December 2016, 6 April 2017, 6
December 2017, 14 March 2018) at Hacettepe University Micro Analytic Network
(HUMAN) Research Centre to check the transcripts to confirm that they do not involve
obvious mistakes. The transcriptions of some of the extracts also were examined in feedback
sessions held by one of the leading members of the research group. Moreover, in order to
raise the reliability and validity, in addition to data sessions, the researcher attended a master
course (Conversation Analysis and Foreign Language Education) both in the fall and spring
semesters of the 2015-2016 academic year. Another opportunity for validation of academic
findings is conference presentations. The primary findings of the study were presented at
three different conferences (Badem, 2018; Badem & Keles, 2017). The following section is

dedicated to how ethical issues about the research were handled.

3.8. Ethical Considerations

Conversation Analysis methodology uses audio and video recordings of naturally occurring
talk as the data source, therefore it brings a number of ethical issues which need to be
addressed before and after data collection process. Fraenkel, Wallen and Hyun (1993)
defines ethics as “conforming to the strands of conduct of a given profession or group” (p.
61). In the planning phase of the research, researchers should evaluate the ethical concerns
and correspondingly protect the right of human participants. Data obtained from participants

during the course of an investigation should be confidential unless agreed upon in advance.

Whatever the source of the data is, researchers should always consider the issue of consent.
According to ten Have (1999), consent issue should be in researchers’ agenda, and the rights

of the participants should be taken into consideration. He specifies these rights as:

(i)to be recorded or to give access to the situation for recording purposes;
(ii)to grant permission to use the recording for research purposes;
(iii)public display or publication of the recordings in one form or another (p.61).

Before the data collection process, in this research the researcher contacted the school

administration and received permission for video-recording in one of the EFL classrooms.

Both the teacher and the students were informed about the research aim, duration, and the
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data collection process of the research. They were also informed that the purpose of this
research is not to evaluate their language skills and abilities but to investigate naturally
occurring talk between them and the teacher. Then, before data recording began, the students
were given a consent form for their interaction to be a subject of research. According to
Heath et al. (2010) “by providing participants with an informed sheet about the research and
then, they are asked to sign a form confirming their permission and participation” (p. 17).
The consent forms involve the participants’ rights and information about research details
including that the recordings will be in video form, they are only used for research purposes
and could be shared only with researchers and professionals, the participants have a right to
withdraw from the research at any point, and their anonymity will be kept and assured. The
participants accepted all conditions and they all signed the consent forms. In order to
preserve their anonymity, the participants were given pseudonyms. The first three letters of
their pseudonyms were used to indicate them in the transcripts. Their names were
abbreviated as follows: Bey, Yap, Pir, Meh, Der, Fev, Sev, Ale, Nur, Sel, Mur, Alp, Tiil,

Tan, and Sah. Also, in the transcripts Tea is used to represent the teacher.

3.9. Conclusion

This chapter has described the methodological details of the present study. First of all, the
purpose of the thesis and the research questions were introduced. Secondly, research context
and participants were presented. In 3.3. the data collection process was illustrated, which
was followed by the research methodology adopted in this study, Conversation Analysis.
After the detailed description of CA and justification with regard to the adoption of CA as a
research methodology, the transcription convention used in this study was presented in 3.5.
as well as constructing collection and the information about data analysis procedure. What
followed was the validity and reliability of the study. The chapter was concluded with the

ethical issues taken into consideration.
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.CHAPTER 4

DATA ANALYSIS

This chapter will present extract analyses and findings which address the research questions
given in Chapter 1 and 3. Based on the theoretical underpinnings of Conversation Analysis
and drawing on detailed transcripts, micro-analysis of the most representative 13 extracts
out of 86 will be given. The analyses of these extracts will uncover (i) sequential organization
of understanding troubles coming out related to task instructions, which are orally delivered
by the teacher, and their resolutions; (ii) the ways how understanding troubles are delivered,;
(iii) how the teacher detects the troubles; and (iv) the interactional resources employed by
the teacher in order to resolve the troubles and restore understanding. It will also be revealed
that upon the teacher’s interactional practices, the students in some cases claim or
demonstrate understanding through various ways. Furthermore, findings of extracts will
illustrate that demonstration of non-understanding is not the mere way for the teacher to
interpret the troubles. Since the interactional resources and the ways through which the
teacher detects the understanding troubles are mostly used in combination, it is not possible
to separate the phenomena into sections, therefore this chapter is organized in one main body.
However, each extract will be presented under extract numbers to increase followability. It
should also be noted that the extracts given in this chapter will not follow a chronological
order since the present study does not intent to present a development in instruction giving
practices or understanding in time. The chapter will be concluded with the presentation of

general finding in 4.14.

The interactional data were transcribed according to Jeffersonian Transcription Conventions

(see Appendix 2). It is well suited for the detailed analysis of conversation and is accepted
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to be “a robust and useful tool for understanding the ways in which language is used in social
interaction” (Liddicoat, 2011, p. 29). It enables researchers to transfer talk into written forms
through indicating pauses, elongations, pitch, stress, intonation, overlaps, cut-offs, etc. In
this study, non-verbal elements such as gestures has been included in the transcripts with +

sign.

4.1. Extract 1

Extract 1 given below comes from the 11th week of the semester. It means that interaction
takes place towards the end of the term. Before the extract starts, the class has been working
on a reading exercise for about twenty-five minutes. It should be noted that as a classroom
routine, towards the end of the lesson, the teacher makes the students listen to a song, and
students sing the song by following the lyrics given beforehand. In addition, sometimes they
have fill in the blanks exercise accompanied by listening. However, in this extract they have
another task which they are not familiar with. The extract includes 3 segments. Between the
first and the second segment there are 8 omitted lines (see Appendix 4). In the omitted lines,
Tea explains how big the empty papers should be, therefore the interaction is considered to
be irrelevant to the analyzed phenomenon within the scope of this thesis and these lines are
not included in the extract below. Segment 3 follows Segment 2 without any deduction.

Extract 1: draw your feelings - (82/28.12.16) (Segment 1)

1 Tea: how much time do we have i guess we have e[nough
2 Meh: [less than twenty=
3 Tea: =less thant

+ leans towards the students

Meh: twenty

Tea: less than twenty so »>that it's enocugh< (0.2) .hh sot (.) six
days we will listen to but before listening i will er: make
another exercise with you

(0.5)

W 0 =~ h o

Tea: tget a piece of empty paper

The extract starts with Tea’s wh question directed to whole class to check the time for the

upcoming activity (how much time do we have). Inline 2, Meh gives an answer ([less
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than twenty=) in an overlapping fashion with the teacher’s last utterance (e [nough) in
the previous turn. It is latched with the teacher’s display of a hearing by repeating the first
part of Meh’s utterance that can also be heard as a request for turn completion due to the
turn final rising intonation in line 3. It is also accompanied by her bodily orientation as she
leans towards the students. Following Meh’s response in line 4, repeating the student’s
utterance, Tea acknowledges the student’s turn and indicates that twenty minutes is enough
for the next activity in line 5. With a transition marker (so 1) and a rising intonation in word
final position, she marks a transition to the next action and announces what they are going
to do (six days we will listen to). Her formulation of informing (Gardner &
Mushin, 2013, 2017; Heritage, 1984; Robinson, 2009; Sidnell, 2012) indicates a joint
activity due to use of the first person plural pronoun (wve will listen to). In line 6,
beginning with a contrastive marker (but) followed by a sequential marker (before) she
states that there will be another exercise first (i will er: make another exercise
with you). After 0.5 seconds of silence she initiates the instruction with a rising intonation
in turn-initial position and with an emphasis on the word empty (1get a piece of empty
paper). In the omitted lines of the extract, the students get their empty papers, and after they

get ready, Tea goes on with providing the rest part of the instruction.
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18
19

20
21
22
23

24
25
26
27
28

29

30
31
32
33
34

35
36

37

38
39

40
41
42
43

Extract 1: draw your feelings - (82/28.12.16) (Segment 2)

Tea:

Tea:

Meh:

Plr:
Ale:
Meh:

Tea:

Meh:

Ss:

Meh:

Tea:

Ss:

Tea:

Alp:

S5:

Tea:

Meh:

okay (0.2) tso (0.4) guys (0.4) 1 »>will make you listen to< a
music (.) and please <try to: (0.4) dra:w or write anything

+ Meh talks to Mur

that you: feel or> that the song makes you feel (0.2) okayt
(0.9)

tfiney (0.4) did you understand >what to do<=

=nlo
+ shakes his head laterally
[h[um hum
[vels
[i (.) [didn't listening
[>okay< tmehmet thank you very much (.) at least

someone says no >teacher i1 don't understand<
+ walks towards to Meh + raises her hand and stretches to Meh
because 1 didn't listenl[ing you
+ stands up + gives five to Tea
[ehe he[he
[give me a five [she heh
[okayi=
=echeh [ehe
[let's >give me another five< (.) honesty needs gift
+ Tea and Meh give five
=hocam bana da verin=
teacher give me too
+ raises his hand

=eheh heh eh[eh

[ckay (0.4) one more (0.2) okay (0.5) it's strange

but er: there is something er: (0.2) >motivated about< high

+ comes to the center of the classroom

five 1 guess so »people feel motivated< 1 feel >motivated< too

(0.4) .hh sot let's do it like tha:t u:hm: <you will listen to

the song and you will try to: dra:w o:r write about how the

song (.) make you feel> (0.3) okayt (.) this is [all

+ folds her hand
[huh (0.3)
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The second part of the extract begins with a sequence closing third (okay) followed by a
transition marker (1 so) marked with a rising intonation in initial position. Seedhouse (2008)
argues that through effective use of discourse markers and remarkable intonation,
experienced teachers signal transitions and mark different stages of the instructions. Here
Tea initiates the instruction with a rising intonation which is followed by 0.4 seconds of
silence. This projects a transition to the next activity. In line 18, she gives the instruction
with bold imperatives (i will make you listen), which could be considered as a
marker implying the teacher’s unequal power in the classroom (Markee, 2015). In lines 20
and 22, she produces multiple understanding checks (okay+), (fine; (0.4) did you
understand >what to do<=) which are immediately followed by Meh’s negative
polarity marker (=n[o ) accompanied by a lateral headshake to show his display of non-
understanding. It is worth remarking that his display of non-understanding changes the
participation framework. Considering that this is a procedural context (Seedhouse, 2004)
and the teacher holds the floor most of the time, there is limited speaker change between the
students and the teacher. Although it normatively signals a teacher monologue (Seedhouse,
2008), starting from line 23, the interaction turns into a multiparty activity (St. John &
Cromdal, 2016) which is occasioned by the student’s response showing non-understanding.
In line 26, Meh attributes his non-understanding to not listening to the teacher’s instruction.
In the subsequent lines the teacher firstly values his participation (thank you very much).
Then, Tea keeps on evaluating his response with high five which functions as a positive
feedback here. After stating motivational role of giving high five (lines 38-40), Tea starts
reformulating the instruction and makes her reformulation initiation explicit to the students
by deploying a transition marker (so1) marked with rising intonation (Markee, 2015;
Seedhouse, 2008). In the next three lines, she issues the instruction again but this time in a
slower pace than the surrounding talk and with emphasis on action verbs (you will try
to: dra:w o:r write about how the song (.) make you feel). Based on the
change in the pace of her talk and stressed words that could be considered as key for the
activity achievement (Waring & Hruska, 2012), it can be claimed that the teacher makes
some simplification on her reformulation of the instruction. In line 44, Meh claims
understanding (Koole, 2010; Sacks, 1992) by producing a change of state token (huh)
(Heritage, 1984) in an overlapping fashion with Tea’s explicit sequence closer in the

previous line (that’ all).
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46
47
48
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50
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52
53
54
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59

60
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62

63

64
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66

Extract 1: draw your feelings - (82/28.12.16) (Segment 3)

Tea:

Tea:

Meh:
Yap:
Tea:
Meh:
Yap:

Mur:

Tea:

Meh:

Tea:

Mur:

Meh:

Tea:

Meh:

Tea:

Meh:

Mur:

Tea:

just fo- »concentrate on the so:ng and< (.) whensver you >feel
about the song< (.) <try to (0.4) write it down or draw it
down> (0.4} okay1t
(1.1)
>clear this ttime<

+ leans toward the students

vies
[veah=
=0 [kay
[but we will not er: fill in the blanks
ehe [hesh
[oflum napil[yon sen
bro what are you deing
[no: there is <+t+nothing> related to doling
+ spread her arms
[hu:
thlis
[yok
nope

er: we- will er: we: l[isten

+ points at a part of the paper on his desk

+ Tea clicks her tongue
[no exercise yeap=
=hu [m:
[no lyrics exercise (.) okayy
bunlar
these

+ points at the sheet on his desk and look at Mur
tamam ohu yapmlcaz
ckay we wont’t de it

here we go

In line 45, Tea makes an addition to the instruction regarding how to accomplish the task

(concentrate on)with asame turn self-initiation self-repair (just fo- >concentrate

on the

so:ng) (Schegloff, 1997; Wong & Waring, 2010). Before proceeding to the

ongoing utterance, she replaces the initial utterance with a new word after producing a cut-

off (fo-). In addition, this time she produces a linguistically more simplified version of the

instruction (whenever you feel about the song), instead of how the song makes you
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feel. Following her understanding check marked suprasegmentally in line49 (>clear this
t+time<>), Meh and Yap claim understanding (Koole, 2010; Sacks, 1992) with confirmation
tokens (yes; vyeah). In line 53, Meh does not only claim understanding but also clearly
explicates his potential understanding by stating that they will not fill in the blanks ([but
we will not er: fill in the blanks). Thus, he adds a new information that does
not exist in the teacher’s instruction. Although his utterance is not finalized with a rising
intonation as in the formulation of question, it makes a response relevant. The following
lines make it clear that it is treated as a trouble by coparticipant. Itis oriented to with laughter
by some of the students in the classroom as well as with the teacher’s repair in line 56.
Uttering a disagreement marker in turn initial position (no:) Tea employs a third position
repair starting with an elongated repair-initiating component to Meh’s potential
understanding. It should be noted that as one of the interactional resources for doing meaning
negotiation (Wong & Waring, 2010), third-position repair aims to avoid or correct potential
misunderstandings (Schegloff, 1987b, 1992b). In her repair initiation turn, Tea emphasizes
the word nothing (<1 nothing>) which is marked at suprasegmental level and accompanied
by her nonverbal action in line 56. She spreads her arms to opposite sides, which is
overlapped with Meh’s elongated change of state token (hu:) (Heritage, 1987) in line 57. It
is followed with another student’s (Mur) disagreement marker (nope) in line 59. In line 60,
Meh starts his turn with an elongated hesitation marker (er:). The formulation of this turn
is similar to his previous turn in line 53, both of which display his potential understanding.
In the next line, Tea confirms (no exercise) what Meh stated in line 60, then provides a
confirmation token (yeap). In line 62, Meh shows acknowledgement (hu[m:) which is
followed by teacher’s repetition of her previous turn ([no lyrics exercise)and aturn
closing marker (okay). Although Meh claims understanding in line 62, he requests
clarification from his peer with a Turkish word (translation: these) accompanied by his
orientation to the classroom material by pointing at the sheets on his desk in line 64, which
is followed by Mur’s repair in Turkish (translation: okay we wont’t do it)inline65.

The extract ends with teacher’s activity initiation (here we go).

Based on the close examination of this extract, it can be observed that troubles in
understanding makes the teacher’s deployment of a number of interactional resources to

resolve the troubles. First of all, in the first segment of the extract, it is clearly seen that the

72



teacher initiates a procedural informing (Gardner & Mushin, 2017) without establishing
mutual gaze with the students, as made observable when Meh claims non-understanding due
to his not listening to the teacher. During the teacher’s informing from line 1 to 4, Meh talks
to the student next to him, which is the reason for the absence to mutual orientation as
problematized by the teacher. Secondly, during the delivery of the reformulated instruction,
Tea uses grammatically simplified forms. Therefore, it can be claimed that students’ displays
of non-understanding is oriented to by the teacher with simplification work. For example, in
the first instruction-giving turn, she says 1’/l make you listen but in line 41 it changes into
you will listen, thus she omits make and the. Another example of this simplification is the
utterance how the song makes you feel. It gives place to whenever you feel about the song,
which is quite less complex. Furthermore, she delivers the reformulated instructions in a
slower pace and with elongated utterances to make them clearer for the students. This could
be considered another example of the simplification work. She also makes an addition in
line 45 (concentrate on) which is another resource that the teacher employs in order to

ensure the students’ understanding of the meaning (i.e. the instruction) in this extract.

As the teacher also observably is committed to make sure that everyone in the classroom
understands the instruction and she engages in further meaning negotiation work after three
students have already deployed some understanding tokens (i.e. hum hum, yes, yeah).
Another interesting finding is the teacher’s promotion of the displays of non-understanding
in the classroom. Her preference is evident in (1) her bodily action with the high five with
the students who claims non-understanding and (2) her utterance (thank you very much,
at least someone says no teacher i don’t understand) in lines 27 and 28
following Meh’ displaying non-understanding in line 26. Showing her preference in such an
explicit way, she also sets out to establish a classroom interactional norm of telling non-
understanding. In brief, it is clearly observed that after students’ claims of non-
understanding, the teacher explicitly orients to them and engages in reformulation work.
However, it is not conducive to make any claims regarding the effectiveness of the teacher’s
simplification of instruction for restoring understanding because even in the last line of the
extract Meh still seeks for clarification and displays his potential understanding to a peer.
Nevertheless, the evidence points to the teacher’s interactional competence in locating non-

understanding and trying to restore intersubjectivity with the deployment of diverse
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interactional resources including reformulation/revisiting the instruction, omitting

potentially complex grammatical items, repetitive understanding checks, embodied actions.

4.2. Extract 2

Extract 2 that follows presents interaction from 14" week of the semester and it lasts 1.09
minutes. Prior to the extract, the students completed a group discussion activity that they had
engaged in for almost twenty minutes. Unlike the previous extract in which the teacher
makes the meaning clear mostly by simplifying linguistic structures through reformulation,
Extract 2 illustrates nonverbal resources simultaneously deployed in third-position repair by
the teacher in order to resolve the understanding troubles with regard to the instruction. In
this example, the teacher asks the students to describe themselves according to their listening

performance during the previous group discussion activity.

Extract 2: efficient listener - (67/19.12.16)

1 Tea: so0 guys (.) ladies and gentlemen (0.4) think about your

2 previous group discussion (0.2) because you are la:rge

3 groups actually and yvou had a discussion for more than (0.2)
4 fifteen minutes twenty or something that was really good

5 (0.4) in your group discussion (0.4) please think about your
6 own position (0.2) <thow much efficient (.) listener (0.3)

7 you: could be> level onet twot (.) or three twhich one

8 Mur: level one

9 Tea: level one=

10 Ale: =o:h eheh

11 (3.2)

12 Tea: think about your er: personal yvou know (0.4) profile as a

13 listener in the previous group discussion how much (0.2)

14 efficient listener

15 Til: second one

16 Tea: second one=

17 Tial: =because er: meaning of words (0.2) confusing

18 Tea: make wyou confuse huhu okay good one >you are one< all of

19 yout (0.2) that means you don't listen to each other

+ points at Mur
20 Ale: heh heh heh
21 Mur: level one mi (.) good listener

is it level one

74



22 Tea: >no no< 1 mean oh okay top one
+ points upward
23 Mur: huhu
24 Tea: you are mentioned (.) okay fine i1 mean stage one two three

+ raising her hand step by

step
25 level okay level onle
+ points at Mur’s group
26 Mur: [huhu
27 Tea: level two
+ points Tiil’s group
28  Til: °yes”®
29 Tea: huhu
(6.2)
30 Tea: thow much efficient listeners (.) you think you were in
31 previous
+ points at the back group and goes towards them
32 Bey: i thi:nk »except< (0.2) heh f£deryaf
33 Tea: fderyaf eheh heh she is like with my e:r yes i’'m
34 highlighting a person
35 Bey: a:nd other were level one
36 Tea: okay level one (0.3) what is >wrong with the derya< come o:n
37 >he is the only boy< in the group and he did it fast

38 Bey: £that’s whyf they don’t like me eheh heh

In the first line of the extract, the teacher utters a transition maker (so) which points to
passing to an upcoming task. Then, by using address terms (1adies and gentlemen)and
for 0.4 seconds of wait time, she gathers the students’ attention. After she summarizes what
they have done in the previous activity, in lines 5 and 6 she gives her instruction and
formulates a question that is delivered in a slower pace and with an emphasis on the words
efficient and listener. However, a trouble in the formulation of the question stands out. It
may have developed out of the first language influence (Ellis, 1994; Luk & Shirai, 2009;
Mitchell & Myles, 2004;) since the word order of the question is similar to Turkish language
(L1) word order. In the same turn, the teacher provides levels (1evel onet twor (.)
or threet) SO as the students to describe their performance in the previous listening

activity. In line 8, it is followed by Mur’s contribution. In the next turn, Tea echoes Mur’s
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response which is latched with Ale’s laughter after an elongated surprise marker (o : h). After
3.2 seconds of silence Tea paraphrases her instruction and directs the same question to the

students in order to increase participation (think about your er: personal you

know (0.4) profile as a listener in the previous group discussion
how much (0.2) efficient listener). Thistime the teacher does not produce a full
form construction and she pauses for 0.2 seconds between how much and efficient in line 13.
Another thing that makes Tea’s expectation of more involvement evident is her attempt to
establish mutual gaze with the students while she utters the instruction again. In line 15, Tiil
self-selects herself as the next speaker and provides a response, which is also followed by
teacher echo. Tea displays confirmation through repetition of the student’s turn. In the
subsequent line, Tiil provides elaboration on her response in her previous turn by pointing
the complexity of the words as the reason for her listening performance. In line 18, the
teacher shapes learner contribution (make vyou confuse) (Walsh, 2006, 2011) by
paraphrasing the students previous talk. Then, she utters a confirmation token (hu hu)
followed by an acknowledgement token (okay). It should also be noted that the student’s
further explanation on her previous turn receives an explicit positive feedback (Waring,
2013) (good one) from the teacher.

Following a short pause during which she establishes mutual gaze with Mur and pointing at
him, in line 19 Tea repeats the student contribution he provides in line 8 with a faster pace
and asks the other students if they are all level one with a turn final rising intonation. Then,
she elaborates on her question to clarify the meaning which is marked with that means in
transition relevance place after a slight pause. It triggers laughter from Ale in line 20, which
may have resulted from the teacher’s misunderstanding of what Mur refers to with level one.
In line 21, Mur’s question (level one ma1) (translation: is it level one) and his repair
regarding what he refers to with level one in the next turn makes the trouble salient. What
happens next is a typical example of third-position repair employed by the teacher. Based
on the previous student turn manifesting the understanding trouble, in line 22, through a
repair-initiation component (Schegloff, 1992b) (>no no no<) delivered with an increased
pace and with a repair proper (i mean) she undertakes repair work. Later, in the same turn
producing a change of state token (oh) (Heritage, 1984) and an acknowledgment token
(okay) Tea displays her understanding and also by reformulating the student’s turn

accompanied with her bodily action (she points upward) she demonstrates understanding
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with regard to the referent. It should be noted here that third-position repair commonly deals
with two kinds of problems: incorrect reference and incorrect relevant next action
(Schegloff, 1987b; 1992b). The present repair action is an example of misunderstanding of
referents. Tea treats level one pointing to the least efficient listener, which is observable with
her interpretation in line 19 (that means you don’t listen to each other).
Therefore, it can be claimed here that the trouble is stemmed from Tea’s lack of specification

of the levels and their referents in her instruction at the beginning.

