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ABSTRACT

ESTABLISHMENT AND MAINTENANCE OF THE PEDAGOGICAL FOCUS IN
TEACHER LED FOREIGN LANGUAGE CLASSROOMS IN PRACTICUM

Balikel, Gozde
Ph.D., Department of English Language Teaching

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Golge Seferoglu

September, 2018, 236 pages

This micro-analytic L2 classroom interaction study aims to unearth
establishment and maintenance of the pedagogical focus in EFL classrooms led
by pre-service teachers. 16 pre-service EFL teachers’ teachings in 43 different
lessons in practicum context were video-recorded and transcribed using
Jefferson transcription convention. Employing conversation analysis as
research method, the data were analyzed to investigate the emerging contexts
in EFL classroom interaction led by pre-service teachers. And then
interactional and pedagogical resources to establish and maintain those
emerging contexts were identified. With regards to teaching opportunities, the
resources were analyzed to decide their potential to open or hinder space for
teaching. The findings indicate that focus on form, focus on meaning and focus
on fluency were the contexts that emerged in classroom interaction. Pre-
service teachers employed some pedagogical and interactional resources to
facilitate teaching opportunities. When teacher candidates focused on form,
they requested for full sentence for learners to repair their next turns. The
second action is to initiate self-stories in focus on fluency to involve learners

and elicit their contributions in the following turns. On the other hand, some

iv



interactional practices hindered teaching opportunities and this study was the
first one to analyze missed teaching opportunities using conversation analysis.
The actions that led preservice teachers to miss teaching opportunities were
leaving learners’ questions, word searches or claims of insufficient knowledge
unattended and passing up third turn, The implications for teacher education,
classroom research and classroom interactional competence framework were

provided in the light of the results.

Keywords: Pre-service EFL teachers, practicum, conversation analysis,

classroom interactional competence



0z

OGRETMEN ADAYLARININ STA] KAPSAMINDA ANLIK OGRETIM
HEDEFLERININ KURUMU VE SURDURUMUNUN KONUSMA COZUMLEMESI
YOLUYLA INCELENMESI

Balik¢i, Gozde
Doktora, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Golge Seferoglu

Eylil 2018, 236 sayfa

Bu calismada 4. Sinif Ingilizce 6gretmenligi 6grencilerinin okul deneyimi dersi
kapsaminda okullarda isledikleri derslerde pedagojik hedeflerini kurma ve
surdirme yollar1 konusma ¢6éziimlemesi yoluyla incelenmistir. 16 6gretmen
adayinin ders anlattigt 43 farkli ders video kameralarla kaydedilmis,
ceviriyaziya aktarilmis ve konusma c¢oziimlemesi yolu ile analiz edilmistir.
Ogretmen adaylarinin 6grencilerle beraber pedagojik hedefleri dogrultusunda
yarattiklar1 baglamlarin yapinin odak oldugu, anlamin odak oldugu ve akiciligin
odak oldugu baglamlar olarak 3 e ayrildig1 bulunmustur. Bu farkli ve kendine
ozgl etkilesimsel kaynaklar yardimiyla kurulan odaklarin siirdiiriilmesi ve
O0gretim firsatlarinin ortaya ¢ikmasi i¢in 6gretmen adaylarinin kullandigl
etkilesimsel ve pedagojik kaynaklar incelenmistir. Ogretmen adaylar1 yap1 ve
dogruluga odaklandiklart durumlarda o6grencilerden ciimlenin tamamini
soylemelerini isteyerek oOgrencilerin takip eden s6z siralarinda onarim
yapmalarini saglamistir. Akiciligin odak oldugu baglamlarda 6gretmen
adaylan kendi kisa hikayelerini anlatarak 6grenci katkilarini etkin bir sekilde

almay1 basarmislardir. Bu iki etkilesimsel ve pedagojik kaynak sinif ici
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etkilesimsel yeti icinde yerini alabilir. Ote yandan 6gretmen adaylarinin dil
kullanimi bazi 6gretim firsatlarini kagirmanalarina sebep olmustur ve bu
calisma kagirilan 6gretim firsatlarinin konusma ¢dziimlemesi yoluyla
incelenmesi acisindan bir ilktir. Ogrenciler yetersiz bilgi iddialarinda
bulunduklarinda, bilinmeyen kelime arayisina girdiklerinde ve soru
sorduklarinda 6grencilerin bu sorunlarina yonelmedikleri ortaya ¢ikmustir.
Ayrica degerlendime yapilmasi beklenen son s6z sirasini da atladiklari
bulunmustur. Bu pratiklerin de 6gretme firsatlarinin degerlendirilmemesine
yol actig1 ortadadir. Tezin sonuglar 1siginda O6gretmen egitimi, siif ici
arastirma yontemleri ve smmif ic¢i etkilesimsel yetinin gelisimi ile ilgili

onerilerde bulunulacaktir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Hizmet oOncesi ingilizce ogretmenleri, staj, konusma

cozlimlemesi, sinif ici etkilesimsel yeti
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter will present a brief introduction to the study. Background and the
need for the study will be explained first. Secondly, the scope and the purpose
of the study will be provided. The research questions and the methodology of
the study will be reported on in the following section. The significance of the

study and the research context will be described in the final part.
1.1 Background to the Study