In line 23, Mur confirms the teacher with the token hu hu which is overlapped with the
teacher’s turn in the next line where she goes on her repair with a repair initiation marker (i
mean) (Schegloff, 1987b, 1992b). The marker I mean commonly signals a forthcoming
repair sequence (Mauranen, 2010; see Schiffren, 1987 for other uses of the marker). This
repair practice is produced differently compared to the other repair examples in this extract
as well as the previous one. It is produced by the coordinated use of verbal explanation and
hand movement. In other words, the teacher describes each stage more specifically through
the use of her bodily action. In line 26, Mur utters a confirmation token (huhu) followed
by Tea’s repetition of Tiil’s response, which makes her understanding evident. After quite a
long pause, in line 30, Tea signals speaker change by asking other students. The lines
between 32 and 38 indicate that the understanding problem is resolved and meaning-and-
fluency context (Seedhouse, 2004) is restored.

4.3. Extract 3

Extract 3 comes from the 16" week of the term. The interaction that will be analyzed occurs
almost at the beginning of the recording. The unit of the coursebook is court and crime. The
following extract is significant in two points. First, it illustrates a student contribution
subsequently expanded with the teacher’s elaboration on the procedure of the task. Secondly,
as different from the previous two fragments which demonstrated the use of third-position
repair with embodied actions, this extract shows how the teacher draws upon the classroom
material to resolve the students’ understanding trouble in her reformulation turn. Receiving
no correct answer from the students in answer-elicitation phase, the teacher notices the

general misunderstanding and engages in elaboration on the original instruction.
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Extract 3 includes two segments. Segment 1 displays the teacher’s instruction giving phase
which also includes a student contribution. Segment 2, on the other hand, explicates the
eliciting answer which involves the teacher’s reformulation of the instruction by deploying
various interactional resources. Before Segment 1, the class has been working on three
different listening extracts. The teacher announces that they have 2 different exercises related
to the recordings. The first one is filling in the blank exercise that requires the students to
complete the sentences given in the coursebook with the missing parts, while the second one
is a matching exercise. The students are expected to match the sentences they listen to with
the appropriate categories. The categories are prosecution, defense, prosecution or defense,
and jury respectively. Prior to the extract the students have just completed listening to the

recordings. It starts with the teacher’s time allocation to the matching exercise.

Extract 3: both sides - 32/02.01.17 (Segment 1)

1 Tea: okay (0.3) now one minute to you to match them with the: (.)
2 part c: (0.3) prosecutiont (.) defenset+ (.) prosecution or the
3 defense+ or the jury >which expression< could be u:sed in
4 which part of the case or the court
5 Sel: hocam er: the jury er was sometimes er: defending and er
teacher
+ raises his hand + points at the board
6 sometimes against the (0.3) er case
7 Tea: huhu: something can be both you say at the same [time
3 Sel: [both
9 Tea: exactly huhu that's why you know we are doing it >not a kind
+ nods her head
10 a< black and white exercise

11 Sel: “yeah®

12 Tea: okayl

In line 1 after allocating one minute to the students for matching the sentences with the
categories (now one minute to you), Tea issues the instruction of the exercise and utters
each category distinctively by waiting for a micro moment between them in lines 2 and 3
(match them with the: (.) part c: (0.3) prosecutiont (.) defenser

(.) prosecution or the defenset and jury). She ends her turn with the task
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question (>which expression< could be u:sed in which part of the case
or the court). Inline5, Sel takes the turn with an address term (teacher) accompanied
by his hand raising and claims that jury could both defend and be against the case. In the
subsequent turn, the teacher produces an elongated acknowledgement token (hu hu:)
followed by reformulation of Sel’s contribution (something can be both you say at
the same [time). Instead of simply accepting Sel’s contribution, Tea paraphrases it with
an emphasis on the word both in the same line. It could be argued that in this case since Tea
accepts Sel’s contribution, by reformulating and elaborating it, she may want to make his

contribution available and more comprehensible for the rest of the classroom (Walsh, 2006).

In line 8, Sel with a rising intonation in turn initial position repeats the word both (Svenning,
2004) that is produced with an emphasis by Tea in the previous turn, which displays his
recognition (Sacks, 1992). According to Mortensen (2011), students’ repeating teachers’
highlighted words in the prior turn shows their acknowledgement of what the teacher
explicates. In the following line, Sel’s turn is acknowledged both bodily (nodding) and with
a strong agreement token (exact1y) by Tea. She also produces another acknowledgement
token (huhu) and provides an account for the activity (that's why you know we are
doing it >not a kind a< black and white exercise)inlines 9 and 10. In line
11, Sel utters another acknowledgement token in a soft voice (°yeah®) and the first part of
the extract ends with Tea’s sequence-closing third (okay,) (Schegloff, 2007) in line 12.
What happens between lines 5 and 12 exemplifies how the typical interactional organization
of procedural context (Seedhouse, 2004), which is associated with one single teacher turn,

can vary with a student contribution regarding the task content.
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36
37
38

39

40

41

42
43

45
46
47

43
30
51
32
33

33
36
37
38
39

Extract 3: both zide= - 32/02.01.17 (Segment 2)

Tea:

3el:

Tea:

Sel:

Bey:

Bey:

Tea:

Tea:

Pair:

Tea:

Bey:
Tea:
Sel:

Tea:

-

perfect thank you very much (0.2) and the (0.2} ¢ this time
prosecution or the defense
(0.8)
er eight
we choose numbers but two of these numbers (.) one from
+ points at one direction
with one of her hands

the prosscution arsa one from the defense arsa (.) can be used

+ points at another direction with her other hand
(0.2) bo:th you know prosecution or the defense

+ brings her hands together
(1.1)
+ Tea looks around the students
eight and nins
(0.3)
er <one a:nd>
(0.8)
[2r:
[from 2 and b actuzlly these expressicns (.) loock at »you know<
thoze one from number one to number six
(0.7}
you will just notice that two of them (0.2) can be use:d (0.2)
in k[octh
[ocne and four=
=cne and four (.} texactly number tone and number foulr
+ looks at Pir
[hu:=
=can be used for (.) both situation
huh yes
okay »read them please one more time you'll understand me<
better
(3.3)
+ the students and Tea look at the book
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60 oka:yt (0.3) both sides »can make up a< sentence like that
61 that's why one and four (0.2) a:nd (.) for the part dt jury (.)

62 which sentences are belonging to the jury part

22 lines (including Tea’s eliciting the answers of the first and the second category from the
students) between Segment 1 and Segment 2 are omitted (see Appendix 5). Although the
participants engage in interaction to complete the activity in teacher-fronted sequences, the
revisiting of the instruction only arrives 22 lines later, which also explains the reasons for
the omitted lines At the beginning of the second part, after a student’s candidate response
Tea produces explicit positive assessment (Waring, 2013) which is provided after preferred
responses (Pomerantz, 1984; Schegloff, 2007) as the third-turn of the IRF structure
(McHoul, 1978; Mehan, 1979; Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975). Tea announces the transition to
thecpart(and the (0.2) c this time)and names the part (prosecution or the defense).
After 0.8 second of silence in line 37, Meh self-selects himself as the next speaker and gives
a candidate response (eight) with a hesitation marker (er) in turn initial position. His
candidate response displays his non-understanding of the instruction, since correct answer
requires two different numbers from each category; however, Meh’s response includes one
number from one of the categories. It should be noted that in line 38, Tea attributes this
response to student’s misunderstanding and initiates a repair. She explains that one of the
numbers is chosen from the prosecution category and the other is from the defense category
from line 38 to 41. Her verbal explanation is simultaneously embodied by her pointing
gesture directed to opposite sides while she indicates the different categories in the following
lines. In line 40, she again emphasizes the word both and after a discourse marker (you
know) (Schiffrin, 1978) she utters the category (prosecution or the defense).
Completing her turn, Tea looks around to establish mutual eye gaze with a student during
1.1 seconds. It is followed by Meh’s nominating himself as the next speaker and providing
another candidate answer (eight and nine), which includes two different numbers this
time. Then, in line 44 Bey also self-selects herself and gives another candidate answer (er
<one a:nd>). Drawing upon lines 42 and 44, it could be claimed that with her verbal
explanations accompanied with her multimodal actions, Tea manages to receive learner-
response that includes two different numbers. Bey’s candidate response is marked with a

hesitation marker at the beginning of the turn (er). Also, providing answer in a slower pace
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and pausing 0.8 second of silence followed by another elongated hesitation marker make her
uncertainty evident. Thereupon in line 47, Tea starts to revise her instruction again in an
overlapping fashion with Bey’s hesitation marker in the previous turn. This time Tea orients
to the shared classroom material (1ook at >you know< those one from number
one to number six) in lines 47 and 48 in order to manage understanding trouble.
Furthermore, after 0.7 second of silence in an extended turn in lines 50 and 51, Tea goes on

with the revised instruction.

In line 52, another student (P1r) provides a candidate answer which overlaps with Tea’s last
word in line 51. It is latched with Tea’s immediate repetition of candidate answer in the next
line. After a micro pause, Tea provides explicit positive assessment (+exactly) (Waring,
2013) delivered with an emphasis and marked suprasegmentally and repeats the student’s
turn again, which signals her acceptance of the answer. Bey, in the following line, provides
an elongated change of state token (hu:) (Heritage, 1984) which is latched by Tea’s further
explanation including an emphasis on the word both. In line 56, Meh claims understanding
with an acknowledgement token (yes) (Koole, 2010; Sacks, 1992) preceded by a change of
state token (huh) (Heritage, 1984). In line 57, after producing a sequence closing third
(okay) (Schegloff, 2007), this time Tea directs the students to read the instruction written
onthebook (read them please one more time).Also, upon uttering an understanding
check (oka:y+) accompanied by her gaze at the students, she reformulates the written
instruction again (both sides >can make up a< sentence like that) with an
emphasis on the word both which could be considered as the key word for activity
accomplishment. The extract ends with Tea’s explanation with giving an account for the
correct answers (that's why one and four) and transition to the questions of next
category (for the part di jury (.) which sentences are belonging to

the jury part).

Based on the analysis of this extract it can be observed that after the teacher’s procedural
information, one of the students (Sel) also engages in the instruction giving process by
making a contribution regarding the categories given in the coursebook. Nevertheless, in the
subsequent turns, it can be seen that Meh has a trouble in understanding the process, which
is evident with his candidate answer that involves only one number. Extract 3 clearly

exemplifies the resolution of the students’ understanding troubles and its relation to the
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teacher’s classroom interactional competence (CIC) (Wash, 2006) in that the teacher
observably manages to locate the students’ understanding trouble based on the candidate
responses, then orients to it in the following lines. She engages in revising and reformulation
work by drawing upon the classroom material to make her explanation more comprehensible
thereby negotiating meaning. Furthermore, she embodies her nonverbal actions in her verbal
explanation during her reformulation turns. It is evident in the extract that at the end of the
revision of the instruction, the students manage to recognize the required procedure and

demonstrate understanding.

4.4, Extract 4

Extract 4 that follows presents interaction from 15" week of the semester. It lasts 1.49
minutes and consists of two segments in succession. The unit of the week is Art and Media.
The extract consists of two segments following each other without any deduction. In the
extract, Tea elicits responses of an information gap activity from the students who work in
pairs. One of the students from each pair is assigned to be Student A and the other one
Student B. In the coursebook there are two reading passages, one of which is expected to be
read by Students As, and the other one is read by Student Bs. After the students read their
passage they are supposed to talk about it to their partners. Finally, each student is expected
to answer the questions of the passage that they have not read but have told about by their
partners. Prior to Segment 1, Tea had provided the task instruction and the students engaged

in the activity for almost 10 minutes.
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Extract 4: 2 students, 2 texts - 85/28.12.16 (Segment 1)

Tea:
Meh:
Tea:
Meh:

Tea:

Blp:
Tan:
BAle:

Tea:

Tan:

Tea:

Der:

Meh:
Der:
Tea:

Der:

in two a the questions were related to which student
a=
=a readers
yes
okay s0t a readers (.) you will say nothing in this pa:rt (0.2)
only student b will answer this part >becauss< you already told
them (0.2) about the »you know< your +text and (.) they are
knowledgeable about it (.) i guess (0.2) here we go (.) where
was the crime (0.2) student bsy
(0.8)
[buencs airss
[buenocs air[es

° [busnos aires®=
=yes buenos aires thank you very much (0.2) here we got (0.2)
what was the total amount of money and which item was stolen

(0.3) do you rememther
yes

derva

+ looks at Der

(1.0)

er: 1 will talk about my (0.3) er: (.) or:
(1.2)

yani=

i mean=

=not your text
my partner's=
=your partner's=
=hu:

(0.8)

er: sixty-eig[ht million deollars

Extract 4 starts with Tea’s display question (in two a the questions were related

to which student) directed to the students as a pre-announcement (Terasaki, 1976) as a

type of teacher informing. In line 2, Meh gives a candidate response (a) and provides the

second pair part of the question. In the subsequent turn, Tea immediately accepts it by

repeating the candidate response (a readers), which is followed by Meh’ confirmation

token (yes) in line 4. In line 5, Tea firstly produces a sequence closing third (okay)
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(Schegloff, 2007), then utters a transition marker (so+t), which signals a transition to a new
action, with rising intonation in final position. In the same turn, she uses an address term (a
readers) and after a micro pause she delivers the instruction (you will say nothing
in this pa:rt (0.2) only student b will answer this part)to A readers.
In line 6, she also provides an account for why B readers will answer the questions at that
moment (>because< you already told them (0.2) about the >you know<
your ttext and (.) they are knowledgeable about it)witha personal stance
marker (i guess) (Kédrkkdinen, 2003). Then, after an initiating marker (here we go), she
asks the first question of the text to student Bs by addressing them (student bs}y).
Following 0.6 second of silence, Tea gets the same candidate response (Buenos Aires) from
multiple students (Alp, Tan, Ale) in lines 11, 12 and 13 in an overlapped fashion to one
another. In line 14, Tea accepts the candidate response by firstly providing a confirmation
token (yes) followed by a repetition of the response (buenos aires) and ends her turn
with a sequence closing third (thank you very much). After a short pause she again uses
an initiator marker (here we go1), which is marked with a rising intonation, in order to
signal the continuation of the elicitation process. Later, in the same turn, she directs the
second questions to student Bs (what was the total amount of money and which
item was stolen) and checks whether the students remember the answer with a yes/no
interrogative question (do you rememtber) (Raymond, 2003; 2010). It is followed with a
positive response (yes) provided by Tan in line 17. Although Der does not bid for turn, Tea
selects him as the next speaker by gazing at him and using an address term (derya) to get
the response. Following 1.0 second of silence which is an indicator of the trouble, Der
requests confirmation with a yes/no declarative question surrounded with elongated
hesitation markers (er: i will talk about my (0.3) er:)and terminates histurn
with an elongated connection marker (or:) projecting an alternative. However, he does not
get any response from Tea during 1.2 seconds of silence, then in line 22 he initiates an insert
expansion to clarify his question with a Turkish marker yani (translation: i mean) Mauranen,
2010) which mostly projects an upcoming repair sequence. It is latched with Meh’s repair in
line 23 (not your text). Inline 24, Der reformulates Meh’s response (my partner's),
thereby demonstrating his understanding (Sacks, 1992). In line 25, Tea this time provides
confirmation (your partner's=)to Der’s question he asked in line 20. It is immediately

followed by Der’s elongated change of state token (=hu:) (Heritage, 1984) that could be
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considered to be a display of his understanding (Koole, 2010; Sacks, 1992). After 0.8 of
silence, he provides a candidate response beginning with another hesitation marker (er:
sixty-eig[ht million dollars)in line 28.

Extract 4: 2 students, 2 texts - 85: 28.12.16 (Segment 2)

29  Tul: [hala hicbir sey anlamadim ben
[i 2till do not understand anything

30 Tea: sixty-eight million dollars (.) whatt
+ turns to Tal
31 Tiil: i'm {.) ®confused® e[r:
32 Tea: [you are confu[sed
33  Tiil: ® [yeah®
34 Tea: ockay let’s make clear it to you (0.2) which text you readt
35 Tul: second one

36 Tea: cka:v (.} so you will answer the questions here (0.3) okayi
+ shows the book to Tiil

and points at the questions
37 Tul: hu:=

38 Tea: =huhu 1 mean because »>you know< your partner already told you
39 about the passage and we are trying to test (.) how much do you
40 remember from the you know (0.2) a text that you don't read but
41 your friend mentioned about [it

42 Tul: [hu ®okaly:®

43 Tea: [okayt (.)cleart

+ bodily orients to the whole class

44  Yap: =yelah

+ nods her head
45 Tan: [hu[hu
16 Tea: [fine) (0.2) sot (.) whatt (.) exactly >was stolen<
47  Rlp: er:
48 Sim: safe=
49  Mur: =safety
50 Rlp: safety box m1

is it safety box

51 Tea: safety box tyeap exactly

In line 29, another student from another corner of the classroom (Tiil) explicitly states her

non-understanding in Turkish ([hala hi¢bir sey anlamadim ben) (translation: i still
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do not understand anything), which overlaps with Der’s response given in the previous line.
In line 30, Tea firstly accepts Der’s candidate response by repeating it, then after a micro
pause she produces an open-class initiator (what 1) (Schegloff, et al., 1977) marked with a
rising intonation in turn final position and positions her body towards Tiil, thus establishes
recipiency with her. It should be noted that Tea’s repair initiation in line 30 either could be
a display of a hearing problem or could be directed to get an English contribution from Tiil.
Yet, it is still interesting that although Tiil states her non-understanding in Turkish in line
29, she states it in English in line 31 (i'm (.) °confused®) marked with an elongated
hesitation marker in turn final position (e [r:) which is overlapped with Tea’s repetition
(Iyou are confulsed) in line 32. In line 33, Til provides a confirmation token
(° [yeah®), which is delivered in a soft voice, in an overlapped fashion with Tea’s repetition
in the previous turn. What happens in line 34 is significant in that it displays how Tea orients
to the student’s understanding trouble emerged with regard to the task instruction. After
uttering an acknowledgement token (okay), she explicitly shows orientation to the
resolution of the trouble (1et’s make clear it to you). Inthe same turn, she asks a
referential question (which text you readt) (Long & Sato, 1983) in order to learn
which text that Tiil have read. In line 35, Tiil provides response (second one) in the second
pair part of the question, which is followed by Tea’s another acknowledgment token
(o:kay) Which serves as sequence closing third. Upon uttering a logical connector (so),
Tea makes an indexical reference to the shared resource (here) (Jackson, 2013) in order to
show the questions that Tiil is supposed to answer and terminates her turn with an
understanding check (okay+1), which is followed by Tiil’s change of state token (hu:)
displaying her acknowledgement. For the follow-up, after a confirmation token (huhu),
starting with the discourse marker i mean she initiates to provides account for the procedure
that they follow (because >you know< your partner already told you about
the passage and we are trying to test (.) how much do you remember).
In line 42, Tiil claims understanding through another change of state token (hu) followed by
an acknowledgement token (°oka [y, °) delivered in a soft voice and marked with falling
intonation in turn final position. It overlaps with Tea’s first understanding check (okayt)
with which Tea addresses the whole class by bodily orienting to them and after a micro pause
in the same turn she produces another understanding check (clear+t). Tea’s understanding

checks receive positive responses (ye [ah) accompanied by bodily action (nodding in line
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44), ([hu[hu). Having overlapped with Tan’s confirmation token in line 45, Tea provides
an explicit positive assessment (fine ;) marked with a falling intonation as a both sequence
and case closed device (Waring, 2008) in line 46. Then, in the same turn, using a transition
marker (sot), Tea asks the question again (whatt (.) exactly >was stolen<) and
in lines 48, 49 and 50, the students provide candidate answers (safe), (safety), (is it
safety box) that Tea gives feedback (safety box tyeap exactly) in line 51, so
triadic exchange structure (IRF) starts again. Therefore, the lines between 46 and 51 indicate
that the understanding problem is resolved and form-and-accuracy context (Seedhouse,
2004) is restored. It could be stated that differently from the extracts analyzed so far, Extract
4 illustrates how Tea tries to resolve the understanding trouble through asking questions to
co-construct the meaning with the student.

45, Extract 5

The following extract illustrates how the teacher uses two conflicting words in her
instruction regarding how the students will be working (in pairs or groups) (Markee, 2015)
to accomplish upcoming task. In Extract 5, it is also demonstrated that after using an
understanding check, the teacher immediately initiates the activity without waiting for
students to display their understanding or non-understanding. Before the part illustrated in
the following extract, the students have worked on the plot of some Turkish TV series. The
teacher has displayed the pictures of the TV series on the board one by one, and a volunteer
student has taken turn to sum it up to the other students in the classroom. In this example,

the teacher changes the activity into pair work version.

Extract 5: tv series - 40/02.01.17 (Segment 1)

1 Tea: okay (0.3) >+now guys< we will go on like that (0.4) choose &

2 partner to yourself please

3 (0.8)

4 Tea: 1t could be >someone next to you it co- could be someons from

5 the other corner of the classroom< (.) choose a partner the
+ points at the back of the classroom

6 to yourself quickly
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In line 1, after using a closing marker (okay) and uttering a general address term (guys) to

gather the students’ attention, Tea begins to provide procedural informing (Gardner &

Mushin, 2017) and asks the students to have a partner. After 0.8 second of silence, in lines

4 and 5, she gives further information concerning partner choice in a faster pace (it could

be >someone next to you it co- could be someone from the other corner

of the classroom<). Then, in lines 5 and 6 she repeats the instruction. The 14 lines

between the first and second segments of the extract have been omitted. In the omitted lines

Tea helps the students find a partner and arranges the pairs (see Appendix 6), They have

been considered irrelevant to the phenomenon under investigation as they are not in line with

the scope of the present study.

21

22
23
24
25

26

27

28

29

30
31

32

33

34

35

Extract 5: tv series - 40/02.01.17 (Segment 2)

Tea:

Meh:

Mur:

Tea:

readyt (0.4) i will choose some pictures to you again here

+ points at the board

(0.4) for each picture you will take turn to each other (.)if
you don't know anything about the you know (.) tv series you
may sayt (0.3) >skip< (0.4) for that part (.) okayt you will

+ moves her right hand quickly to a direction
+ Sel nods
pass (.) for the activityy (0.2) fine (.) each group will do
+ puts her hands forward
it on their own you don't have to wait for each other so (.)
yvou will <take tu:rns with your group mate> (0.4) among sach
other >to summarize< the topic (0.3) okayt clear about thatt
+ draws cirele with his hand
(0.3)
sot (.) who are the first to startt+ can [1 see each group
+ looks around the students
[1like clockwise we can
+ draws circle with his
hand
do this time
her grup kendi [ig¢inde
each group with their group members
[*>no no< each group=

+ points at Meh and Tan
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36 Meh: =h[u:
37 Tea: [i mean each pair will do it for example you or erl[:
+ points at Meh

+ points at Tan

38 Meh: [tansu=
39 Tea: =tansu will go [on

40 Meh: [okay then ladies first

41 Tea: here we go

+ reflects a picture on the board

The second part of the extract starts with Tea’s attention gathering marker (ready+) which
is uttered with a word-final rising intonation. After waiting for 0.4 second, Tea issues the

instruction (i will choose some pictures to you again here (0.4) for
each picture you will take turn to each other (.)if you don't know

anything about the you know (.) tv series you may sayt (0.3) >skip<
(0.4) for that part) concerning the procedure of the activity. She says that she will
display some pictures on the board, which is simultaneously accompanied with her pointing
gesture. In line 23, Tea indicates that the students are expected to summarize the TV series
in turns by putting an emphasis on take; however, she uses an ungrammatical structure (you
will take turn to each other). After a micro pause she provides informing related
to what the students will do in the cases that they are not familiar with the series displayed
on the board. In line 25, she utters the word skip with an emphasis and in a faster pace than
the surrounding talk. In order to mark skip she also pauses before and after the word.
Following this, in the same line Tea produces an understanding check (okay 1), yet without
waiting for any response from the students, she reformulates her previous utterance (you
will pass (.) for the activityl), again with an emphasis on pass accompanied
by a hand gesture. While she is uttering pass, Tea puts her hands forward to indicate they
will move on. In line 26, Tea produces an understanding check (£ ine), but she does not wait
for any response from the students again and goes on providing procedural instruction.
However, although at the beginning Tea have designed the activity as a pair work task, she
states group in line 26 and group mate in line 28 instead of pair and partner. Also, with her
hand gesture, Tea draws a circle by pointing at the students, which implies turning the
activity into group work. In line 29, she provides two understanding check questions

successively (okayt clear about thatt) which are uttered with a rising intonation in

90



final position; however, they are not responded to by the students. Then, in line 31, Tea
wants to see the students who will start first in each pair (who are the first to starti
can [i see each group), yet she utters the word group again instead of pair. Her
question is overlapped with Meh’s contribution in line 32. By self-selecting himself as the
next speaker, Meh provides an alternative about the order that they can follow during the
activity (1ike clockwise we can do this time). Meh’s contribution is important in
that it demonstrates the understanding trouble emerged from Tea’s use of conflicting words
(pair and group) to describe the activity. It should be noted that with his alternative (1ike
clockwise) that is appropriate for the group work version and with his hand gesture
describing a circle, Meh refers to group work. In line 34, Mur who is sitting next to Meh
initiates a repair in their mother tongue (her grup kendi [icinde) (translation: each
group with their group members), and he also calls the working style as group. Mur’ repair
is overlapped with Tea’s disagreement markers uttered in a faster pace ([>no no<) in line
35. Itisimmediately followed by Meh’s elongated change-of state-token (=h [u: ) (Heritage,
1984), which displays the change in his state of understanding. It is overlapped with Tea’s
turn in line 37 where she initiates a repair. Based on Meh’s contribution which indicates the
trouble, with third-position repair (Schegloff, et al., 1977; Schegloff, 1987, 1992) Tea
replaces the word group with pair in her next turn which is initiated by a repair proper (i
mean) in line 37. Then, Tea goes on providing further explanation with exemplification. By
pointing at Meh and his partner Tan, she attempts to resolve the trouble in her example.
Finally, in line 40 Meh firstly produces an acknowledgment token (okay) and by giving the
first turn to his partner (then ladies first), he clearly demonstrates his understanding
(Sacks, 1992). The extract ends with Tea’s initiation of the activity by displaying a
photograph on the board.

4.6. Extract 6

Extract 6 will present an episode from 16th week of the semester. The present unit is Art and
Media. The interaction that is given in the following extract starts almost at the beginning of
the lesson and it lasts 2.02 minutes. It illustrates another example of how Tea orients to one
of the students’ (Tiil) questions about the task procedure and through providing example

responses that the students are expected to give. It is also demonstrated in the extract that
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during issuing the task instruction, Tea makes the procedural context interactive by altering
the turn-taking system so that the students can take turns. Prior to the extract, after Tea comes
to the classroom and greets the students, she turns on the computer and makes preparation
for the upcoming task. After displaying some photographs on the board, she starts to give
information about the task. Extract 6 involves two segments. Like extracts 2 and 4, the two
segments follow each other without any deduction; that is, in this extract there is no omitted

lines between the segments.

Extract 6: logos - 12/19.12.16 (Segment 1)

1 Tea: tnot a new topic (0.4) er: but a familiar one as you know in the
2 language leader we already covered this topic last wesk (.)
3 media issue rightt (.) ta:rts and media (0.2) this time a little
4 bit different a little kit same (0.2) do you remember that partt
5 Tiil: ve[ah
6 Bey: [veah
7 Til: correspondence
8 Tea: vyeap sxactly you know journalism we discussed »a little bit<
9 today we will focus on (.} tthat part of the issue (0.4) media:
10 interns:t radio: magazine:s newspapers televisions these are all
11 a:ll pa:rt of the (0.2) media and >today we are talking about<
12 all these tocls (.) and more actually (0.2) <every single yesar>»
13 you know new products (.) new applications (.) and new (0.2) er
14 sources of information or media <try to:> go: on >and on and on<
15 sot (.) i will show you some picturss here (.) t some iconsy
16 (0.€)
17 Tea: icon mea:ns
18 (1.0)

+ looks around the students
19 Meh: er[:
20 Tiil: [logo[s
21 Meh: [logo=
22 Tea: =logos perfect (0.3) how many of them do you know >you will try
23 to guess< okay these are the logo:s and icons to you

+ displays the picture of icons on the board

24 (3.4)

+ Tea shows the icons and the students looks at the board
25  Bey: “google® (0.3) google

+ looks at Tea
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The extract starts with Tea’s introducing the topic of the task by making reference to the
previous week and establishes a connection with the topic of the coursebook unit (t+not a
new topic (0.4) er: but a familiar one as you know in the language
leader we already covered this topic last week). Inline 4, she ends her turn
with a yes/no interrogative question (Mehan, 1979b) to check whether the students
remember that part of the unit (do you remember that part:). As preferred response,
in lines 5 and 6, Tea gets confirmation tokens from Tiil (ye [ah) and Bey ([ yeah) in overlap
with each other. In line 7, Tiil also enhances her contribution by stating the name of one of
the tasks (correspondence) that the class carried out last week. Tiil’s contribution is
followed by a confirmation token by Tea with a strong positive evaluation marker in line 8.
Later in the same line, Tea summarizes what they have done and announces the new activity
(you know journalism we discussed >a little bit< today we will focus
on (.) rthat part of the issue). After setting the topic, she specifies what the
students are supposed to do in this exercise (>today we are talking about< all
these tools (.) and more actually) in lines 11 and 12. Laying the way of the
theme by introducing the subject of the activity (new products (.) new applications
(.) and new (0.2) er sources of information or media), Tea initiates
providing the procedural information (i will show you some pictures here (.)
+ some icons|). After 0.6 second of silence, she utters a designedly incomplete utterance
(icon mea:ns) (Koshik, 2002) by elongating the last word of the question. Designedly
incomplete utterance could be identified here as a known information question to check the
students’ vocabulary knowledge. It should be noted that Tea does not “transmit the
procedural informing” (Seedhouse, 2004, p. 134) in a monologue format, instead she
involves the students in the procedural informing through a DIU. According to Seedhouse
(2004) asking questions to students in procedural context is one of the ways that the teachers
employ to change the turn taking system of the context which mostly consists of “an
unbroken monologue” (p. 134). It could also be claimed that Tea creates opportunities for
increasing student participation. In line 18, during 1.0 second, Tea looks around to establish
mutual gaze with a student thus expecting a response from them. Then, she receives
candidate responses from two different students in an overlapping fashion ([1logo[s),
(I1ogo=). In line 22, Tea immediately acknowledges the candidate response by repeating it

and produces an explicit positive assessment (perfect) (Waring, 2013). Later, she goes on
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giving instruction by producing a question (how many of them do you know >you

will try to guess<) and ends her turn by showing the picture of icons on the board

(these are the logo:s and icons to you). During 3.4 seconds of silence, Tea

shows the icons one by one on the board and the students look at them. Although the students

are expected to count the numbers of the icons that they are familiar with after looking at all

of them, in line 25 Bey states the name of one of the icons in a soft voice (°google®). After

waiting 0.3 second she repeats her previous utterance by looking at Tea this time.

26
27
28

29
30

31

32

33
34

35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
a3

Extract 6: logos - 12/19.12.16 (Segment 2)

Tea:

Tea:

Tal:

Tea:

Tal:

Tea:

Meh:
Tea:
Til:
Tea:
Mur:
Tan:
Tea:
Tul:

Tea:

ttry to count the number of (.) logos or icons >you know<
(0.3) >what do they< refer to
(6.9)
+ Tea shows the icons
these are the <co:des o:f toda:y's media tools>
(11.8)
+ Tea shows the icons
we have to say somethingt
+ Tiil and Tea establish mutual gaze
>no no nlo<
+ withdraws her gaze from Tiil
[hu:
guys (.) number i [will locking for
+ looks around the students
+ positions her body to whole class
[eheh heh
how many of them you [know
[huam:
five te:n (0.4) [one
[thirteen=
=about fol[urteen
[thirtteeny (0.4) fourteen=
“thir[teen”

[about fourteen thirteen ckayl (0.4) anyt

In the subsequent turn, Tea initiates a repair and reformulates her previous instruction with

an imperative form (1try to count the number of (.) logos or icons >you

know<) and finishes her turn by adding a question (>what do they< refer to). After
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Tea’s repair, the students continue looking at the board. In line 29, Tea restates what the
students are looking at. Following 11.8 second of silence during which the students keeps
on looking at the board, one of the students (Tiil) takes the turn with self-selection and
produces a yes/no declarative question (we have to say somethingt) (Raymond, 2003)
marked with rising intonation in turn final position. In the following line, Tea produces repair
initiation markers (>no no n[o<)in a faster pace and withdraws her gaze from Tiil in turn-
final position. Tea’s last repair initiator utterance overlaps with Tiil’s elongated change of
state token ([hu:) (Heritage, 1984) in line 33. It should be emphasized that although Tea
initiates repair only to Tiil in line 32, at the end of the turn she withdraws her gaze from Tiil
and positions herself to the whole class in line 34. Also, by uttering a general address term
(guys), Tea assembles the students into a “single audience” (St. John & Cromdal, 2016, p.
254) and makes evident that she addresses all of the students. Treating Tiil’s question as a
general instructional need of the class, she reformulates her instruction one more time
(number i [will looking for). In line 35, Tea’s reformulation is overlapped with
Meh’s laughter which could be triggered by Tiil’s question with regard to the procedure. In
line 36, Tea goes on revising previously given question (in line 22) (how many of them
you [know), Which overlaps with Tiil’s another change of state token ([hum:) (Heritage,
1984). Furthermore, Tea provides example of possible responses (five te:n (0.4)

[one) in order to make clear what she expects to receive as a response.

The analysis of Extract 6 has exemplified two of the variations proposed by Seedhouse
(2004). He argues that these variations change the turn-taking system of procedural context.
Firstly, as stated earlier Tea makes the students get involved in procedural informing through
directing a DIU to them, thus makes the context more interactional. Secondly, in line 31 Tiil
takes turn by nominating herself as the next speaker and directs a question about the
procedure to Tea. With regard to Tea’s noticing the understanding trouble, as in Extract 2
and 3, students’ questions about the task procedure makes their understanding troubles
evident to Tea. Based on Tiil’s question in line 31, Tea undertakes repair work through
interactional resources like reformulating, revising the previously given instruction, and
exemplification. In this case, Tea’s exemplification seems to be facilitative for the students’
understanding of what they are expected to do, since through exemplification Tea manages
to get multiple responses from various students given in an overlapped fashion with each

other between lines 39 and 42 ([thirteen=), (about fo[urteen), (*thir[teen®). It
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should also be noted that in line 42 Tiil’s response to Tea’s question demonstrates her
understanding of the instruction and her previous understanding trouble is resolved. Like
Extract 5, this extract demonstrates how Tea achieve mutual understanding in instructions
by exemplifying the possible responses that the students are supposed to provide. Another
interesting observation about this extract is that although in line 31 the question is asked by
one individual, Tea reformulates her instruction by addressing all of the students to ensure

understanding, which illustrates the nature of multilogue in the classroom.

4.7. Extract 7

So far in the analysis chapter, it has been explored that after locating the students’ non-
understanding the teacher tries to restore understanding with deployment of diverse
interactional resources including revising the instruction, omitting potentially complex
grammatical items from her instruction, repetitive use of understanding checks, and
embodied actions. Unlike the previous extracts, the following extract illustrates how the
teacher employs hint-giving in addition to exemplification after long silences with no activity
initiation in order to make the meaning clear to the students. Prior to the following extract,
the students engage in a reading activity. After completing the activity, Tea chooses some

words from the text and explains what they mean and the context in which they are used.

Extract 7: feelings in the past - 17/26.12.16

Tea: sot we lea:rnad three different new vocabulary
(1.2)
distress (.) dumfounded (.) and remorseful (0.2) tnow using this
vocabulary please try to find >some situations< that in your pa:st
(0.3) .hh you feel in the >same situation for example< (0.2) >tell
a partner about a time whan< you expesrience (.) u:hm (.) <distress
(.) situation> or when you feel dumfounded or <remo:rseful> (0.2)
»try to think about< three situations (0.2) in the <sa:me feeling>
(7.3) ((There is no activity initiation.))
+ All students keep looking at the book and Tea looks around the students

10 Tea: >for example<: <} felt distressed> (.) when »bla bla bla bla bla<
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11 happenad; (0.3) o:r .hh i fe:1lt myself (.) really dumfounded when
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12 »bla bla bla bla bla< happened (0.2) in my life (0.2) <think about

13 some life experiences you ha:ve (.) and try to> use the <same> fesling
14 exprassions (.) in your conversation to your %friend®)
15 (1.3)

16 Tea: heres we go
17 {5.3) ((There is no activity initiation.))
+ Tea walks around the classroom and looks around the students.
18 Tea: vyou may first think abou:t (.) and then let's start

The extract starts with the marker (so+) indicating a transition to a new action. In lines 1
and 3, Tea firstly summarizes what they have learned by expressing the target vocabulary
items, thereby closing the previous vocabulary activity. In line 3, beginning with a time
marker (+now) which is marked with a rising intonation in utterance-initial position, Tea
projects a new action. Between the lines 3 and 5, Tea provides the instruction regarding what
they are going to do with the words (1now using this vocabulary please try to
find >some situations< that in your pa:st (0.3).hh you feel in the
>same situation). She asks the students to use the vocabulary items in a meaningful
context based on their real past experiences. In lines 5 and 6, she indicates that the students
will work in pairs (tell a partner about a time). Then, Tea goes on her instruction
by describing the required situations that the students will tell each other (when< vyou
experience (.) u:hm (0.2) <distress (.) situation> or when you feel
dumfounded or <remo:rseful>). It is remarkable that while making explanation
concerning the situations, Tea utters the target vocabulary in a different way than the
surrounding talk. She firstly marks the first word with a micro pause before and after it ((.)
<distress (.)), and she puts an emphasis on the first syllable of the second one
(dumfounded). Then, she produces the last word in a slower pace and with an elongation in
its second syllable (<remo:rseful>). In line 8, Tea summarizes her instruction briefly
before ending her turn (>try to think about< three situations (0.2) in the
<sa:me feeling>). Itis followed by 7.3 seconds of silence during which the students do
not initiate the activity but they keep looking at the book on their desks and by observing
that, Tea treats this no activity initiation as a trouble source and needs to revise the instruction
one more time to make it clear to the students. In the following line, it can be seen that Tea

orients to the instruction she issued earlier and she provides the student with some example
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grammatical items that they can make use of in their task (>for example<; <i felt
distressed> (.) when >bla bla bla bla bla< happened; (0.3) o:r .hh
i fe:lt myself (.) really dumfounded when >bla bla bla bla bla<

happened (0.2) in my 1ife). After 0.2 second of silence, Tea revises the instruction
which is embodied by her looking around the students in order to establish mutual gaze. It
should be noted here that this time she provides the procedure in a slower pace compared to
her original instruction (<think about some life experiences you ha:ve (.)
and try to> use the <same> feeling expressions). Then, in line 16, she
explicitly signals the initiation of the activity (here we go) that is followed by a long
silence accompanied by some students’ bodily orientations to their partners. During the
subsequent 5.3 seconds of silence Tea starts walking around the classroom and observes that
the students has not started conversation yet. She thereupon gives a hint about the procure
that they can follow (you may first think abou:t (.) and then let's start)
in a modalized preference form (He, 2000), thereby mitigating the imperative statements. In
the data, it is observed that after a short period, the students initiate a conversation with their

partners.

This extract demonstrates a typical example of procedural context (Seedhouse, 2004) where
the teacher aims to “transmit procedural information” (p. 133) of the upcoming task that the
students are supposed to accomplish. Seedhouse (2004) considers this context as the most
homogenous one where most of the time the teacher holds the floor. In this extract,
procedural information is delivered in a monologue by the teacher without any student
interruption, which is treated as a trouble by Tea in this fragment. Similar to the previous
extracts, Extract 7 includes examples during which the teacher delivers the reformulated
instruction in a slower pace in order to make it more comprehensible for the students.
However, unlike the previous ones, this extract has displayed that no activity initiation leads
the teacher to revise her instruction through reformulation including giving example
sentences to the students and providing them with a hint concerning how they will start to

the activity.

4.8. Extract 8

Like previous extract, Extract 8 that follows will present a typical example of the teacher’s
use of hinting and modeling as interactional resources to restore understanding in task
98



instructions. However, unlike the previous extract in which no activity initiation leads Tea
to revise her previously given instruction through giving hints and elaborating on the
procedure with exemplification, in the following extract what makes the teacher orient to the
earlier instruction is the student-contribution and claiming of non-understanding. The extract
comes from the 14" week of the semester and it lasts for 2.26 minutes including the omitted
lines. The class has been working on the 11th chapter (Arts and media) of the coursebook.
The extract comes from the very beginning of the lesson. It starts with the teacher’s revision
of the instruction that she gave in the previous class-hour before the break-time. The students
have read an article on the coursebook and created groups of four for the upcoming
discussion activity which is based on the article. The students are supposed to discuss their

personal opinions related to the topic of the article with their group mates.

Extract 8: debate - 16/19.12.16 (Segment 1)

1 Tea: so ladies and gentlemen (0.2) how to start the discussion how to

+ claps her hands + 8s look at Tea
2 (1.0)
3 start the guidance (0.3) vou may choose a leader in the group
4 >who will guide the discussion just like the a1l discussion
5 programs< on tv
6 (0.5)
7 Tea: and who will (.) give »you know< turns to pesople to talkt (0.3)
3 or: (0.2) you may altogether start the conversation (.) or you
9 may start individually from you own discussion tpoints) (0.3}
10 a:nd (.) try to er <share your points and ask for your friends’:»
11 opinion about the parts that you underline and (0.2) you may
12 produce your own opinions you may share your own personal
13 experiences etcetera
14 (0.5)
15 Tea: don't hesitate to add your own discussion points and make the
16 topics much more >intellectual background< and trich (.)to
17 diszcuss okayt (0.2) thers we go
18 + Ale nods
19 (0.9)
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200 Tea: er: you may create your own style=

21 vYap: =°yes®
22 Meh: 1 remember we did it in high school er like milnazara
+looks at Tea debate
23 Tea: like miinazara (0.2) uhm:
debate
24 (1.0)
25 tokay guys listen (0.2) it's a little bit same a little bit

+ walks towards the middle of the classroom

+ faces at whole class

26 different from miinazara in minazara there are two: different
debate debate
+ remove her hands from
each other

27 opinion directly and that is a debate actually this is more than
28 debate okayt
29 (0.4)
30 Meh: hul:
31 Tea: [now >there are more discussion and there are no side< there
32 is not any side everybody is quite objectively (.) discuss the
33 topics=
34  Meh: =yes=
35 Tea: =here we go

After Tea calls the students attention with address terms (1adies and gentlemen)
accompanied with her embodied action (clapping) in line 1, she starts to explicate how the
students carry out the discussion activity. From line 3 to line 10, Tea presents permissions
while issuing instruction (He, 2004) and she provides alternatives with regard to the
procedure of the activity (you may choose a leader in the group), (or: (0.2)
you may altogether start the conversation), (or you may start
individually from you own discussion tpoints)) through modalized forms
(may). In lines 10 and 11, she goes on giving the instruction in imperative forms (try to
er <share your points and ask for your friends’> opinion about the
parts that you underline). Finally, she ends her turn presenting a modalized

preference/permission statements (He, 2004) (you may produce your own opinions
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you may share your own personal experiences etcetera)as if the student had
another choice in the discussion activity while in fact there is not another room for students
in the discussion. Waiting for 0.5 second of silence, in an extended turn in lines 15 and 16,
she reformulates her previous instruction in an imperative form (don’t hesitate to
add your own discussion points)and then makes addition to it (make the topics
much more >intellectual background< and +trich (.)to discuss). Her
understanding check (okayt) in line 17 receives a student’s nonverbal claim of
understanding which is followed by Tea’s initiating the activity with a prompt (1here we
go) marked with a rising intonation in initial position. After almost 1 second of silence, in
line 20 following an elongated hesitation marker (er:), Tea summarizes through
reformulation (you may create your own style=) Of her previous turn, which is
latched by Yap’s acknowledgement token delivered in a soft voice (°yes®). What happens
in line 22 is not common to such procedural context (Seedhouse, 2004), since after Tea’s
informing, one of the students makes a contribution related to his experience with a code-
mixed utterance, starting with English and ending with a Turkish word (miinazara = debate)
(i remember we did it in high school er like miinazara). Inthe following
line, Tea firstly repeats the last part of Meh’s contribution (1ike miinazara), then inserts
an elongated hesitation marker (uhm:) followed by 1 second silence. Tea’ hesitation marker
and delay in response could be considered to signal her dispreference. However, it is
interesting to see that Meh’s code-switching is not challenged immediately by Tea who also
keep on using Turkish word later on her turn. After 1 second of silence Tea walks towards
to the middle of the classroom and uses a general address term and uses a general address
term (guys). Facing at the whole class, she starts to address all of the students (Schwab,
2011). Taking an individual student’s contribution as a general potential misunderstanding
(St. John & Cromdal, 2016) that needs to be clarified, in line 25 she starts to present the
difference between debate and discussion. She puts an emphasis on the word different and
elongates the word two and uses multimodal actions at the same time to demonstrate that
they are two different things. She ends her turn in line 28 with a confirmation token (okay+)
marked suprasegmentally in final position. In line 30, after 0.4 second of silence Meh utters
an elongated change of state token (Heritage, 1984) (hu [ :) which is overlapped by Tea in

the following turn. Between lines 31 and 32 Tea states that there is no side and more
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objectivity in discussion. Her turn is followed by Meh confirmation token (yes) in the

subsequent line. It is latched with Tea’s activity initiating token (here we go).

44
45

46

47
48
49
30
51

52

53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66

67

68

Extract B: debate - 16/19.12.16 (Segment 2)

Der:

Tea:

Der:

Tea:

Tea:

Bey:

Tea:

Yap:

Tea:

Bey:

Tea:

hocam=
teacher
+ establishes mutual gaze with Tea
sweethe [art
+ walks towards Der
[we are not (.) sure about what we: discuss about
s0 let’s do it like that one of you could be group leader to
guide the others (0.3) sot (.) let’s talk about bla bla bla
first of all you may go in an order like that
(1.3)
+ looks around the students” desks
maybe beyza you may start because you have a book and underlined
+ establishes mutual gaze with Bey + points at Bey's book
pa:rts so you may ask your friends »>what do you think about bla
bla part< that part or paragraph two second line impressed me a
lot (0.2) a:nd that makss me create another opinion and i
thought like that what do you think (0.3) what can you add or
you may create discussion points and guide your friends about
that one if you want (0.3) it's okayt
huhu
or you may ask from time to time >what about< your own
discussion points anybody to add- wants to add anything like
that so it will be fine i1 guess=
=gpkay thank you
=because you enrich the topic in that way (0.2) and it would be
much organized in that way (0.3) having somecone guide a topic
(2.4)
+ The students tumn to each other
okay let’s talk about er: page (0.3) sixty thres
+ points at a page in her book

.

=t+yeap (0.2) good here we go

Between the first and the second segments of Extract 8, 8 lines are omitted (see Appendix

7) since they include interaction that occurs between a student who does not have his book

and the teacher, so they are considered to be irrelevant to the analyzed phenomenon. The
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second part of the extract starts with Der’s Turkish address term (hocam) (teacher) and
establishing mutual gaze with Tea. It is followed in the second pair part by Tea’s response
(sweethe [art) which is accompanied by Tea’ positioning herself closer to Der by walking
towards him. Tea’s response is overlapped with Der’s claim of non-understanding ([we are
not (.) sure about what we: discuss about) in line 47. Differently from the
previous case, Tea this time addresses only Der’s group and makes an explicit start to her
explanation (so let’s do it like that). Firstly, she revises her earlier instruction
(one of you could be group leader to guide the others), then after 0.3
second of silence, she models the group leader by giving the example directional sentence
(let’s talk about bla bla bla) that the students can make use of during their
discussion activity. During 1.3 second of silence she looks around the students’ desks and in
line 52 starting with a possibility marker (maybe) Tea addresses Bey and points at Bey’s
book that have been underlined parts. The reason why Tea selects Bey as the group leader
could be the underlined parts in her book, as the students were supposed to underline the
parts that will talk about during group discussion. In line 53, Tea again addresses Bey (so
you may ask your friends)and models the questions and directions that Bey can use

(>what do you think about bla bla part< that part or paragraph two
second line impressed me a lot (0.2) a:nd that makes me create

another opinion and i thought like that what do you think (0.3) what
can you add) as if she was a group leader between lines 53 and 56. She ends her turn with
an understanding check (it 's okay 1) marked with a rising intonation in final position after
providing another alternative way for carrying out the activity (or you may create
discussion points and guide your friends about that one if you want).
Tea’ understanding check is followed by Bey’s acknowledgement token (huhu) through
which she claims her understanding (Sacks, 1992). Yet, Tea again goes on modeling the
group leader through giving example sentences (>what about< your own discussion
points anybody to add- wants to add anything) inlines 60 and 61. In line 63,
it is latched with Yap’s acknowledgement token (okay). Then, in lines 64 and 65, Tea
provides account for why they should have a group leader who will guide the topic in the

discussion process (because you enrich the topic in that way (0.2) and it

would be much organized in that way (0.3) having someone guide a

topic). After (2.4) seconds of silence during which the students in the group turn to each

103



other and looks at their books, Bey directs the others to a specific page (okay let’s talk
about er: page (0.3) sixty three) by pointing at the page at the same time. It
should be noted here that directing her friends by taking the role of a group leader, Bey
clearly demonstrates her understanding (Sacks, 1992) of the process. In the subsequent turn,
it is confirmed by Tea in line 68 with an agreement token (1 yeap) marked suprasegmentally
in turn initial position and with a positive assessment (good). Note that Segment 1 and
Segment 2 have some variations in terms of interactional practices employed by the teacher
because of the nature of student contributions. Segment 1 reflects the nature of multilogue
in the classroom in that Meh’s verbal contributions has reference to more than one addressee
(Schwab 2011). In that segment, the teacher performs for all of the students through orienting
to whole class rather than for only one of them, so the other students get involved in
interaction as listeners. Segment 2; on the other hand, explicates an explicit demonstration
of non-understanding. Differently from the first segment, the teacher deals with only one of
the group’s understanding trouble through various interactional resources including

modeling and accounting.

4.9. Extract 9

Extract 9 comes from the 14th week of the semester. It lasts 3.43 minutes in total and it
occurs through the end of the class hour (thirty seventh minute). The students work on
chapter 11 which is on arts and media. Similar to previous fragments the following analysis
explicates how the teacher draws on classroom materials (Extract 3 and 4). It also elaborates
on the procedure by providing a hint (Extract 5 and 6) in her reformulation of the previously
given instruction based on the students’ explicit demonstration of non-understanding. It is
also illustrated in the following extract that the teacher takes a single student’s clarification
request regarding the task procedure as a representative of a potential trouble in
understanding the instruction by the whole class. Accordingly, she addresses the rest of the
classroom as well for the sake of instructional clarity. Prior to Extract 9, the students have
had a vocabulary activity given in the chapter 11 of the coursebook. After completing it, they
move to a discussion activity on the same topic. Like previous extracts, the following extract
involves two segments. Between the two segments, 52 lines are omitted which includes
interaction regarding video watching that is not relevant to the main phenomenon analyzed
in this thesis. The first segment of the extract is a typical example of procedural context
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(Seedhouse, 2004) in that it consists of a single, extended teacher talk without any student

contribution.

oo =~

10
11
12
13
14

15
16

17
18

19
20
21

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

Extract 9: a museum collection - 76/19.12.16 (Segment 1)

Tea:

Tea:

Tea:

Tea:

Tea:

tso one more vocabulary exercise we will have (.) but 1 er:
prafer to keep it to end of the lesson (.) no:w i will make you
watch a video
(0.7)
and then we will find some (.} tpoints to discuss and here is
+ points at the board
our discussion activity (0.2) before video please let’s read the
questions and let’s try to have some brainstorming what type of
tv and radio programs »rbooks music and films< do you like (0.3)
think about your own preferences (.) can you describe one of
your favourite from each type (0.3) have any documentaries
recently »particularly impress< and which ones if it yssz (0.2)
tell your group about your favorite tv series >talk about< the
main characters and the plo:t and <descri:be your favorite
episode> and »one more question< i1 will add here
+ reflects another question on the board
(0.4)
»actually this is< another activity just like the kind of task
+ points at the board
activity but i'm taking it as a real question and i want you to
discuss as real gquestion look at the task (0.2) vyour
+ points at the board + reads the question
organization has just been awarded a grand from arts concert >to
set up a museum collection< imaginary of course for | )

films (.) books or recorded music for entrainment thers is not

enough money and rescurces to have a collection for a:ll three
<50 you will decide> which of them to represent

(0.4)

filmst+ (.) bookst (.) or music twhich one is more important
twhich one is better than the other two twhich one should be
chosen for a museum like that and why

(0.3)

clear about gquestionst tthe importance of books films and the
music what is the order i want you to discuss but before that ws

will watch a movie here ws go
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At the beginning of the first part of the extract, Tea announces the new vocabulary activity
by putting emphasis on one (1so one more vocabulary exercise we will have).
After a contrastive discourse marker (but), she notifies the order of the activities (but i
er: prefer to keep it to end of the lesson). From line 2 to 5, although she
specifies that they will watch a video at the first stage, in lines 5 and 6 she directs the students
to the discussion activity (here is our discussion activity). Her verbal orientation
is synchronized with her pointing gesture in line 5. In line 6, providing a sequencing marker
(pefore) Tea issues the instruction of the discussion activity through the use of inclusive
language (let’s read the questions and let’s try to have some
brainstorming) in lines 6 and 7. After reading aloud the questions of the discussion
activity from the board between the lines 7 and 14, Tea states that she will add one more
question (and >one more question< i will add here) Wwith an emphasis on the
word one. Upon providing information about the new question in lines 14 and 15, through
unmodulated format (i want you to discuss) (Markee, 2015) she gives the instruction
in lines 17 and 18 (i want you to discuss as real question). Pointing at the
board, from line 18 to 22, she reads the question given in the coursebook. After 0.4 second
of silence, between lines 25 and 28, she reformulates the written instruction (films+ (.)

bookst (.) or music twhich one is more important twhich one is better

than the other two twhich one should be chosen for a museum like
that and why). In line 29, she produces another understanding check question (clear
about questions+t); however, without waiting for any student-response, she goes on with
the reformulation of the instruction and revises what the students are required to do with
another unmodulated form (+the importance of books films and the music
what 1is the order i want you to discuss). Finally, in line 30 through a
sequencing marker (before) she implies that they will watch the video first (we will
watch a video ). The students watch a video that is almost 15 minutes long and about
Andy Warhol’s life. Note that the video is not relevant to the discussion activity. It includes
the topic of the previous chapter (Chapter 10: Trends), so the students do not make use of
the content of the video during their discussion. In the omitted lines, while the students are
watching the video, the teacher sometimes pauses it to elaborate on the topic of the video.
The omitted part completely consists of an extended teacher turn again. Following the video,

the teacher wants the students to form groups of four for the discussion activity.
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Extract 9: a museum collection - 76/19.12.16 (Segment 2)
83 Tea: evervbody is dons nowt

84 Meh: vyels

85 Tea: [okay go and quickly come together and with your group of
86 people (0.2) lets discuss (.) all: those guestions guys
87 (32.5)

+ The students are working in groups.
88 Tul: madam

+ raises her hand
89 Tea: sweetheart=
+ walks towards Tl
90 Til: =will we discuss these questions or:=
91 Tea: =tyes these three guestion plus (0.3) if you a:re really

+ points at the questions on the coursebook

92 creating in a museum of collection (0.2) which media tool you
93 think the most efficient one
94 (0.8)

95 Tea: to show in the museums(.) you will prefe:r »you know< books

96 (0.2) or »you know< (0.2) tv sho:ws (0.3) o:r (0.2) whatt >you
97 know< (0.3) movies tv ser>ies- or< mu:sic

08 (0.8)

99 Tea: <which one (.) is the most efficient (.)tool> for the next

100 generation to come there and visit in your museum (0.2) okayi

101  Yap: °yeah®
+ nods
102 Tea: the mos- the efficiency of the media (0.3) uhm tools you >will

103 discuss actually< in that part (0.2) look at here which is more
+ points the part in the book

104 important better than the other one and why in a group by

105 compare and contrasting them (0.2) +did you understand what to

106 do=

107  Mur: =yes

The second segment of the extract starts with Tea’s question directed to the students to check
the formation of the groups (everybody is done nowt). In line 84 Meh provides the

second pair part of the question (ye [s) asked by Tea in the previous line. It is overlapped
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with Tea’s sequence-closing third ([okay) (Schegloff, 2007) followed by inclusive
language form (1et’s discuss) to initiate the activity. After 32.5 seconds during which
the students work in their groups, in line 88, Tiil produces an address term (madam) which
is accompanied by her hand raising to bid for the floor. In the following line, Tea also uses
an address term (sweetheart) and positions herself closer to Tiil by walking towards her.
In line 90, Tiil requests clarification through an incomplete yes/no interrogative (=will we
discuss these questions or:=) (Raymond, 2010) including an elongated connector
(or:) seeking for an alternative in the final position of TCU. In the second pair part, Tea
immediately provides response to Tiil’s clarification request in line 91. She firstly utters a
confirmation token (yes) marked with a rising intonation in turn initial position, then refers
to the questions (these three question). Her verbal explanation is simultaneously
accompanied by her pointing gesture. Following a short silence, she starts reformulating the
instruction in the form of a question (if you a:re really creating in a museum
of collection (0.2) which media tool you think the most efficient
one). After waiting for 0.8 second, Tea elaborates on the question by uttering the alternatives

(to show in the museums(.) you will prefe:r >you know< books (0.2)

or >you know< (0.2) tv sho:ws (0.3) o:r (0.2) whatt >you know<
(0.3)movies tv ser>ies- or< mu:sic) in post-expansion turn from (Schegloff,
2007) line 95 to 97. Receiving no verbal and nonverbal response from the students in
transition relevance place leads Tea to revise her previous question (<which one (.) is
the most efficient (.)tool> for the next generation to come there
and visit in your museum) in another post-expansion turn in lines 99 and 100. Tea
ends her turn with an understanding check (okay+t) marked suprasegmentally in turn-final
position in line 100 and receives a confirmation token (°yeah®) which is embodied by
nodding and delivered in a soft voice by Yap in line 101. It could be claimed that receiving
a claim of understanding from only one student may lead Tea to make further explanation in
an expansion turn. She reformulates the question one more time (the mos- the
efficiency of the media (0.3) uhm tools you >will discuss actually<
in that part)inlines 102 and 103, and also draws on the classroom material (1ook at
here) by pointing the related part on the book to clarify the instruction. It should also be
noted that unlike her previous reformulation turns, Tea ends her reformulation by providing

a hint regarding how the student discuss the media tools (by compare and contrasting
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them), and she provides an understanding check question in yes/no form (+did vyou
understand what to do), Which is immediately followed by Mur’s claim of

understanding (=yes) in the subsequent turn.

4.10. Extract 10

The following extract comes from 12" week of the semester and includes three segments.
Before Segment 1, the teacher asks the students to evaluate their last classroom presentations
which they have given individually. After the students criticize the weak sides of their own
and peers’ presentations, they talk about the tips of a good classroom presentation and giving
a speech. In the following extract, the teacher announces that the students will make another
presentation on the topics that will be given by the teacher.

Extract 10: not in full sentences - 17/05.12.16 (Segment 1)

1 Tea: nowiwill give you some topicsy that are >much more enjovable than<

2 (0.5) than one (.) and .hh i want you to think about the topic >that
3 you are given< a:nd 1 want you to (.) give me (.) some (0.2) mini
4 presentations> (0.4) but this time you know »>it won't be a kind of<
5 ppt presentatio:n (0.3) go and *have some research< this is preparing
6 for a talk [not having a presentation

7 Tan: [iz it group work o:r

8 Tea: what+=

+ establish mutual gaze with Tan
9 Tan: =group work or in[dividual
10 Tea: [individual work
11  Tan: ‘oklay®y
12 Tea: [ckayt (.) but it won’t be a kind of ten minutes presentation
13 Tan: huhu=

+ nods her head

14 Tea: =much more sho:rter (0.2) just like (0.2) you'll come here and (.)
15 give us (.) amini talk (0.2) related to you know a topic >that you<
16 are given (.) you will just take small notes or phrases for

17 preparation
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Segment 1 illustrates Tea’ instruction giving. The extract starts with Tea’s announcement of
the new presentation activity. In line 1, she states that she will give presentation topics to the
students and indicates that topics are more enjoyable than the topics of the previous
presentation activity. In lines 2 and 3, through unmodulated forms (i want you to think

about the topic), (i want you to (.) give me (.) some (0.2) mini

presentations) which imply the unequal power of teacher talk (Markee, 2015) Tea gives
procedural informings (Gardner & Mushin, 2017) of the activity by putting an emphasis on
mini to signal that it will be a short activity. In the following turn, starting with a contrastive
discourse marker (but), Tea provides further explanation by specifying the difference

between the current and the previous presentation activity (but this time you know
>it won’t be a kind of< ppt presentatio:n (0.3) go and >have some

research< this is preparing for a talk [not having a presentation).
In line 7, Tan self-selects herself as the next speaker and asks a question with an incomplete
utterance and marked with an elongation in turn-final position (is it group work o:r).
In the subsequent turn, Tea produces an open class repair initiator (what+t) which is
considered as the weakest set of initiators (Schegloff, et al., 1977) as they do not specify the
nature of the trouble source (Drew, 1997). Nevertheless, Tan treats it as a hearing problem
and repeats her last turn, but this time, she utters the other alternative too (group work or
in[dividual) which is overlapped with Tea’s answer ([individual work) that is
marked with an emphasis in turn-initial position. In line 11, Tan produces an
acknowledgement token (°ok [ay® ) in a soft voice with an overlapped fashion with Tea’s
understanding check in line 12 ([okay+) produced with a rising intonation. In the same
line, after providing a contrastive discourse marker (but), Tea reformulates the informing
about the span of the activity (it won’t be a kind of ten minutes presentation)
by emphasizing the word ten. In the following line, Tan claims understanding through an
understanding token (huhu) which is embodied by a simultaneous nodding. Tan’s claim of
understanding is immediately followed by Tea’s another reformulation (=much more
sho:rter). Also, Tea makes an extension by adding how they are going to do the activity
(just like (0.2) you'll come here and (.) give us (.) a mini talk
(0.2) related to you know a topic >that you< are given)in lines 14, 15

and 16. Then, in lines 16 and 17, she gives another instruction regarding the preparation

110



phase of the presentation (you will just take small notes or phrases for

preparation).

The first segment of the extract illustrates an example of student contribution in a procedural
context. Seedhouse (2004) describes procedural context as the most straightforward one
consisting of extended teacher talk. However, he also presents some possible variations, one
of which is evident in this part of the extract. In line 7, Tan with self-selection takes the turn
and ask a question concerning the procedure (is it group work o:r). Secondly, it
could be taken as an example of the co-construction of instruction which is mostly
considered as an individual phenomenon and traditionally associated with noninteractional
operations (Mondada & Pekarek Doehler, 2004). Therefore, the first part of the Extract 10
displays interactionally complex nature of teacher instructions.

Between Segment 1 and 2 the teacher gives a presentation topic to each student, and upon
some students’ questions, she provides explanation about the content of their topics. Since
the interaction between the two segments are not relevant to the phenomenon analyzed in
this study, 122 lines before Segment 2 have been omitted. Moreover, the teacher’s
instruction revision practice comes only after these omitted lines. Just before Segment 2, the

students have made preparation for the activity and started to take some notes on their papers.
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Extract 10: not in full sentences - 17/05.12.16 (Segment 2)

139 Tea: don’'t write you:r things in a very full sentences >if you are
+ touches on Tiil’s notes + spreads her arms to opposite sides

140 trying to write the speech< (0.4) it will make you >you know<

141 slower (0.2) okayt .hh Jjust write some key points (0.2) that

142 you wi:ll need to remember when you are talking it will be

143 enough

144 (4.4)

145 Tea: readyt=
146 Meh: =no (0.3)
147 Tea: fokayt
148 (21.2)

+ Students keep on writing their sentences and Tea walks around the classroom

149 Tea: while you are taking note:s please (.) awvoid full sentences,
150 instead try to write some <key note:s phrases> it will help
151 you better (.) while you are talking

152 (1.1)

153 Tea: Dbecause full sentences <you wanna read> whole full sentences to
154 talk
155 (10.3)

+ Tea walks around the classroom and check students’ papers

In line 139, Tea initiates a repair after noticing that Tiil does not take small notes and
provides an account for why Tiil should not write full sentences (don’t write you:r
things in a very full sentences >if you are trying to write the
speech< (0.4) it will make vyou >you know< slower). Following an
understanding check (okay 1) marked in suprasegmental level, in line 141 Tea reformulates
her instruction she issued in line 16 (Segment 1) with an emphasis on key. After 4.4 seconds
of silence, Tea checks whether the students are ready, and gets an immediate negative
response from Meh (=no) in line 146. It is followed by Tea’s sequence-closing third uttered
in a smiley voice (f£okay£). During the next 21.2 seconds of silence, the students keep on
writing their notes and Tea walks around the classroom. In line 149, Tea revises her previous
instruction, which she has given only to Tiil beforehand, to all of the students this time. It
reflects the nature of multilogue in the classroom (Schwab, 2011) which is defined as “a
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certain form of institutional multi-party activity where participants’ verbal and nonverbal

contributions have reference to more than one addressee” (p. 7). Instead of addressing to an

individual student, Tea addresses whole class by treating all of the students in the classroom

as recipients. In her revision, Tea again puts an emphasis on key and provides an account for

taking short notes. During 10.3 seconds of silence, she walks around the classroom and

checks the students’ notes.Segment 3 that will be given below follows Segment 2 without

any deduction, that is, between Segment 2 and 3 there is no omitted line.

156

157
158
159

160

161
162
163
164
165

166

167
168
169
170
171
172

Extract 10: not in full sentences - 17/05.12.16 (Segment 3)

Tea:

Tea:

Tea:

Tea:

these are full sentences »and most probably< that will make
+ points at Sel’s sentences
yvou kind a: (0.3) put in a problem while you are discussing so
instead try to write some key notes (0.2) okay (0.3) because
>if there is full sentence you wanna say< all this full
+ spread her arms to opposite
sides
sentence slo:wer
+ moves her hand slowly
(4.1)
<you may u:se your dictionarie:s to che:ck> some unknown
vocabulary or new vocabulary that you will >most probably
tneed}<
(25.4)
+ Students keep on writing their sentences
instead of writing every single thing in your tmindy (0.3) try
+ orients to the whole class
to have brainstorm more
(1.8)
okay (0.2) most probably you know it seems <quite a short
time> but you will think >you will just noticing< it is much
more longer than you expected (0.2) tokay (.) so have (.) more

idea production and brainstorming

In line 156, by pointing at Sel’s notes Tea initiates repair and after explaining the possible

problem that Sel may encounter while presenting, she revises the instruction again (try to

write some key notes) inline 158. Then, in lines 158 and 159, Tea provides an account
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for the necessity of taking short notes one more time (because >if there is full
sentence you wanna say< all this) with an emphasis on the words all and slower
which are accompanied by her hand gestures. Following 4.1 seconds of silence, between the
lines 162 and 164, Tea provides a suggestion to students through modulated forms (Markee,
2015) (<you may u:se your dictionarie:s to che:ck> some unknown
vocabulary or new vocabulary that you will >most probably tneed;<).
After 25.4 seconds of silence, during which the students keep on writing their notes, Tea
bodily orients to the whole class and reformulates her instruction one more time. By targeting
all students, Tea creates multiple addressivity (St. John & Cromdal, 2016), which describes
how students’ nonverbal actions is treated by the teacher as “representative of a possible
general misapprehension” (p. 270). In this case, Tea firstly notices that some of the
individuals take long notes and initiates repair to those individuals, then she addresses the
whole class by treating them as a whole body and revises her instruction again in order to
repair the trouble. Between the lines 166 and 172, Tea makes an extension to her original
instruction and she gives a hint regarding how the students are expected to do the notetaking
(instead of writing every single thing in your tmind, (0.3) try to

have brainstorm more), (have (.) more idea production and

brainstorming).

4.11. Extract 11

Extract 11 will present an episode from the 12th week of the semester. The topic of the
present unit in the coursebook is popular culture and new trends. The students discuss the
effect of pop culture on people’s life and engage in a skimming activity based on an article
given in the coursebook. The article includes both a skimming and a scanning exercise as a
pre-reading task. Prior to the beginning of the extract, the students have completed the
skimming exercise and the teacher has elicited the answers of the skimming part from the
students. Also prior to the extract, the class has just proceeded to the scanning task at the
beginning of which the teacher specifies two steps that the students are required to perform
for accomplishing the task. As illustrated in the previous extract, Extract 11 exemplifies that
the teacher notices the potential misunderstanding regarding the task instruction through
observing the students while they are working on the task. It is demonstrated in the extract
that one of the students does not fulfill the first step of the task but starts with the second
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one. The following fragment shows how the teacher addresses the students’ potential
misunderstanding to ensure the task accomplishment through interactional resources
including parsing the task instruction into smaller components and giving an account for the

order of procedures that they need to follow.

Extract 11: scanning - 18/06.12.16
Tea: now we will have a scanning exercise (0.3) please look at the

gquestions in two b

+ Students look at their books on their desks
3 (1.0)
4 Tea: read the questions first and while you are reading (.) please
+ Students look at their books on their desks
don't forget to underline the key points <that you will loo:k

(0.3) for in the text> (0.2) ockayt (.) here we go
(le.3)
+ Students are reading the text

8 Tea: did you read the questiont

+ looks at Bey’s book
+ walks towards Bey and points at her book
9 Bey: ‘huhu®
10 Tea: underline the parts that yolu
+ touches the question part on Bey’s book

11 Bey: [hu=
+ starts to underline

12  Tea: =will look for in the text please

+ walks towards the middle of the classroom
13 so for re- er: »are you done with the questions<

+ looks around the students
14 (1.3)
15 Tea: are you done with the guestionsst
16 (0.4)
17 Tea: did you read the guestions and underline the key points in the

+ some of the students looks at Tea + shows the text to the students

18 questionst

19 Pir: ‘hu:°®
20 Bey: ‘“huhu®
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21 Tea: do it fi:rst (.) and then you know we will start >reading the

22 text< and you will be given three: minutes (0.4) to read the (.)
23 text okayt

24 Pir: okay

25 Tea: but first of all underline it because you have to understand

26 what you are looking for in the text (.) for a scanning exercise

In Extract 11, Tea firstly announces the upcoming scanning activity (now we will have
a scanning exercise), then she directs the students to a specific part of the coursebook
(please look at the 1 questions in two b) inlines1and 2. After 1.0 second
of silence, while all of the students are looking at the books on their desks, in line 4 Tea
starts providing the instruction by putting an emphasis on the word key (read the

questions first and while you are reading (.) please don't forget

to underline the key points <that you will loo:k(0.3) for in the
text>)in line 5. She specifies that the students are firstly to read the questions that are given
in the previous page of the text. In line 6, Tea produces an understanding check token
(okay 1) which is marked with a rising intonation in final position and initiates the activity
with a prompter (here we go). During 16.3 seconds, Tea observes the students while they
are working on the task. After noticing the trouble through observation, in line 8, Tea asks
to Bey if she read the questions (did you read the questiont) by positioning herself
closer to Bey and pointing at the questions on Bey’s book. Tea’s question is immediately
followed by Bey’s confirmation token (°huhu®) delivered in a soft voice in line 9. Then,
Tea touches upon the question part of Bey’s book and repeats her previous instruction in line
10 (underline the parts that you will look for in the text please).
In line 11, Bey produces a change of state token (hu) (Heritage, 1984) in an overlapped
fashion with Tea’s turn and starts to underline the questions, which makes evident that she
has not fulfilled the first step of the instruction. It should also be noted that although Tea
addresses only Bey at the beginning, towards the end of her revision turn, she walks towards
the middle of the classroom and starts to address the other students, too in line 12 (Schwab,
2011). It illustrates Tea’s accomplishment of dual addressivity (St. John & Cromdal, 2016)
through which she makes the instruction available to the whole group while originally
intertwining it to an individual. In line 13, after uttering a transition marker (so), Tea firstly

repairs herself through abandonment of her first utterance (for re-) (Schegloff, 1992)
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followed by an elongated hesitation marker (er:). She asks whether they have finished the
underlining work (>are you done with the gquestions<) in a faster pace, while
looking around the students at the same time. Seeing no attempt at any responses from the
students, she repeats her question in line 15 after 1.3 second of silence. Having received
again no verbal and nonverbal response from the students in the second pair part, Tea asks
an elaborated question including the two steps of the instruction in lines 17 and 18 (did you
read the questions and underline the key points in the questionst).
While she asks the questions, she draws on the classroom material and shows the question
part to the students by pointing at it. She synchronizes her pointing gesture with the
production of the word underline. In line 19, Pir produces an elongated change of state token
(°hu:°) (Heritage, 1984) in a soft voice, which is followed by Bey’s confirmation token
(huhu) in line 20. It can be claimed that receiving a confirmatory response from only one
student could lead Tea to orient to the instruction in line 21. With online-decision making,
this time she parses the original instruction into smaller components (Lee, 2007) (do it
fi:rst (.) and then you know we will start >reading the text<) by
using a continuation marker (and) with a sequencing marker (then) between the two steps:
(i) underlining the questions; (ii) reading the text. After allocating the time for the second
step of the task (you will be given three: minutes (0.4) to read the (.)
text), she ends her turn with an understanding check (okay+) marked at suprasegmental
level in line 23, which is followed by Pir’s acknowledgement token (okay) in the subsequent
turn in line 24. Then, in line 25 Tea firstly produces a discourse marker (out) and sequence
marker (first of all)indicating the order of the steps, she provides an account regarding

why they are going to do the underlining step initially (because you have to
understand what you are looking for in the text (.) for a scanning

exercise).

Like the previous extract, extract 11 also exemplifies the teacher’s addressing the whole
class (Schwab, 2011) by bodily positioning herself closer and constituting one “single
audience” (St. John & Cromdal, 2016, p. 254) in order to make the reformulation of
instruction available for each student. The teacher firstly manages to locate the trouble by
observing an individual’s task performance and orients to it by taking it as an instructional
need of the whole class. Then, she manages to shape her reformulation turn upon checking

the students’ performance by asking a number of procedural questions. Although there is no
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clear evidence as to whether the teacher’s parsing the instruction into smaller components
and giving an account for the procedure is facilitative for the students’ proper task
accomplishment, it can be still argued that by observing an individual student’s material, the
teacher successfully locates the trouble in task performance and initiates reformulation to

negotiate the meaning.

4.12. Extract 12

Extract 12 comes from 14" week of the term. It is divided into two segments to increase the
readability although there are no omitted lines between the two segments. The name of unit
of the week is Trends. The extract illustrates how Tea provides an account to her specific
instruction that she left unaccounted before, upon identifying a possible understanding
trouble. It is also demonstrated that after an understanding trouble emerges, Tea parses the
instruction into smaller components to make it easier for students to carry out the tasks.
Before the extract starts Tea has provided the task instruction and wanted the students to
work in groups of four. In the coursebook, there are two different texts about two media
recluses. In each group, two of the students are supposed to read one of the texts, and the
other two students will read the other text, then they are expected to discuss the questions
based on a chart in the book. In the following extract the interaction occurs between Tea and
Fev, Tiil, Yap and Sah, and it should be noted here that these students are members of the
same group. After the students form their groups, Tea summarizes the instruction one more

time for the students who show up late to the class.

Extract 12: five gquestions - 79/20.12.16 (Segment 1)
1 Tea: ladies and gentleman (.) for the newcomer (0.3) friend also
+ claps her hands + The students look at the teacher
+ takes Tiil’s book and comes to the

center of the classroom

2 (0.6)

3 Tea: here we have a ctha:rt in our material pack (0.5) you are supposed
+ shows the chart

4 to: <fill your own chart>

5 (3.3)

+ Tea looks around some of the students who keep talking
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10

11

12
13

14
15
16
17

18
19
20
21
22
23

24
25

Tea:

Til:

Tea:

Tea:

Sah:
Tial:

Tea:

Tial:

Sah:

when you are listening to sach other and while you are discussing
>with your friends< you may also (0.4) fill (.) <the parts> related
to <their> passages too (.) okayt here we go
+ puts the book back on Tiil's desk

(11€.3) ((Group discussion))

‘we are done”

+ established mutual gaze with Tea
you are done (0.2Z) okay
+ comes closer to Tiil’s group
+ looks at the students’ book
(0.5)
why you didn't £ill the cha:rts
+ points at the chart n Tiil’s book

(0.7)

er:=

=oh (0.2) vyes

these are the answers of the question by the way these five as you

+ points at the book + points at the book

zee

(2.1)

+ looks around the students

fulfilling this chart means that you are er: answering er the
questions so >that's why you now i suggested you< to fill it (.) so
these five questions are directly related to the chart=

+ points at the questions

=0 [kay

[ckay

In line 1, using a general address term (1adies and gentleman) accompanied with a

bodily action (clapping), Tea tries to gets the students’ attention. Walking in the middle of

the classroom she shows the chart and issues the instruction (here we have a ctha:rt

in our material pack (0.5) you are supposed) also for the students who come

to the class late. However, in line 4, she terminates her talk and looks around the students

who are talking to each other in line 5. After 3.5 seconds of wait time, she provides the rest
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of the instruction from line 6 t0 9 (when you are listening to each other and

while you are discussing >with your friends< you may also (0.4) fill
(.) <the parts> related to <their> passages too). In the same turn, Tea
produces an understanding check (okay+) marked with rising intonation in final position,
then without waiting for any response from the students she initiates the activity (here we
go). It should be noted here that during 116.3 seconds, the students engage in the task, but
unfortunately their voice during the group work could not be recorded properly, so it is not
possible to add the interaction between group members into the extract. However, it is not
considered a problem for the analysis of the extract, since the focus of this study is the
teacher’s instruction revisions which comes only after 116.2, which explicates the reason of
the omission of the lines. In line 10, one of the students state that they have completed the
activity in a soft voice (°we are done®) by establishing mutual gaze with Tea. In line 11,
Tea orients to Tiil’s announcement through both positioning herself closer to Tiil’s group
and repeating her utterance by putting an emphasis on the last word (you are done). She
also produces an acknowledgement token (okay) in turn final position which is followed by
0.5 second of silence. It could be claimed that Tea may notice that Tiil’s group has not
completed the task as they are supposed to do. Tea’s noticing of the understanding trouble
with regard to task instruction is observable with her question in line 13 (why you didn't
fi1l the cha:rts). Moreover, Sah’s elongated hesitation marker (er :) and Tiil’s change
of state token (oh) (Heritage, 1984) followed by an acknowledgement token (yes) make
their understanding trouble evident. What happens in line 17 is Tea’s orientation to
understanding trouble. Drawing on the classroom material (coursebook) Tea indicates that
by filling the chart the students will also have answered the questions (these are the
answers of the question by the way). Itis followed by 2.1 seconds of silence
during which Tea looks at the students in the group; however, does not get any verbal and
nonverbal responses from them, which may lead Tea to reformulate her statement in the
following turn (fulfilling this chart means that you are er: answering
er the questions). In addition, she also provides an account for filling out the chart
(>that's why you now i suggested you< to fill it) and ends her turn with
another reformulation (these five questions are directly related to the

chart) in line 23. It is followed immediately with Tiil and Sah’s displays of understanding
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(Koole, 2010; Sacks, 1992) through acknowledgment tokens delivered in an overlapping
fashion to one another.

Extract 12: five questions - 79/20.12.16 (Segment 2)

26 Fev: teacher
27 Tea: vyes

+ walks towards to Fev
28 Eeﬂﬂ: are we going to do this part now=
29 Tea: =>no no no< not now er: tguys (0.3) er you are not expected to do

+ shaking her head laterally
+ withdraws her gaze from Fev
+ faces at the whole class

30 >even vocabulary part< just end of that page
31 (128.2) ((Group discussion))
32 Tea: were you tdone by >talking about< your pa:[rt

+ asks to Fev’s group
33 Yap: [yeah

+ nods her head

34 Tea: to each othler
35 Tial: [yes

+ nod her head

36 Tea: 50 and then you may answer the questions all together then this
37 + points
38 at the part
39 part °>you know<®

40 Yap: okay

41 Tea: vyou shou- >when you doing individually< that means there is no sense
42 in <that one> (0.32) that means my frie:nd already talk about the topic
43 to me so i have everythi:ng so i1 may answer the <questions> (0.3)
44 50 try to answer the questions together

The second segment of Extract 12 starts with Fev’s address term (teacher) directed to Tea
in line 26. It is followed by Tea’s orientation to Fev through walking towards her and with
the token yes. In line 28, Fev directs a question to Tea by pointing at a part of the coursebook

(are we going to do this part now). Since the part which Fev points at could not
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be captured by any of the cameras, it is not possible to know whether what Fev refers to is
the task that Tea provides account for in line 22, or it is another activity. However, based
on Fev’s turn manifesting the understanding trouble in line 29 through a repair initiator
component (=>no no no<) delivered in a faster pace than the surrounding talk, Tea
undertakes repair work. She states that they will not do the task now (not now) with a
special emphasis accompanied by a bodily action (shaking her head laterally). After
producing an elongated hesitation marker accompanied by gaze withdrawal from Fev, Tea
uses a general address term (rguys) marked with a rising intonation on the onset of the
utterance and positions her body towards the whole class. This is a typical example of how
Tea treats an individual’s confirmation request as a general instructional need of all students.
In other words, students’ questions or contributions related to the instructions can lay the
ground for Tea’s addressing the whole class. In lines 29 and 30, Tea provides explanation to
the confirmation request directed to her by Fev in line 28, to all of the students in the
classroom. However, whether Tea’s explanation is facilitative to the students’ understanding
or not remains unclear because there is no visible student-orientation to it in the following
lines. During 128.2 seconds, the students again engage in the activity. In their engagement,
there is no teacher revision or reformulation of instruction. It should be noted once again that
there are two main task requirements: (1) read the texts and talk about them to each other
and (2) answer the questions given in the coursebook together with the other group members.
In line 32, Tea directs a yes/no interrogative question (were you tdone by >talking
about< your pa:[rt) (Raymond, 2010) to Fev’s group to check whether they have
completed the first step of the task (reading the text and talking about it). In the subsequent
turn, Tea’s question overlaps with Yap’s confirmation token ([ yeah) which is accompanied
with her nodding at the same time. In line 34, Tea produces the rest part of the question (to
each othler) she initiates in line 32 and ends her turn. It is followed by another
confirmation token ([vyes) delivered in an overlapping fashion with Tea’s turn. The
subsequent turns show that by checking the completion of the first step of the task, Tea paves
the way for the second step. Drawing on Yap and Tiil’s responses, in line 36 Tea starts to
provide the rest of the instruction. After producing a transition (so) and a continuation
marker (and) followed by sequencing marker (then), she issues the rest part of the
instruction in a modulated form (you may answer the questions all together

then) and specifies the part that she refers to with an indexical reference to the shared
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resource (this part) (Jackson, 2013) by pointing at the same time. In line 40, Yap
provides an acknowledgment token (okay), which is followed by Tea’s accounting for why
they are supposed to answer the questions together in an extended turn. In line 41, she firstly
self-repairs herself and abandons her original utterance with a cut off (you shou-), then
provides accounts for the second step (>when you doing individually< that means

there is no sense in <that one> (0.3) that means my frie:nd already

talk about the topic to me so i have everythi:ng so i may answer
the <questions>). Finally, she ends her turn by providing the instruction one more time

(try to answer the questions together).

Based on the analysis of this extract, it is observable in the extract that Tea notices the
understanding trouble through looking at the students’ material. Students’ hesitation marker
and change of state token productions preceded by silence make this trouble salient, which
leads Tea to provide an account for the instruction. In the following turns, it can be seen that
the students produce acknowledgement tokens and engage in the activity. Therefore, it can
be claimed that this sequence manifests how Tea employs an interactional resource in order
to resolve the trouble with her online decision-making ability. Secondly, it can also be
observed towards the end of the extract that Tea checks the procedure through asking
questions to the students. Acting upon the students’ responses, she issues the second step of
the instruction in the subsequent turn. Therefore, it can be understood that Tea parses the
instruction into smaller components to make it easier for the students to carry out the task.
Finally, as in the resolution of the first understanding trouble, she again accounts why the
students are supposed to answer the questions in the book together. Since in the extract it is
not possible to see how the students orient to the second accounting, it is not convenient to
make any claims on the success of this interactional resource; however, Tea’s employing it
to negotiate meaning and restore understanding still shows her classroom interactional

competence.

4.13. Extract 13

The last extract of this thesis that follows demonstrates a typical example of the interactional
resources including asking questions to negotiate meaning, third-position repair, and parsing
the instruction into smaller steps. It also illustrates how the task instruction is crafted

collaboratively in sequential basis through interaction with the teacher’s question (St. John
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& Cromdal, 2016). Furthermore, it explicates the teacher’s management of the student’s
understanding trouble through reformulation of the instruction that involves the teacher’s
question repetition, which results in carrying out the activity in a wrong way. Extract 13
comes from 16" week of the academic term. The class has been working on a unit on the
coursebook. The topic of the unit is crime. The students have had a brainstorming activity
concerning the duties of jury members in a court. After they have discussed the job of jury

as a whole class, the teacher announces the upcoming activity at the beginning of the extract.

Extract 13: jury members - 71/02.01.17 (Segment 1)

1 Tea: s0 you understand their position in court after all i think
2 okayl (0.3) sot (0.2) corder the features from the tmost (0.3)

+ reflects the features of a jury member on the board

3 that means your number cone to the lsa:st (0.2) that means
+ shows one with her finger

4 number five important then with your partner discuss your

+ shows five with her fingers

5 ordering (.) the reasons >for your choice< (.) you will do it
6 individually (.) 1 mean (.) this is your list you will decide
+ points at the list on the board

7 from the most important to least important on your own with
+ points at
herszelf

8 your own lists, (.) and then vyvou will discuss with a person

9 about your choices and your list

10 (0.8)

11 Tea: over sighteen years old how much it's important (.) for a jury

12 member to be (0.2) well aducatedt (0.2) broad minded >broad

13 minded< mea:ns

+ spreads her hands

14 (0.4)

15 Tiil: open (.) [open minded

16 Meh: [open minded

17 Tea: open minded (0.2) okayl (.) 1530 these are the qualities that

+ shows the list

18 you arse given choo:se the most important to the lea:st

19 important (0.2) number ons >two thres four five< (.) let's

20 decide get a piece of paper or you may use your book »>doesn't
21 matter< create your own [list
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22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

31
32

33
34
35

36
37

38

39
40
a1

4
43
44
45
46

47

Tiil:

Tea:

Tea:

Sel:

Tea:

Nur:

Tan:

Der:

Tea:

Tea:

55:

Tea:

Tea:

Tiil:

Pir:

Tea:

[we give our list to partnerst
»no no< fir- tokay guys (0.3) first of all what will we dot
(0.8)
you will create whats
we make our list=
=yeap (0.2) you will create your order thent
dis[cuss
[we discuss with [our partner
[with a partner

exactly (.) firstly create your list then discuss your
ordering with your partner is it okayi

yes

okay (0.3) tnow create your list firstly and the:n we will
start

(28.3)

+ The students work individually.
donet
®ye[ah®

¢ [yeah®=

=okay (0.2) sot (0.3) please choose a partner to yourself and
discuss about your choices and see »you know< your choices
a:re same with each other or different from sach other (0.3)
what is your priority what is your friend's priority (0.2)
let's discuss some

(25.4)

+ The students work with their partners.

In line 1, Tea closes the previous discussion activity in the final unit of IRF (Initiation-

Response-Feedback) structure (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975) by providing feedback which is

followed by a sequence closing third (okay) (Schegloff, 2007) in the subsequent line.

Reflecting the features of a good jury member on the board, Tea produces a transition marker

(sot) and starts issuing the instruction with a rising intonation at the beginning of most and

by putting an emphasis on one embodied with a hand gesture. Likewise, she puts an emphasis
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on the word least and makes it visible to the students with her fingers. Embodying her
utterances with her fingers Tea wants to make the meaning more concrete for the students.
Meanwhile, the students are looking at the features on the board. The students are firstly
expected to order the importance of qualities for being a jury member from one to five
according to their perceptions, then with a partner they will discuss their order. In line 4,
after using a connector (then) Tea goes on providing the rest of the instruction which
involves discussing the order in pairs (with your partner discuss your ordering).
It is followed by her elaboration on the instruction which is marked with an elaboration
marker (i mean) (Mauranen, 2010) by pointing at the list on the board in line 6. Completing
the instruction giving, in lines 11 and 12, she reads some of the features from the board. In
line 13, she deploys a designedly incomplete utterance (Koshik, 2002) (broad-minded
mea : ns) to elicit the meaning of the word broadminded from the students by synchronizing
her gestures with her talk in an insert-expansion sequence (Schegloff, 2007) that is mostly
launched to clarify the meaning which potentially causes interactional troubles. Designedly
incomplete utterance (DIU) is defined by Koshik (2002) as “grammatically incomplete
sentences, phrases, or individual words to be continues, but not necessarily completed by the
students” (p. 288). Tea’s DIU elicits responses from two students in line 15 and 16. In the
following line, she accepts the student’s candidate responses through repeating it. In line 17,
after a sequence-closing third (okay) followed by a transition marker (so) signaling a
transition to the next, Tea shows the list of the qualities one more time and provides the
instruction again with an emphasis on the verb choose and the word least which is also
marked with an elongation. Then, counting the features (>two three four five<) ina
faster pace, Tea initiates the activity with a prompt through inclusive language use (1et’s
decide). In line 22, Til self-selects herself as the next speaker and requests clarification
with a yes/no declarative (we give our list to partnerst) (Raymond, 2010) which
overlaps with Tea’s turn in the previous line. In line 23, Tea firstly produces repeated
rejection devices (>no no<) in a faster pace and cuts off her utterance (£ir-). Then, using
an address term (+okay guys) to the students she asks a display question (Long & Sato,
1983) with regard to the first step of the procedure (first of all what will we dot).
Upon receiving no response from the students during 0.8 second, in line 25, she poses
another question (you will create what+) Which involves a part of the answer she

asked with the first question (you will create). It should be noted here that this sequence that
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involves Tea’s use of different types of questions which gets response from the students in
the following turns, points to her ability of online decision-making, thus to her classroom
interactional competence. In line 26, Sel provides a response (we make our 1list=)which
is latched with Tea’s confirmation token (=yeap) in line 27. After reformulating Sel’s
response (you will create your order), Teaasks the following step of the procedure
that the students will follow with a sequencing marker delivered with a rising intonation in
turn final position (then+). Note that as illustrated in the previous extracts that displays Tea
asking question to co-craft the instruction in her reformulation turns, in this extract after
receiving a response from the student Tea either repeats the response or reformulates it to
make it more comprehensible (Walsh, 2011) for the rest of the classroom (Schwab, 2011).
In lines 28, 29 and 30, Tea gets candidate responses from Nur, Tan and Der in an overlapping
fashion with one another. What happens between the lines 23 and 31 is quite relevant to the
focal phenomenon in that it exemplifies how the teacher applies interactional resources
immediately to address instructional need after an understanding trouble . In line 31, Tea
accepts the students’ candidate responses with a strong agreement token (exact1y) which
is followed by reformulation of instruction (firstly create your 1list then
discuss your) ordering with your partner. Later on, Tea ends her turn with an
understanding check question marked suprasegmentally in line 32 (is it okayt). After
0.6 second of silence she again checks understanding with the token clear delivered with
a questioning intonation in line 34. Tea’s understanding check questions uttered successively
manage to get a response from some of the students. In line 35, the students claim
understanding with a confirmation token (yes) provided in chorus. Then, in line 36, Tea
repeats the first step of the procedure and after a continuation marker (and) followed by an
elongated sequencing marker (the:n), Tea initiates the activity. It should be noted that
although Tea does not check the students’ understanding in the first delivery of the
instruction, she uses repetitive understanding check questions in her second delivery after an
understanding trouble emerges. During 28.3 seconds of silence the students work
individually and create their lists. After the teacher checks whether they finish the task in
line 39 (done+t) she gets responses delivered in soft voice from Tiil (°ye[ah®) and Pir
(° [yeah®=). Pir’s response is latched with Tea’s turn-closing third (Schegloff, 2007) (okay)
in line 42. After a transition marker (so+) marked with a rising intonation in word final

position, Tea first revises the second part of the instruction (choose a partner to
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yourself and discuss about your choices and see >you know< your
choices a:re same with each other or different from each other ) then
she provides procedural elaboration (what is your priority what is vyour
friend's priority) on what they will discuss with their partners in line 45 and initiates
the discussion (1et’s discuss some) in line 46. During 28.4 seconds the students work

in pairs and the teacher sits on her chair.

Extract 13: jury members - 71/02.01.17 (Segment 2)

48 Meh: heh heh we are done heh heh (0.2) w= are dons
+ Tea looks at Meh
49 Tea: treally same list same choicest
50 Meh: er: not same er: but we decided all of them are er- wital
51 °choices®> (0.2) wviltal
52 Tea: [all+=
53 Meh: =all of them [er:
54 Tea: [211 of them are wital (0.3) but what is the
55 priority=
56 Meh: =yes|

57 Mur: ves

+ Meh and Mur turns to each other

At the beginning of Segment 2, Meh indicates that he and his partner finished the discussion
activity in line 48. His turn is surrounded with laughter (heh heh we are done heh
heh). After establishing mutual gaze with Tea, Meh repeats his previous utterance (we are
done) in the same line. Tea expresses her surprise with a surprise marker (+really)
(Lindstrom, 1994; Svenning, 1998) at the beginning of TCU. Note that in the following turns
(which are not included in the analysis because of the space constraint) it is observed that
Meh and Mur finish their discussion very earlier than the other pairs in the classroom.
Therefore, it could be claimed that the reason of Tea’s surprise may be the results from Meh
and Mur’s in that they complete the task in such a short time. In line 49, Tea produces an
incomplete utterance including turn final rising intonation (same 1list same choicest)
to check if they have the same order. In line 50, beginning with an elongated hesitation
marker (er:) Meh announces they have considered all of them as crucial. His turn includes
several hesitation markers and quietly produced utterances, which may signal his uncertainty
about task accomplishment. After a short silence in line 51 he repeats the word vital in an
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overlapping fashion with Tea’s turn in the following line where Tea requests clarification by
repeating Meh’s previous turn with a questioning intonation ([a111=). It is latched with
Meh’s response in line 53 where by repeating Tea’s previous utterance Meh displays his
acknowledgement (=all of them [er:). His elongated hesitation marker is overlapped
with Tea’s turn in line 54. Tea firstly repeats the student’s response thereby showing
acknowledgement ([all of them are vital), then after the marker but she asks their
priority through repetition of her previous question (what is the priority). In the
following two turns, after Meh and Mur utters acknowledgement tokens (yes) successively,
they start to discuss again by turning to each other, which displays their understanding of

what they are expected to do.

4.14. Conclusion

This chapter illustrated the use of interactional resources as an attempt to resolve troubles in
understanding of teacher instructions in an intermediate level EFL classroom. The analyses
of extracts in this chapter explicated sequential organization of emergence and resolution of
the troubles, noticing and locating non-understanding, and certain strategies deployed by the
teacher to restore understanding and reach to pedagogical goals of the specific lesson. As
will be indicated in Chapter 5 and as can be seen from the analyses, the teacher notices
understanding troubles either through the students’ explicit demonstration of non-
understanding and clarification requests or based on her observation. The extracts clearly
illustrate that the teacher treats the students’ long silences without no activity initiation, the
answers that are incongruent to the requirements of the task and inappropriate students-
contributions as a clue signaling the troubles. In this regard, it can be claimed that the
students’ explicit demonstration of non-understanding is not mere evidence of the problem,
which points out more than one sequential organization of management of such troubles.
Specifically, as was indicated in the analysis of extracts 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, 9, 12, and 13 students’
clarification requests lead the teacher to revise or reformulate task instruction she provided
previously through various resources. Revision and reformulation of task instructions;
however, cannot be claimed to facilitate task accomplishment all the time, yet in some cases
it can be observed that display and claim of understanding occur at the end of the teacher’s

second explanation.
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The sequential analysis of non-understandings and their resolutions also showed that the
students’ understanding troubles projects two next actions for the teacher. Firstly, as was
illustrated in extracts 2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 9, 12, and 13, the teacher directs her clarification only to
the student who requests confirmation and clarification about the procedure. Secondly, as
was mentioned in the analyses of the other extracts the teacher reformulates her instruction
by targeting the whole group either by orienting bodily to the whole class (as in extracts 6,
8, 12, and 13), or by using a general address term just before her reformulation work to
gather the students’ attention (as can be observed in extracts 10 and 11). Another observation
that should be mentioned here is that in some cases it is the teacher’s understanding checks
that enable the students to show their (non)understandings. However, it is not the only way
to track their comprehension of instructions; on the contrary, in the majority of the cases the
students claim their non-understanding or require clarification uninvitedly by self-selecting

themselves as the next speaker.
Table 1

Interactional Resources Employed by the Teacher

Interactional Resources Extract
Accounting Extract 8, 10, 11, 12
Exemplifying Extract 5, 6, 7
Modeling Extract 7, 8

Hinting Extract 7, 8,9, 10
Third-position repair Extract 1, 2, 5, 13
Question-asking Extract 4, 13
Simplification Extract 1, 7

Parsing Extract 11, 12, 13
Embodied action Extract 1, 2, 3

Repetitive understanding-checks Extract 1, 13
Drawing on classroom material Extract 3,9, 12

This chapter has also provided a number of interactional practices (see Table 1 above),
namely: accounting, exemplifying, modelling, hinting, third-position repair, question-
asking, simplification (omitting potentially complex grammatical items), parsing, embodied
actions, repetitive understanding checks, and drawing on classroom material based on video

recorded classroom interactional data. It was documented that these resources were generally
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used in combination rather than on their own. As can be seen in Table 1 above, while the
most employed resources were found to be accounting, hinting, and third-position repair,
only two extracts involve an example that illustrates the teacher’s modeling (extracts 7 and
8), question-asking (extracts 4 and 13), simplification practice (extracts 1 and 7) and use of
repetitive understanding checks (extracts 1, 13). It was also seen that especially complex
instructions which consist of multiple steps lead to the teacher to parse the instructions into
smaller components which facilitate the students’ task engagements as well as task

achievements.

All in all, the deployment of such resources requires immediate interactional and contingent
acts from the teacher. In this regard, the turn just after the students’ demonstration of non-
understanding has an extraordinary place which calls a broad array of interpretive actions of
teachers who achieve complex analytic works in recognizing troubles. Finding and repairing
troubles points out the teacher’s Classroom Interactional Competence (Walsh, 2011) which
has a facilitative role in “mediating and assisting learning” (p. 158). Although in the present
study there are three research, the data analysis chapter was not divided into sections since
the phenomena under investigation are interwoven to each other. For this reason, they were
handled in one main body, yet the discussion chapter will present them separately for a clear

picture of the main aim of this study.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This chapter will present a discussion of findings of the current study in relation to the
research questions and relevant research studies in literature. Also, it argues the
methodological and pedagogical implications for foreign language education, instructional
settings and CIC development. The present chapter is organized into four sections. The first
three sections will address each research question. In 5.1., the focus will be on the sequential
organization of understanding troubles and their resolutions, which will be presented in
response to the first research question (How are the understanding troubles emerged with
regard to task instructions and their resolutions sequentially constructed?) and four
sequential organization formats will be documented through simplified versions of the
extracts in Chapter 4. 5.2. provides elaboration on the ways through which the teacher
notices and locates the nature of understanding troubles. In addition to the students’ verbal
claims or demonstration of non-understanding, various sources that the teacher utilizes will
be documented. The second research question (How does the teacher notice understanding
troubles?) will be answered and discussed in this section in relation to the existing literature.
The last research question (What are the interactional resources that the teacher deploys in
order to resolve emergent troubles and restore understanding?) will be discussed in 5.3.
where emergent interactional resources will be introduced and presented in detail. As the
current study is the first research to investigate students’ understanding of teacher
instructions and resolution of troubles, the discussion is believed to lay the ground for an
extension of existing interactional practices in repairing understanding problem, thus it will
fill this research gap. In 5.4. a revision of CIC features and CD will be provided and a new
dimension to CIC is offered: issuing clear instructions through interactional resources
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detailed in 5.3. Finally, the chapter will be concluded with limitations of the study and
pedagogical implications for foreign language classrooms, instructional contexts and

classroom interactional development.

5.1. Sequential Organization of Understanding Troubles and Their Resolution

As was presented in Chapter 2, information transfer between speakers is the most typical
characteristic of a conversation. Like questions, teacher instructions transmit some kind of
information to learners and as Kendrick (2010) puts forward instructions both “establish an
asymmetrical relationship between speaker and recipient” (p. 58). However, while teacher-
questions have received great attention in Conversational Analytic literature, teacher
instruction has recently begun to be focused on. While most of the studies have been
conducted on interaction between teacher and learners including turn-taking (McHoul,
1978), and sequential organization of questions (Mehan, 1979b) or compliance to the rules
(Machbeth, 1991), some other scholars examine learner-learner interaction in classroom
(e.g. Melander & Sahlstrom, 2009; Mondada & Pekarek Doehler, 2004), as well.
Instructions, on the other hand, in the sense of teacher directives delivered in order to
accomplish a task, have received less attention. Studies mostly have examined the
collaborative creation of them (St. John & Cromdal, 2016), problematic directives (Waring
& Hruska, 2012), and grammatical organization of teacher directives (He, 2000). Therefore,
this study attempts to contribute to the existing literature by describing the sequential
organization of actions including the turns from setting up a task to restoring understanding

of teacher instructions.

Understanding is a key issue in educational settings based on which pedagogical goals are
achieved. In classroom context, students as in mundane talk display understanding of the
previous turn. The production of student-turn serves as an indicator of students’
(non)understanding to the teacher, so as Lee (2007) suggests “teacher carries out complex
analytic work, estimating what students know and what they do not know” (p. 202). In this
study, understanding is considered to be a local and interactional matter that the parties of a
conversation display to each other in and through their contributions to interaction. In the
organization of their turns, “participants are seen to be attending to matters of understanding

through the design of their turns™ at talk (Hindmarsh et al., 2011), and the concept is dealt

133



with very situated perspective. Understanding troubles that one party of a conversation has
could be anticipated through the formulation of contribution in either an explicit or implicit
way. To illustrate it, when a task instruction is delivered by the teacher in a classroom,
learners may indicate non-understanding through explicit demonstration (I did not
understand). Also, an inappropriate response provided in the turn that follows the task
instruction suggests the understanding trouble.

The display of understanding provides teachers with the opportunity to access how or
whether or not students have understood what the task requires them to do, and accordingly
they employ correctional resources in the third position, thereby maintaining the
intersubjectivity. The focus of the present study is on students’ understanding troubles and
their resolution by the teacher. As in other institutional settings, in educational context,
teachers act upon what learners show in terms of the receipt of information. This points out
the contingent and sequential nature of understanding which this study aims to investigate
rather than cognitive and individual achievement of it.

In this section, the most frequent sequence organization formats beginning from instruction-
giving turn and including the part where the mutual understanding is restored will be
discussed as a part of teachers’ Classroom Interactional Competence (Walsh, 2006a). These
organizations seem to follow a certain interactional structure and the analysis of the data
showed that there are four sequence organizations, each of which will be illustrated below,
in relation to the extracts. Earlier research shows that teachers use a specific three-part format

to form discourse units (Koole, 2010):
1 Instruction

2: Informing

3: Understanding check

Koole (2010) points out that teachers use three-part format to create their discourse unit at
the end of which teachers invite students to display understanding through understanding
check. Alternatively, by acknowledging the teacher’s informing, students also claim
understanding during the discourse unit. Since this study also includes the parts where an
understanding trouble emerges and is managed, the organizational structures that will be
given in this section will build on understanding research, too. The first type of sequential
format is as follows: The teacher delivers the task instruction before initiating the task or
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forming the working style such as in dyads or groups, which is followed by activity initiation
(that could be indicated in an explicit way by the teacher through some clauses like here we
go). It is followed by student’s clarification request or explicit demonstration of non-
understanding and the teacher’s interactional resources. It should be noted here that in some
cases between the activity initiation and student’s demonstration of non-understanding there
is an understanding check directed to the students by the teacher and a claim of
understanding. It can also be observed that after the teacher’s interactional resources to an
understanding trouble, the students optionally claim or demonstrate understanding and

engage in the activity again. The first sequential organization format can be formulated as

follows:
Type 1
1: (T) Instruction-Giving
la: (T) Understanding-Check
1b: (S) Claim of Understanding
2: (T) Activity Initiation
3: (S) Clarification Request / Demonstration of Non-understanding
4: (T) Interactional Resource
[4a: (S) Claim / Demonstration of Understanding ]

This sequence organization is illustrated through a short extract given below:

1: Tea: okay go and quickly come together and with your

group of people

2: Tea: let’s discuss (.) all: those questions guys
3: Tal: madam we will discuss these questions or:=
4: Tea: =these three questions plus 1if vyou a:re really

creating in a museum of collection (0.2) which media

tool you think the most efficient one

As was illustrated in the short version of Extract 9 (see page 104), after the teacher delivers
the task instruction she initiates the activity. Then, one of the students requests clarification
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with regard to the process that they are expected to follow in yes/no interrogative question
(Raymond, 2003) format seeking an alternative (we will discuss these questions
or:=). It is followed by the teacher’s revision of the instruction she provided earlier (these
three questions plus if you a:re really creating in a museum of
collection (0.2) which media tool you think the most efficient one)
In the simplified version of Extract 8 given below will also illustrate the last part

(Demonstration of Understanding) of the format:

4: Tea: =because you enrich the topic in that way (0.2) and
it would be much organized in that way (0.3) having

someone guide a topic
(2.4)
4a: Bey: okay let’s talk about er: page (0.3) sixty three

It should be noted that as can be seen in extracts 1, 4, 8 and 9, although the task instruction
is provided to the whole class at the beginning, from the demonstration of non-understanding
to the resolution turn, the first sequential organization format includes interaction that takes
place between the teacher and the individual student who requires clarification. The analysis
of the extracts also show that the students do not always explicitly show their troubles in
understanding to the teacher. In some cases, the teacher notices the potential troubles which
include misapprehension of the task instruction resulting in doing the activity wrongly or
non-understanding that hinders the task accomplishment either through treating wrong
answers, no activity initiation, as an indicator of understanding troubles or by observing the
students while they are engaging in the task and noticing the trouble herself. A simplified
version of Extract 3 below illustrates how the teacher considers a student’s wrong answer an

indicator of understanding trouble in elicitation phase.

1: Tea: the (0.2) ¢ this time prosecution or the defense
(0.8)

3: Meh: er eight

4. Tea: we choose numbers but two of these numbers (.) one

from the prosecution area one from the defense are
(.) can be used (0.2) bo:th you know prosecution or

the defense
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(1.1)
4a: Meh: eight and nine

Differently from type 1, type 2 includes the teacher’s notice of interactional trouble through
no activity initiation, wrong answers, and by observing the students. During the elicitation
of answers, after the teacher receives a wrong answer as a candidate response from a student
(er eight), shetreats it as a sign for an understanding trouble, thereby orienting it through
various interactional resources (we choose numbers but two of these numbers
(.) one from the prosecution area one from the defense are (.) can
be used (0.2) bo:th you know prosecution or the defense). Finally, the
student demonstrates understanding by providing two numbers (eight and nine) as

required in the instruction. This type of the sequential organization format will be illustrated

below:
Type 2
1: (T) Instruction-Giving / Teacher Initiation
la: (T) Understanding-Check
1b: (S) Claim of Understanding
2: (T) Activity Initiation
3: (T) Noticing of Understanding Trouble
4: (T) Interactional Resource
[4a: (S) Claim / Demonstration of Understanding ]

As in type 1, 1a, 1b and 4a steps are not included in all extracts of type 2; that’s why, they

are given in the parenthesis above.

Type 2 can be seen in extracts 2, 3, 5, 7, 12, 13. While in Extract 12, the teacher notices the
trouble in understanding while walking in the classroom and monitoring the students while
they are engaging the activity, in Extract 7 she treats the students’ no activity initiation as a
trouble in understanding. Also, in Extract 2, 3, 5, and 13, what enables the teacher to realize

the trouble is the wrong answers that the students provide during elicitation phase of the
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activity. The issue of no activity initiation, students’ wrong answers and observing within

the interactional environment of task instructions will be discussed in the following section.

In type 1 and type 2, the interaction takes place between the teacher and the student who has
understanding trouble; however, type 3 and 4 given below will illustrate that after the teacher
notices that there is an understanding trouble through various ways, she orients to the whole
class and starts to clarify the meaning by addressing all of the students, which points out
multi-layered nature of classroom discourse that includes “a variety of possible participation
structures that may develop” (Schwab, 2011, p. 6). As was discussed in chapter 2, the
students are considered to be non-official (Ekberg, 1997) participants and they need to

remain a part of the ongoing interaction.

Type 3

1: (T) Instruction-Giving / Teacher Initiation

la: (T) Understanding-Check

1b: (S) Claim of Understanding

2: (T) Activity Initiation

3: (S) Clarification Request /Demonstration of Non-understanding
4: (T) A General Address Term

5: (T) Interactional Resource
[5a: (S) Claim / Demonstration of Understanding ]

A simplified version of Extract 13 given below will illustrate how the teacher uses a general
address term to whole students before employing an interactional resource to manage the
trouble in understanding. As in type 1 and 2, between instruction-giving and activity
initiation in some extracts the teacher checks understandings which receive the students’
claim of understanding. Similarly, after the interactional resources deployed by the teacher,

the students in some cases claim or demonstrate understanding of the explanation.
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1+2: Tea: let's decide get a piece of paper or you may use your

book >doesn't matter< create your own [list

3: Tal: [we give

our list to partnerst
4: Tea: >no no< fir- t1okay guys

5: first of all what will we dot

As can be observed in the short extract that upon Tiil’s clarification request the teacher uses
a general address term to establish recipiency with all of the students in the classroom. As
opposed to the common consideration in the literature that treats task instructions as
“typically individual or as being concerned with noninteractional objects, and objectives”
(Mondada & Pekarek Doehler, 2004, p. 505), this type of sequential organization emerged
from the data of this study clearly shows that the students’ questions regarding the procedure
or clarification requests makes the task instructions more followable on the part of other
students as well, thus the context becomes more interactional. One can also argue that the
teacher takes the clarification request as a general instructional need of all students, which
supports St. John and Cromdal’s (2016) claim offering that “task-instructions are not self-
contained monologues but engage the service of other voices in the effort to present and

explain tasks meaningfully” (p. 258).

Type 4 presents another sequential organization emerged from the data. It also illustrates the
teacher’s addressing to the whole class in the resolution turn. Similar to type 2, without an
explicit demonstration of non-understanding or clarification request directed by a student,
the teacher can detect the trouble by herself through various ways such as no activity
initiation, students’ wrong answers, and observing the students. The sequential organization

of type 4 is as follows:

Type 4
1 (T) Instruction-Giving / Teacher Initiation
la: (T) Understanding-Check
1b: (S) Claim of Understanding
2: (T) Activity Initiation
3: (T) Noticing of Understanding Trouble
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4: (T) Orientation to the Whole Class
5: (T) Interactional Resource

[Sa: (S) Claim / Demonstration of Understanding ]

Unlike type 3, this organization structure does not involve an explicit address term, so
drawing upon the type 3 and 4, it can be argued that if the teacher detects the trouble by
herself, she orients to the other students by positioning her body towards them or establishing

mutual gaze with them.
3: Tea: did you read the questiont
+ looks at Bey’s book + walks towards Bey and points at her book

Bey: huhu®

Tea: underline the parts that yolu
Bey: [hu=
4: Tea: =will look for in the text please

+ walks towards the middle of the classroom
so for re- er: >are you done with the questions<
(1.3)
+ looks around the students

5: Tea: are you done with the questionst (0.4) did you read

the questions and underline the key points in the
+ shows the text to the students
questionst
5a: Pir: ‘hu:’
Looking at the ways that the teacher handles the troubles directs us to consider the role of
gaze and body positioning in targeting the recipients. Type 4 clearly demonstrates that
without using an explicit address term, the teacher manages to make the clarification salient

to the whole body of the students. Drawing upon these four sequential organization types, it

can be argued that students’ clarification requests and explicit demonstration of non-

140



understanding project two possible next actions for the teacher: (1) dealing with the
understanding trouble without addressing the other students; (2) addressing the whole class
with a general address term, then undertaking the resolution work. Likewise, when the
teacher relies on some resources to detect the trouble she either (1) makes use of interactional
practices directly; or (2) orients to all of the students by looking around them to establish a

mutual gaze or positioning herself towards the whole class; and then deals with the trouble.

Providing and following task instructions have been ignored by scholars in ELT, and there
is no Conversation Analytic research investigating the sequential organization of instructions
and understanding. This study offers four sequential organization formats that include the
turns from instruction-giving to the resolution part. The findings are also significant for
Classroom Interactional Competence (Walsh, 2006a, 2011) since drawing upon the
interactional organization structures one can argue that with interactional decision-making
ability the teacher notices the troubles hindering the task accomplishment and orients to them
through various resources, which this thesis attempts to add to CIC features as a new

dimension.

5.2. Detecting Understanding Trouble

The analyses of the extracts presented in Chapter 4 indicate that the teacher shows orientation
to understanding troubles upon noticing the problem through various ways. Extracts 1, 2, 4,
6, 8,9, 12, and 13 exemplify the teacher undertaking repair work after the students request
clarification/confirmation and demonstrate non-understanding explicitly. To illustrate it, in
Extract 1, after the understanding check delivered by the teacher (did you understand what
to do), Meh provides a negative marker (no), and thus demonstrates his non-understanding
in an explicit way. Extract 4 also presents another noticeable demonstration of understanding
trouble. However, unlike Extract 1, Tiil states her non-understanding (i still do not
understand anything) by selecting herself as the next speaker, therefore it can be argued
that her demonstration of non-understanding is not preceded by any understanding check.
Similarly, in Extract 8, as was demonstrated in the analysis of it, without any understanding
check, one of the students (Der) expresses the trouble (we are not sure about what
we discuss about). Concerning students’ clarification request, as can be observed in

Extract 6, during activity engagement, the student asks a question with regard to the
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procedure of the task (we have to say something) in the form of yes/no declarative
(Raymond, 2003), then the teacher initiates a repair and tries to resolve the problem through

reformulation and exemplification.

The extracts analyzed in previous chapter brought evidence to the claim that students’
clarification request and explicit demonstrations of non-understanding is not the only way
for the teacher to notice troubles emerged with regard to the task instructions as type 2 and
4 suggest. Extracts 2, 3, 5, 7, 10, 11, 12, and 13 also illustrate that the teacher also detects

students’ understanding troubles through some sources such as:

e students’ silence (no activity initiation)
e wrong answers provided in elicitation phase
e verbal contributions given during activity engagement

e lack of participation

The teacher treats these sources as a sign of understanding trouble that can hinder the activity
accomplishment. To illustrate the case of a wrong answer, firstly, after the teacher receives
inappropriate responses, she draws on classroom material (extract 3) and asks questions to

the students in order to co-construct the meaning (extract 13).

34 Tea: perfect thank you very much (0.2) and the (0.2) c this time
35 prosecution or the defense
36 (0.8)

37 Meh: er eight

38 Tea: we choose numbers but two of these numbers (.) one from the

39 prosecution area one from the defense area (.) can be used (0.2)
40 bo:th you know prosecution or the defense

41 (1.1)

42 Meh : eight and nine (0.5)

As can be observed in the analysis of the extract given above, during the elicitation phase of
the activity, when the teacher gets a wrong answer which signals the trouble in understanding
of what the students are expected to, she needs to deploy interactional resources to handle
the problem between the lines 38 to 42. According to Koole (2010) “a speaker concludes
from the response to his utterance and thus treats the response as a display of whether or not

understanding” (p. 186). In relation to this, it can be argued that in educational settings, based
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on the responses provided by learners, teachers can come to a conclusion concerning how
the students understand the instructions. In Extract 3, when the teacher receives a wrong
response which indicates misunderstanding from the student, she initiates repair in line 38.
Her repair work, then, manages to get a response including two different numbers as

supposed to do.

The detailed transcription of Extract 2 shows that after the teacher does not manage to get
participation, she treats this lack of participation as evidence signaling the trouble and revises
her instruction. That is similar to Extract 7 that presents the use of interactional resources
upon long silences during which the students do not initiate the activity. The short version
of Extract 7 will demonstrate how the teacher treats the students’ no activity initiation

(silence) as an indicator of the trouble.

5 (0.3) .hh you feel in the »same situation for example< (0.2) >tell
6 a partner about a time when< you experience (.) u:hm (.) <distress
7 (.) situation> or when you feel dumfounded or <remo:rseful> (0.2)
8 >try to think about< three situations (0.2) in the <sa:me feeling>
9 (7.3) ((There 1s no activity initiation.))

+ All students keep looking at the book and Tea looks around the students

10 Tea: >for example<t <i_ felt distressed> (.) when >bla bla bla bla bla<

11 happened} (0.3) o:r .hh i fe:lt myself (.) really dumfounded when

Between the lines 5 and 9 the teacher issues the task instruction; however, during 7.3 seconds
of silence the partners do not initiate talking to one another, which is treated as a problem by
the teacher, thus she starts to provide example sentences that the students can make use of
upon looking around and recognizing that there is no activity initiation. As Sert (2015) puts
forward the silence (7.3) here could be considered to be a first indicator of the trouble when

the student-turn is relevant.

Also, there are instances in the data of this study including the ways making the contingent
nature of teacher-turn evident. As stated earlier, understanding is taken as an interactional
and local phenomenon in Conversation Analytic perspective. According to Machbeth
(2004), understanding is an object “ in understanding a prior turn in the projectable course
of its construction for what kind of turn it is, what work it is doing, what it calls next” (p.

707), which points out that in and through each contribution, parties to a conversation display
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understanding of the prior turns. Students’ contributions as a sign of understanding trouble
was exemplified in extracts 5 and 8 in which students by self-selection provide contributions
regarding the task or procedure; however, since they are not appropriate to the steps that they
need to follow, the teacher considers them to be a demonstrator of the trouble in

understanding.

28 you will <take tu:rns with your group mate> (0.4) among each
29 other »>to summarize< the topic (0.3) okayt clear about thatt
30 (0.3)

31 sot+ (.) who are the first to startt+ can [1 see sach group

32  Meh: [like clockwise we can

+ draws circle with his
hand
33 do this time
34 Mur: her grup kendi [iginde

each group with their group members

35 Tea: [*>no no< each group=
36 Meh: =h[u:
37 Tea: [i mean each pair will do it for example you or er[:

The preceding part comes from Extract 5. The teacher issues the instruction between the
lines 28 and 31, which is followed by Meh’s uninvited contribution through which he offers
to follow clockwise direction during the discussion activity, although the students are
supposed to work in pairs. Therefore, it can be argued that his contribution suggests his
understanding trouble in an implicit way. With regard to educational settings, as Lee (2007)
suggests the “teacher carries out complex analytic work, estimating what students know and
what they do not know” (p. 202) and accordingly undertakes a repair work in the following
turn. The production of the student’s contribution delivers evidence of his non-
understanding; thus, the teacher can assess it immediately at the same turn. Differently from
Hindmarsh et al. (2011)’s study which reveals that students’ bodily actions and time of the
production of their talk become demonstrators as potential evidence of understanding
problems, this thesis offers new evidences of understanding troubles: (i) long silences during
which the students do not initiate the activity, (ii) students’ inappropriate contributions and

(ii1) wrong answers they provide during elicitation of the answers. Therefore, it can be argued

144



that the talk cannot be isolated from multimodal actions of the participants that convey

valuable information about the receipt of information.

The inclusion of multimodality in the analysis of the extracts in Chapter 4 enables us to make
claim on how the teacher observe the students while they are dealing with the task and detect
the potential understanding troubles. These findings are significant for the analysis of the
phenomenon in that it contributes to the studies examines the interactional resources that
interlocutors draw on to assess understanding. Hindmarsh et al. (2011) focused on local
resources including timing of the production of the talk and bodily conduct of the participants
by describing the examples drawn from audio-visual recordings including interaction
between supervisors and students in a dental clinic. However, the present study is the first to
investigate how an EFL teacher treats interactional resources as demonstrators of students’

understanding troubles.

In Extract 10, for example, after the teacher issues the instruction between the lines 14 and
17, she initiates the activity, then, while the students are getting prepared for the presentation
she walks around the classroom and monitors the students. Through looking at their notes,
she manages to detect the understanding trouble, which leads her to provide an account
regarding why they need to take short notes in line 153. In the subsequent turns (given
below), she keeps on observing the students and after 25.4 seconds of silence, she bodily

orient to the whole class and reformulates her instruction one more time.

165 (25.4)
+ Students keep on writing their sentences
166 Tea: 1instead of writing every single thing in your tmind, (0.3) try
+ orients to the whole class
167 to have brainstorm more
168 (1.8)

169 Tea: okay (0.2) most probably you know it seems <guite a short

170 time> but you will think >you will just noticing< it is much
171 more longer than you expected (0.2) tokay (.) so have (.) more
172 idea production and brainstorming

This implies that the teacher treats the students’ note-taking process, which observably lasts
more than the teacher expects, as a “representative of a possible misapprehension” (St. John

& Cromdal, 2016, p. 270) by observing them during the activity.
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Similarly, in Extract 11 what makes the teacher notice the potential trouble is her
observation, which will be illustrated below:

4 Tea: read the questions first and while you are reading (.) please

+ Students look at their books on their desks
don't forget to underline the key points <that you will loo:k

(0.3) for in the text> (0.2) okayt (.) hers we go
(le.3)
+ Students are reading the text

8 Tea: did you read the questiont

+ looks at Bey’s book
+ walks towards Bey and points at her book
9 Bey: “huhu®
10 Tea: underline the parts that yolu
+ touches the question part on Bey’s book

11  Bey: [hu=
+ starts to underline

As can be observed in the short version of Extract 11 in which the teacher directs a question
to Bey by looking at her book, which suggests that through observing the student’s material
she recognizes the trouble. The following lines also make this trouble evident to us, since in
line 11 Bey provides a change of state token (Heritage, 1984) displaying her
acknowledgement of the instruction given in line 10 by the teacher. Similar to Extract 11,
the hesitation marker in line 15 and change of state token in line 16 of Extract 12 make it

clear that what the teacher orients in line 13 is an understanding trouble.

13 Tea: why you didn't fill the cha:rts
+ points at the chart in Til’s book
14 (0.7)
15 Sah: er:=
16 Til: =ch (0.2) yes

In this section, it was discussed that the teacher with some sources manages to notice the
potential troubles in understanding the task instruction. Integrating multimodality and
drawing upon the fine-detailed transcriptions of the extracts given in chapter 4 make it
possible to track how the teacher treats no activity initiation, long silences, students’
inappropriate contributions as a sign of non/mis-understanding, which builds the
significance of this study in that it is the first research to describe how the teacher pursues

the task instructions after she provides.
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5.3. Exploring Interactional Resources

In this section, interactional resources emerged from the data of this study will be presented.
Interactional resources were employed by the teacher in order to clarify the meaning and
restore understanding of teachers’ instructions. As was illustrated in the previous chapter
(Chapter 4 Data Analysis) various understanding troubles such as misapprehension of the
instruction, non-understanding of procedure could emerge within the instructional
sequences. Waring & Hruska (2012) argue that in some cases teachers’ multiple self-repairs
in instruction giving turns, unspecified (or ambiguity in) referents, launching a task without
providing any account could results in breakdowns in task achievements. Similarly, in
Extract 4, the teacher does not use the pronounces you and they in a clear way, which may
be claimed to cause the trouble in line 20 because of the ambiguity in to whom they actually

refer.

Also, extracts show that (see extracts 8, 10, 11 and 12) and as will be discussed below, in
some cases the teacher provides account for the procedure of the task that the students have
engaged in when an understanding trouble comes out and the analysis showed that it mostly
succeeds in developing students’ claim or demonstration of understanding. As was stated in
review of literature understanding is treated as a social, contingent and embodied action
involving turn-taking, repair and adjacency-pair organizations (Lynch, 2011) and achieved
collectively and interactively. Taking a turn informs the other speakers about the
understanding of the previous turn (Liddicoat, 2007, Seedhouse, 2004). As in other
institutional settings, in classrooms teachers treat the second turns provided by students as
an evidence of (non)understanding. The sequential and situated nature of understanding has
been investigated in different contexts (e.g. call-centers, Baker, Emmission & Firth, 2005;
medical centers, Lehtinen, 2005; Perédkyld, 1995; Pilnick, 2003; Sarangi & Clarke, 2002;
Silverman, 1997); however, this study focuses on understanding troubles and their resolution

within the instructional sequences in a language classroom.

For a clear picture of the discussion of the interactional resources, some definition should be
provided briefly once again. Sacks (1992) makes a distinction between claim of
understanding and demonstration of understanding. While the former involves repetition of
previous turn, change of state token and acknowledgment token in combination or

separately, the latter requires interpretation or reformulation of previous turn. All in all, the
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data of the present study illustrate how teacher shapes the next actions and undertakes a

repair work if it is required.

As was stated above, the teacher employed eleven different interactional resources which
are namely accounting, exemplifying, modelling, hinting, third-position repair, question-
asking, simplification (omitting potentially complex grammatical items), parsing, embodied
actions, repetitive understanding checks, and drawing on classroom material. It should be
noted that these interactional practices are mostly used in combination; however, there are
several cases that the teacher provided them one at a time. Four of the extracts (Extract 8,
10, 11, and 12) analyzed in the previous chapter illustrate how the teacher provides account
to students with regard to the reason of following the certain steps while doing the task after

she notices the students’ understanding trouble.

A short fragment given below will illustrate account-giving after a student’s clarification

request.
60 Tea: or you may ask from time to time >what about< your own
61 discussion points anybody to add- wants to add anything like
62 that so it will ke fine i guess=

63 Yap: =okay thank you

64 Tea: =because you enrich the topic in that way (0.2) and it would be
65 much organized in that way (0.3) having someone guide a topic
66 (2.4)

+ The students turn to each other

67 Bey: okay let’s talk about er: page (0.3) sixty three

+ points at a page in her book

68 Tea: =tyeap (0.2) good here we go

The preceding part comes from Extract 8 which involves more than one resource. In the
preceding lines, one of the students (Der) demonstrates his non-understanding and requires
clarification (we are not sure what we discuss about) from the teacher, there
upon the teacher explicitly orients to the trouble (so let’s do it like that). Between
the lines 60-62, she makes a suggestion concerning carrying out the task and she also
provides the students with an account indicating why they should ask questions to each other.
As can be seen in the following line, the students manage to engaged in the task, which
receives positive assessment from the teacher. Then, it can be concluded that accounting is
used to manage the understanding trouble of students. Waring and Hruska (2012) also put
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forward that when “the relevance of the specific directive” (p. 295) is left accounted, it can
render understanding difficulties, which points out the significance of providing a clear

rationale before initiating a task.

Secondly, the analyses of extracts reveal that the teacher parses the instructions into smaller
components when an understanding trouble emerges. Lee (2007) also discusses parsing as
an interactional resource that teachers utilize while pursuing students’ responses to the
questions and he indicates that teachers employ it when they fail to receive a positive
response from students, thus divide the original question into smaller elements in their third-
turns. Therefore, it can be claimed that teachers’ practice in the third-turn of the international

organization is contingent on and tied to what the second turn offers.

36 Tea: okay (0.3) tnow create your list firstly and the:n we will
37 start
38 (28.3)

+ The students work individually.

39 Tea: done ¢

40 Til: "yel[ah®

41  Pir: " [yeah®=

42 Tea: =okay (0.2) sot (0.3) please choose a partner to yourself and
43 discuss about your choices and see »>you know< your choices

44 a:re same with esach other or different from each other (0.3)
45 what 1s your priority what is your friend's priority (0.2)

416 let's discuss some

The small fragment of Extract 13 presented above shows that in line 36 the teacher issues
the first step of the instruction she has provided together with the second step beforehand.
Observing that some students have not filled in the chart, which is the post requirement of
the task, she parses it into two parts. Then, after ensuring that students have completed filling
out the chart in lines 40 and 41, using a time marker (now) she provides the second
component between lines 42 and 46. This extract reveals that the teacher determines her next

move through ad hoc decision shaping according to what students offer in previous turn.

Another interactional resource comes into view in the data is asking-questions to students in
order to co-construct the meaning. A fragment of Extract 13 given below illustrates how this

interactional practice is employed by the teacher. As can be seen in line 22, after one of the
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students requires clarification through a yes/no declarative (Raymond, 2010), the teacher
directs another question to the whole class treating the understanding problem of an
individual student as a general instructional need of all the students, upon addressing them
in line 23. In line 25 and 27 with procedural question each of which is related to the different
steps of the instruction, then she manages to get positive responses from multiple students,
and provides positive assessment followed by a revision of the task directive. One significant
observation from Extract 13 is that the teacher asks each question one by one by building on
the previous one after receiving students’ response, which signals her interactional

competence.

22 Tal: [we give our list to partnersi

23 Tea: >no no< fir- tokay guys (0.3) first of zll what will we dot

24 (0.8)

25 Tea: you will create whatht

26 Sel: we make our list=

27 Tea: =yeap (0.2) you will create your order thent

28 Nur: dis[cuss

29 Tan: [we discuss with [our partner

30 Der: [with a partner

31 Tea: exactly (.) firstly create your list then discuss your
32 ordering with your partner is it okavt

The extracts clearly show that the employment of the interactional resource is highly
“contingent on what other participants do” (Young, 2011, p. 430). Incorporating
multimodality into the analysis of interaction enables us to scrutinize the teacher’s bodily
actions. Kupetz (2011) describes multimodality as “the coordinated deployment of
nonverbal resources such as gesture, facial expression, gaze, body display, as well as verbal
and para-verbal resources such as (morpho-) syntax; lexico-semantics, phonetics, and
prosody” (p. 122-123). It can be observed that the teacher combines interactional resources
with her bodily actions in most of the cases. The most obvious example including the

teacher’s embodied actions will be illustrated below:
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21 Mur: level one mi (.) good listener
ig it level one

22 Tea: >no no< i mean oh okay top one
+ points upward
23  Mur: huhu
24 Tea: you are mentioned (.) okay fine i mean stage one two three
+ raising her hand step by
step
The short fragment given above comes from Extract 2 which displays an example of the
trouble resulted from the teacher’s misunderstanding of what the student refers to with a
certain level, which is evident from Mur’s question in line 21. In line 22, the teacher employs
a typical example of third-position repair which commonly deals with two main problems.
Schegloff (1987b) specifies the troubles as incorrect reference and incorrect relevant next
action. This fragment includes the first type of problem. However, what is interesting about
this extract is the production of the repair by the coordinated use of verbal explanation and
hand movement. Incorporating bodily actions into her repair strategy the teacher manages to
reach the pedagogical goals of the lesson through restarting meaning-and-fluency context
(Seedhouse, 2004) once again. In this regard, it can be claimed that this skill points out
teacher’s CIC as well as her ability in employing effective repair strategy which is one of

the main features of classroom discourse (Walsh, 2011).

Exemplification and modeling are found to be generally used together in an interwoven way.
When the teacher realizes that the students cannot initiate the activity or start a discussion,
she manages to locate the nature of the trouble and through online-decision making ability
(Walsh, 2006a) she provides the students with example sentences which they might utilize
in their task or she models the sentences as a sample for the class.

Tea: >tell a partner about & time when< you experience (.) u:hm
(.) <distress (.) situation> or when you feel dumfounded or
<remo:rseful> (0.2) >try to think about< three situations

(0.2) in the <sa:me feeling>

W =~ O un

(7.3) ((There is no activity initiation.))

+ All students keep looking at the book and Tea looks around the students

10 Tea: >for example<t <i felt distressed> (.) when >bla bla bkla bla
11 bla< happened), (0.3) o:r .hh i fe:lt myself (.) really
12 dumfounded when >kla bla bla bla bla< happened
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The extract illuminates how the teacher treats 7.3 seconds of silence, during which the
students do not engage in the activity, as a sign of trouble in understanding. Nakamura (2004)
puts forwards that teachers may enhance their ability “to help students move forward through
the silence by giving appropriate support such as rephrasing questions and requests” (p.79).
However, it can be seen that between the lines 10 and 12, the teacher uses another
interactional resource. She exemplifies what the student can say through modeling the
possible sentences. As was claimed by Chilcoat (1989) exemplification when combined with
modeling will illustrate and clarify the significant points in an instruction. Through
exemplification and modeling teachers can take an abstract idea and place it on a familiar
level. Then, it can be asserted that the use of both interactional resources can eliminate

misunderstandings emerged with regard to teacher explanation.

In addition to these practices, three of the extracts analyzed in chapter 4 include the use of
hinting as an interactional resource. Balaman (in review) defines it as “indirect references to
a specific item, providing clues to elicit a response and conveying an action without
explicitly stating it” (p. 2). Although there exist some studies on hinting in the conversation
analysis literature, it has not been dealt with as a type of social action. In addition to Sacks’s
(1992) focus on identifying by hinting in talk-in-interaction, hinting has been addressed in
different contexts from conversation analytic perspective (Balaman, in review; Bolden,
Mandelbaum & Wilkinson, 2012; Schegloff, 1988; Zemel & Koschman, 2011). More
recently Radford (2010) treats hinting as providing a verbal clue in order to get a relevant
response. What is more relevant to the emerged resource of the present study is Mercer’s
(1995) work investigating teachers’ attempts to elicit a response through verbal and visual
clues in educational settings. Similarly, a short version of Extract 9 presented below
demonstrates how the teacher elaborates on the procedure by providing a hint in her
reformulation of previously given instruction upon students’ explicit demonstration non-

understanding.
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102 Tea: the mos- the efficiency of the media (0.3) uhm tools you >will

103 discuss actually< in that part (0.2) look at here which is more
104 + points the part in the book

105 important better than the other one and why in a group by

106 compare and contrasting them (0.2) +did you understand what to
107 do=

108 Mur: =yes

Getting a clarification request from a group of students in previous turns, in line 106 the
teacher presents a clue (by compare and contrasting) indicating how they carry out
the task. Although it is not convenient to claim that the teacher’s hint facilitates students’
task achievement, this fragment brings evidence to the teacher’s attempt to mobilize task

engagement with her classroom interactional competence.

The last interactional resource emerged from the data is the teacher’s simplification work
that is managed by the teacher through omitting potentially complex grammatical items to
make the meaning easier to the students and to solve the understanding trouble. Extract 1
that will be given below exemplifies a typical example of this interactional practice:

18 Tea: okay (0.2) tzo (0.4) guys (0.4) i >will make you listen to< a

19 music (.) and please <try to: (0.4) dra:w or write anything

+ Meh talks to Mur
20 that you: feel or> that the song makes you feel (0.2) okayt
21 (0.9)

22 Tea: tfine) (0.4) did you understand >what to do<=

23 Meh: =nlo

Although in the first instruction-giving turn the teacher uses some bold imperatives (Markee,
2015) (1 will make you listen to a music), afteran understandingtrouble emerged,

she changes this structure to an easier one as indicated below:

1 {(0.4) .hh sot let's do it like tha:t u:hm: <you will listen to
42 the song and you will try to: dra:w o:r write about how the
43 song (.) make you feel> (0.3) ockayt (.) this is [all
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As can be seen in line 41, the teacher this time uses you will listen to the song in order to
establish mutual understanding and to resolve Meh’s non-understanding. When looking at
the rest part of the Extract 1 presented in the previous chapter, it can easily be observed that
the teacher’s interactional resource manages to increase engagement in the task, therefore it
can be claimed that the teacher, through online decision-making ability uses another practice

in the second instruction giving turn and is able to restore understanding.

5.4. Conclusion

Classroom interaction has been a focus of interest for a number of researchers for more than
sixty years, and the studies depicting the complex relationship between interaction and
understanding has been a focus of attention. The concept of CIC (Walsh, 2006a) was
introduced and has been developed by many scholars, but professional development of in-
service teachers and training of preservice teachers should get the utmost attention to develop
interactional competence to ensure more engaged, dynamic classrooms. Given that
classroom communication is highly complex and central to the teaching-learning process,
all attempts to improve learning should build on classroom interaction. Drawing on the
language of the teacher, this study is believed to both identify troubles in understanding and
specify various ways to deal with such breakdowns. Teachers influence learning through
their talk and interactional decision-making skills. Considering the features of classroom
discourse (Walsh, 2011) which are namely control of the interaction, speech modification,
elicitation and repair, the present study contributes to the understanding of CIC by
documenting and extending interactional resources used by teachers to establish and

maintain intersubjectivity.

The short version of extracts presented above in this section illustrates how the teacher
controlled the interaction in classroom by managing turn-taking even in instructional
sequences through asking display questions to co-construct the meaning when a trouble
emerged. (see extracts 4 and 13). It signals the asymmetrical roles of participants in the
classroom. It is the teacher who manages the topic of conversation and turn-taking as well
as controlling patterns in communication. There are two projected actions on the part of
teachers in classrooms: (i) directing questions to the students, and (ii) providing feedback

after each student-contribution. Teachers, by asking questions manage to control the
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discourse and diminish understanding troubles especially when the meaning is
collaboratively created with students. In this regard, this thesis also reveals that the teacher
checks and evaluates understanding to make out the extent of apprehension before clarifying

meaning while pursuing her previously provided instructions.

Another notable characteristic of classroom discourse is teachers’ modification of their
speech. The analyses of the representative extracts picture the teacher’s use of more
deliberate, slower speech as well as the strategical employment of pauses and emphasis. It
can also be observed that the teacher makes use of more gestures in her reformulation turn
to convey meaning. According to Walsh (2011) “the modification strategies used by teacher
are not accidental; they are conscious and deliberate and occur for a number of reasons” (p.
6) as was evidenced with the extracts (see extracts 1, 2, and 3). Developing understanding
of practices through which teachers modify their speech for students is evidently crucial in
gaining insight into interactional organization of language classrooms. In Extract 1, for
example, the teacher omits potentially complex linguistic items and simplifies the instruction
through the use of shorter and less complicated utterances in her following turns. Moreover,
the same extract displays examples of slower articulations of instructions which also include
emphasis on key vocabulary and the discourse markers signaling transitions to a new action
and drawing attention of students, thus helps “a class stay together and work in harmony”
(Walsh, 2011, p. 7).

Classroom discourse is mostly dominated by teacher-questions and student-responses.
Classroom interaction is different from mundane talk in that the answers of the most of the
questions directed to students are already known by teacher. Walsh (2011) identifies the
function of such questions as “eliciting a response, checking understanding, guiding learners
towards a particular response, promoting involvement and concept checking” (p. 12). It
should be noted that in most of the cases given in the current study the teacher makes use of
display questions in order to check and evaluate understanding and to refer to the students’
previous learning. It is also significant that through her choice of questions the teacher results

in more student-engagement and understanding of instructions.

The last feature of CD is repair, which is a central issue in instructional settings, as the

negotiation of meaning has utmost importance. In educational contexts, certain types of

activities lead to certain types of repair, therefore as the micro-contexts vary, so the repair

practices being used vary. Repair strategies that are chosen by teachers should be in
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conformity with the pedagogical goals of the moment. As was stated in Literature Review
chapter, there is no single organization of repair in language classrooms and teaching
objectives of a specific lesson determine the repair patters. As Seedhouse (2004) puts
forward repair practices are organized differently in different contexts, so the skill of finding
the trouble source and with contextual analysis of it, selecting the best repair practice lays in
teachers’ CIC. In the current study, through an emic perspective, what constitutes trouble
and what is repairable was focused on in its own contexts, rather than isolating them from
the interactional environments in which they occur. In this thesis, the teacher’s repair
practices concerning the troubles that are related to misunderstanding or misapprehension of
lesson procedures which the students are required to follow were investigated. From various
repair strategies, the teacher was found to choose mostly third-position repair through which
she clarifies the meaning in task instructions after she notices there is an understanding
trouble indicated in the students’ second turn. The following subsection will present the

possible limitations of this study which lay the groundwork for further research.

5.4.1. Limitations of the Study

The present study is based on a single data set. The video recordings were collected from an
intermediate EFL classroom including one teacher, therefore it is not convenient to claim
that same or similar findings can be reached in different studies focusing on a similar data.
However, as Mackey and Gass (2005) put forward “case studies clearly have the potential
for rich contextualization that can shed light on the complexities of this second language
learning process” (p. 172). Furthermore, a total of 31 hours classroom interaction video
recordings is considered to be more than adequate for conversational analytic classroom
research according to Seedhouse (2004) who claims that a micro-analytic investigation of 5
to 10 hours of recording is regarded to be as reasonable. The data set of the current study
consists of 31 hours classroom interaction video recordings, which is sufficiently rich to
draw conclusions. Also, according to Perikylad (1997) the generalizability of the research
findings can be achieved through enlarging the variations, which could be achieved by future
studies. Another potential limitation of this thesis could be the duration of data-collection
process. The whole data set was formed in a five-week period; however, the study does not
intend to track and report the development of the use of interactional resources in time. The
results were reached through the robust methodology of Conversation Analysis that offers
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an analytic agenda with evidence-based and data-led methodological standpoints based on
meticulously transcribed naturally occurring talk.

The analyses of this study are based on video recordings of classroom interaction and it has
the potential to provide quite accurate data in capturing most details in interaction (Perikyla,
1997). However, CA methodology works on transcription of the interaction. Transcriptions
of the recordings were used as a starting point to capture and present the phenomenon under
investigation. Yet, they are not taken as a substitute for the recordings, so transcriptions may
be claimed not to reflect the actual interaction wholly; for this reason, a standardized and
commonly-accepted transcription system (Jefferson, 2004) was adopted to attend detailed
aspects of talk. Given that Jeffersonian transcription convention involves various properties
of talk including intonation, stress, gaps, pauses, overlaps, pitch, elongations and nonverbal
aspects, etc., it can be claimed to be a powerful tool for understanding the ways that language

is used by reflecting the complex nature of talk as accurate as possible.

Moreover, CA favors naturally occurring talk, which may give rise to the idea of imposing
subjective intentions and interpretations into the analysis process. However, Psathas (1995)
specifies the starting point of analysis as unmotivated looking which enables researches to
reveal participants’ own “orientations, meanings, interpretations, understandings, etc.”
(Schegloff, 1997, p. 166) by hindering the enforcement of their own interpretations and
preoccupations. Furthermore, one of the premise principles of CA methodology is “no order
of detail can be dismissed as a priory” (Heritage, 1984, p.241). This evidenced-based
methodological standpoint of CA prevents the intrusiveness of researchers through blocking
any potential manipulation in the analysis process. Lastly, technical issues can be considered
another limitation of the current study. The data were collected through three-digital cameras
placed at different corners of the classroom. However, since personal microphones were not
used, the interaction between pairs and among group mates could not be captured, so some
information that may be potentially important especially for students’ understanding could
have been missed. Therefore, further research including learner-learner interaction is

required to bring more evidence to investigated phenomenon.

157



5.4.2. Implications and Suggestions for Language Education, Instructional
Contexts and Classroom Interactional Competence Development

The main aim of the present study is to reveal interactional resources deployed by an EFL
teacher in order to manage understanding troubles about task instructions, which are
delivered orally by the teacher, and to restore understanding and maintain intersubjectivity
for achieving the pedagogical goals of lessons. The analyses of the representative extracts
contributed to a number of research strands; namely understanding in language classrooms,
issuing task instructions, Classroom Discourse, Teacher Education and Training, and
Conversation Analysis. Considering that understanding troubles emerged with regard to task
instructions delivered by teachers is a breakdown that potentially impedes task
accomplishment, by documenting efficient ways to overcome these troubles this study has
interactional and pedagogical consequences that will inform instructional practices. Drawing
upon naturally occurring classroom interaction, the present study picked out various
functional interactional practices that can be used to manage non-understanding of task
instructions in both foreign language classrooms and all other educational contexts. The
emergent resources are exemplifying, hinting, parsing, modeling, drawing on the classroom
material, using repetitive understanding check, question asking to co-construct the meaning,
third-position repair, using embodied actions, omitting potentially complex grammatical
items, and accounting which are believed to contribute to the practice of effective
instruction-giving, thus to the concept of Classroom Interactional Competence. Such
practices have the potential to increase more participation in classroom tasks and maximize
learning opportunities for students. Some of the cases in the data analysis chapter clearly
depict that application of these practices results in the demonstration or claim of
understanding on the students’ part. Although it cannot be wholly possible to make claims
on the students’ understanding, even in the fragments where the resolution of the troubles is
clearly seen, this study brought evidence to the teacher’s classroom interactional ability by
illustrating her interactional decision-making skills in selecting a specific interactional
resource to address understanding troubles. One of the main implications of the present
thesis based on the aforementioned practices is the development of greater insight about the
utilization of such resources in case of the emergence of such troubles. Since instructions are
very familiar and a prevalent practice existing in all instructional settings, the issue of how

teachers provide instructions and how students show orientation to them can be a research
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interest for scholars from different educational contexts, and as was indicated above, the

emergence and management of instructional troubles should also be scrutinized, too.

First of all, the findings revealed four sequential organizations which include the turns of
setting up a task through issuing instructions and the turns involving the resolution of
understanding troubles. While the first two types exemplify the interaction between the
teacher and a particular student who has requested clarification or demonstrated non-
understanding, the remaining two types illustrate the teacher’s orientation to the whole class
by taking the students as a whole body. In this regard, this study has some significant
implications for not only foreign language classrooms and teachers, but also for all
educational contexts where teachers issue directions to students for accomplishing activities
and contributes to classroom interaction. Firstly, once teachers spot the understanding
troubles, as the study revealed, they can address all of the students through various ways
such as using a general address term, bodily orienting to the class, and establishing mutual
gaze to make them stay tuned and move together. According to St. John and Cromdal (2016)
the latter practice indicated that teachers treat students’ confirmation or clarification requests
as “representative of the collective instructional need” (p. 266), and accordingly they need
to make it salient to all of the students in the classroom. Both in-service and preservice
teachers can utilize the emergent practices (using address term, body orientation, etc.) in the
cases that they draw students into their clarifications and explanations.

The current study also informs language teachers about the stage of recognizing
understanding troubles. Before the initiation of a task, some troubles in apprehension of the
steps of the procedure arise or whole requirements of instruction are not comprehended fully
by students. In such cases, the mere resource that teachers rely on to notice the trouble is not
student-led all the time. In addition to students’ explicit demonstration of non-understanding
(I don’t understand) or request for clarification; teachers also can interpret some other
resources such as long silence, no activity initiation, wrong and inappropriate answers and
contributions as a sign of a problem. They also detect non-understanding through observing
students upon task initiation. Like the first implication of this study stated above, the
implications for detecting non-understanding practices are also valid for all instructional
settings, since breakdowns hindering the flow of the interaction (in this case, task
achievement) should be eliminated to meet the pedagogical objectives of lessons. Moreover,

further research is required to come up with many other resources that teachers make use of
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while interpreting the understanding troubles both in foreign language classrooms and other

educational research areas.

Another implication based on interaction in procedural context (Seedhouse, 2008) is that this
study provides teachers with the awareness of the contingent nature of teachers’ third-turn.
The third-turn is a particular place that requires a number of interpretive works and
contingent actions from teachers. The absence or lack of understanding in the second turn
projects a repair, therefore teachers act upon students’ second turn through complex analytic
work to identify problematic parts and explore alternative interactional organizations. To
this end, this study provided language teachers with examples that present both the role of
students’ questions in informing the teachers regarding instructional incompleteness and the

teacher’s online decision-making abilities.

Considering that it is easy for students to get confused with regard to activity procedures,
the findings of this study shed light on the issue of providing clear instructions to avoid
potential chaos in the classroom. Therefore, in this study, it is suggested that task instructions
should be issued as fully and explicitly as possible. Likewise, Johnson (1995) proposed that:

Explicit directions and concrete explanations can help second language students recognize
the implicit norms that regulate how they are expected to act and interact in classroom events.
Without such explicitness, second language students can become confused about what is
expected of them, or how they should participate (p. 163).

In this regard, the findings contribute to the context of development of Classroom
Interactional Competence (CIC). Walsh (2006a) specifies some features such as maximizing
interactional space, shaping learner contributions, effective use of eliciting, and interactional
awareness. Then, Sert (2011, 2013) also offers increased awareness of unwillingness to
participate, successful management of insufficient knowledge/ code-switching, and effective
use of gesture. As was argued above, in order to reach the objectives of a lesson and for task
achievement, issuing clear task instructions is a crucial part of teachers’ pedagogical

repertoire; for this reason, this study also propose it to CIC as a new dimension.

Furthermore, the emergent interactional resources provide some implications for better
understanding of the main features of Classroom Discourse. Effective use of repair practices
combined with timely speech modifications including slower articulation and simplified
grammar is believed to serve as a guideline that helps teachers to overcome emergent

problems. It is also expected that the study will bring new insight into the sequential
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organization of instructions, which are mostly associated with noninteractional objectives,

by describing collaborative and complex creations.

With regard to Teacher Education and Training, as Seedhouse (2008) put forward, preservice
teachers cannot always recognize how they deal with such kind of understanding troubles in
their initial teaching practices. In order to raise awareness of them in the application of these
interactional resources, issuing and pursuing task instructions can be included in
methodology lessons in English Language Teaching programs. Moreover, further
investigations can be carried out to investigate how preservice teachers deal with such
troubles during their micro-teachings and their development in time can be reported through
longitudinal studies. Informed about the CIC features and interactional resources that this
study revealed, preservice teachers can take part in systematic reflective practice processes
aiming professional development. Through such practices, the development of CIC can be
traced by utilizing the methodological tools of CA, so that preservice teachers can learn from
their own teaching practices and develop language awareness (Andrews 2001). Such an
evidence-based reflection process enables preservice teacher to notice their weak and strong
sides in providing instruction and in managing emergent troubles, thus they can shape their

new teaching practices.
To this end, some suggestions will be provided below. Teachers could consider:

e Allowing wait-time to the students before issuing instructions of the task.

e That the use of discourse markers performs important functions in signaling transition to
a new action, therefore in order to draw students’ attention, to indicate a change in order
and to signal the initiation of task, effective use of them could be required.

e Drawing students’ attention to the announcement of the instruction through address

terms.
e Avoiding asking questions in a row in instruction-giving turns.
e Emphasizing the activity initiation with distinctive intonation.
e Marking each step of the task through the use of discourse markers uttered in a

remarkable way.
e Establishing the nature of focus and pedagogical context clearly.
e Providing explicit instructions by giving each step one at a time.

e Summarizing the task instruction in simpler terms just before the task engagement.
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Setting a time limit at the end of instruction to specify how much time students need to
accomplish the task.

Parsing the instruction into smaller and manageable components in case of the
emergence of any understanding trouble.

Specifying how students will be working (in pairs, groups, or individually).

Indicating how they will accomplish the task or giving hint with regard to carrying out
the procedures.

Providing an account concerning the relevance of specific directives.

Exemplifying and modelling the requirements of the task in order to make them familiar
and more concrete (Like / as in / for example / such as, etc.).

Eliminating unexplained concepts that can potentially hinder task accomplishment.
Including information that is only relevant to the upcoming task in their explanations.
Drawing on shared classroom materials for better clarification of instructions through
deictic gestures.

Modifying their speech to students with slower articulation, clearer pronunciation,
simpler vocabulary and including strategically used shifting markers.

The fact that the students’ long silences with no activity initiation may signal troubles in
understanding of instructions.

Paying attention to the students’ wrong answers and inappropriate contributions which
flag understanding troubles.

Drawing all of the students to their clarifications through the use of general address
terms.

Treating a particular student’s clarification request or demonstration of non-
understanding as a collective instructional need of the whole class.

Directing display questions or DIUS to students in order to co-construct the meaning in
instructions, when an understanding problem comes out.

Involving the explanations of vocabulary which the students may potentially be
unfamiliar with.

Using embodied gestures in a synchronized way with verbal utterances to make the
meaning more concrete.

Carrying out complex analytic work and acting on the students’ second turn with

contingent methods of actions.
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Exploring alternative interactional trajectories to repair what is problematic in the second
turn.

Revising instructions especially for long-running activities.

Reformulating instructions to restore meaning upon students’ demonstration of non-
understanding and clarification requests.

Using sequencing markers in instruction-giving to specify the order of the steps that the
students are supposed to follow.

Making the procedural context more interactive by changing the turn-taking system, so
that the learners can take turns, through asking display questions instead of simply
transmitting procedural information in monologue and through asking a student to
verify the procedure.

Avoiding self-repairs, unspecified or ambiguous referent, conflicting messages and

questions that do not limit the range of potential answers in instruction-giving turn.

In-service and preservice teachers, on the other hand, could carry out reflective practices to

scrutinize their own teaching performances to:

Recognize their weak and strong sides providing instruction, so that they can fashion

their instructions.

Eliminate problematic practices they mostly use in instruction-giving.

Expand their instructional repertoire.

Explore alternative trajectories to vary their instruction-issuing.

Gain better understanding in how instructions can be misleading for students.

Raise their awareness of how problematic practices can hinder students-participation,
thus learning opportunities.

Identify sequences that successful transmission of procedural information takes place.
Raise their awareness of how they provide instructions and what kind of actions these

instructions accomplish.
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APPENDIX 1: ORIGINALITY REPORT

Yuksek Lisans Tezi

ORUJINALLIK RAPORLU

0] w %0 %0

BENZERLIK ENDEKSI INT ERNET YAYINLAR OGRENCI ODEVLERI
KAYNAKLARI

BIRINCIL KAYMAKLAR

1 theses.ncl.ac.uk . 1
internet Kaynag Yo

Alintilan gikart zerinde Eslesmeleri ¢ikar < %1
Bibliyografyayl Cikart  Ozerinde
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APPENDIX 2: JEFFERSON TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTION

[brackets]  |overlapped speech.
(0.9) pause in tenths of a second.
() micropause of less than two tenths of a second
= contiguity between the speech of one speaker or of two different speakers.
: intonation descent.
? intonation ascent.
; continuous intonation.
(i Intonation ascent, stronger than a comma and less strong than the question mark.
sound elongation.
- self-interruption.
underlined | accent or emphasis of volume.
CAPITALS  |strong emphasis.
° low voice speech immediately after the signal.
®words® |low voice excerpt.
word: uninflected intonation descent.
word: uninflected intonation ascent.
1 sharp ascent in intonation, stronger than the underlined colon.
| sharp descent in intonation, stronger than the colon preceded by underline.
>words< | compressed or accelerated speech.
<words>  |slowing of speech.
<words  |accelerated beginning.
Hhh audible aspirations.
(h) aspirations during the speech.
hhh audible inspiration.
() analyst's comments.
(words) | doubtful transcription.
() Impossible transcription.
non-measured pause
“word’ reported speech, reconstruction of a dialogue

Conventions developed by Gail Jefferson and published in Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson (1974), the last two symbols were sugges-

ted by Schifrin (1987) and Tannen (1989).
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APPENDIX 3: DATA COLLECTION CHART

Date Duration Subtotal
5" December 1:00:59
1:49:44
2016 48.45
Week 12 50:00
6" December
1:01:00 2:35:31
2016
44:31
Week 13 - - .
1:01:00
1:00:58
19™ December
48:17 4:22:36
2016
37:14
Week 14
55:07
1:00:58
20" December
53:00 2:47:40
2016
53:42
1:00:59
26™ December 54:08
3:47:13
2016 1:01:01
51:05
Week 15 57:14
27" December 44:40
3:06:37
2016 37:48
46:55
51:34 2:49:04
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Week 16

28" December

2016

2" January
2017

39 January 2017

4" January 2017

57:29

1:00:01

1:00:59

53:34

51:04

1:00:00

50:36

54:22

1:00:57

51:42

1:01:00

53:34

49:27

192

4:36:13

2:47:01

2:44:01

Total: 31:25:50



APPENDIX 4: EXTRACT 1 OMITTED LINES

10 Tea: >0kay hurry up please< (0.6) tget a piece of empty paper, (0.5) and
11 large paper >will be appreciated because< it's not note taking
12 okayy (1.8)

13 Bey: is i:t eno[u:gh

+ shows a paper to the Tea

14 Tea: [yeah this is okay but >you know< the mini paper is a
15 er: this is my mistake <i said< piece of paper (.) get a la:rge
16 sheet of paper (0.3) as much as possible of course you know)

17 (2.4)
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APPENDIX 5: EXTRACT 3 OMITTED LINES

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21
22
23
24

25

26

27

28

29

30
31
32

33

Tea:

Tal:

Tea:

Sev:

Tea:

Pir:

Tea:

Bey:

Tea:

Alp:

Tea:

Bey:

Tea:

Tan:

Tea:

Meh:

tiilay let's start with you

the evidence clearly shows that the manager at the book shop
huhu a:nd sevgi

innocent because

because the manager didn't give bla blab la bla and nine

er 1'm not certain he is guilty be- because guilty

beyza next one

it's clear to me that

it's clear to me that exactly and the three: b exercise
let's try to match them together related to the prosecution
which of those sentences can be used in the prosecution you

think

5ix

number six certainly can be used what else

five

number five certainly can be used (3.5) one mo:[re
[four=

=and number four (.) exactlyy ¢ number four five six (.) can

be used as a part of the <prosecution> in the court (0.4).hh

<retlated to defense> which of the: (.) numbers can be used=

two
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APPENDIX 6: EXTRACT 5 OMITTED LINES

10
11
12

13
14
15

16
17
18
19
20

Tea:

Tan:

Tea:

Sel:

Tea:

Bey:

Tea:

Tea:

everybody is too lazy to go and move anywhere okavy (.) s[o
I

can choose mehmet (0.2)

okay >go<= =pkay (0.4) now mehmet ( ) because no one

want to be »a part of the activity< (0.2) like tthat (0.2)

okay >why not< £.hh sotf£ (.) you two together (0.2)

+ looks at the two girls
>come together selman choose a partner to yourself< (0.2)
*yes®
okay) (.) you >did you choose a partner to yourself< (0.3)
+ points at the girls on the front row
yeap yealh
[okay you two together (.)
(1.3)
alevt (.) okay you two so (0.2) theyza (0.2) choose a group

to yourself now »quickly< (0.3) you may join in ladies okay

+ points at Tiil and Nur
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APPENDIX 7: EXTRACT 8 OMITTED LINES

36 Yap: okay let’s start
37  Meh: which topic
38  Tea: i love this one this position (0.6€) so much more clo:ser
+ points at one of the group
39 sincere here we go you have no book (0.2)
+ points at Mur
40 Mur: yeah
41  Tea: =you may >get my< book (0.8) but unfortunately (0.2) there
42 is no underlined part (.) you may underline (.) any part
+ gives her book to Mur
43 that you want

196



GAZILI OLMAK AYRICALIKTIR, ..

197