English has been taught as a compulsory foreign language starting from
primary level in state schools in Turkey. English language teaching in Turkey
has always been a key issue and the curriculum changes have been put into
practice especially with respect to the starting time and the amount of class
hours (Kirkgoz, 2007). Since 2013, the English instruction has been given
from the 2nd year onward till the 12t grade (TTKB, 2018). Although the
students in state schools receive 1000 hours of English by the time they
graduate from the high school (TEPAV, 2014), the quality of the English
instruction has always been under discussion (Dogancay- Aktuna 1998,
Dogancay- Aktuna & Kiziltepe, 2005). Dogancay-Aktuna (1998) asserts that
graduates of the high school can be categorised as false beginners even after
significant amount of English instruction. In EF English Proficiency Index
(2017), Turkey was listed in very low proficiency band (ranking 62nd among

80 countries).



TEPAV’s (2014) report on the needs analysis for English language learning in
state schools in Turkey highlighted the fact that the language was taught
merely as a lesson not as a vehicle for communication in the classrooms.
Although the language proficiency of language teachers were found to be
adequate, the methodology used in the classrooms made learners consider
English as a subject to memorise. The “unrealised potential of teachers” and
the “grammar-based teaching” were the first two critical findings that resulted
in failure to learn English in schools according to the report. The needs
analysis showed that English was not seen as a language of communication
but conceptualised as a set of rules to learn by heart and evaluated mostly by
multiple choice tests. However, the analyses of the curriculum set by MONE
show that it is designed and updated continuously to teach English
communicatively with recent teaching methodologies (Kirkgoz, 2007; Yiicel,
Dimici, Yi1ldiz & Biimen, 2017). In other words, there is an apparent paradox
between the regulations and the curriculum in theory and the operation and

application of the program in the real classroom environment.

Considering the fact that Turkey is an EFL setting and the classrooms are the
only places where most of the learners have the mere opportunity to learn and
use English, the role of the classrooms become critical. In order to understand
the reasons for low proficiency of English among Turkish speakers reported
by many reports (TEPAV, 2014; EPI, 2017) the classrooms are one of the key
locations to observe and explore. The detailed classroom observations can
help researchers investigate the implementation of English curriculum in

practice in the situated environment.

To account for the discrepancy between the continuous effort put by the
stakeholders in education (e.g. MONE, teacher education programs, teachers,
students) to teach English and language proficiency level of the graduates at
the end of the school; the micro-analytic moment by moment investigation of
the language teaching in the classrooms might help . Although there is a need

to describe the language teaching and learning process in detail, there are few



studies on classroom discourse showing the micro-details of the learning and

teaching in Turkey (Aydinl & Ortactepe; 2018).

In Turkey, the studies on classroom discourse and interaction mostly use
discourse analysis as a research method (e.g. Oztiirk, 2016; Bag, Marti&
Bayyurt, 2014) and the code-switching is extensively researched area with
respect to classroom research (Aydinh & Ortagtepe, 2018) via pre-determined
coding systems. Analysing classroom via pre-determined codes may cause
researchers to miss richness and situated nature of classroom discourse
shaped by the ongoing talk (Seedhouse, 2004). The conversation analysis
provides researchers with analytic tools to explore the everyday talk or
institutional talk such as classroom interaction. The distinguishing features of
the conversation analysis (hereafter CA) and difference between CA and
discourse analysis (hereafter DA) will be thoroughly explained in the
methodology chapter. It is evident that conversation analysis is a new (Sert,
Balaman, Can-Daskin, Biiyiikgiizel, Ergiil; 2015) and promising research
methodology to study and explain intricacies of classroom discourse and

interaction in Turkey.

In the classrooms, language teaching is orchestrated by the teachers. English
language teachers have a big role in the whole process of teaching and
learning as managers of the instructional practices in the classroom. In this
sense, the teachers’ first professional and official contact with the real
classrooms is significant which might yield indications of future teaching
practices. In Turkey, pre-service language teachers go, observe and teach in
the language classrooms in the last year of their teacher education program as

part of their practicum.

The role of the practicum in teacher education is highlighted by many studies
(Busher, Giindiiz, Cakmak, & Lawson, 2015; Er6z-Tuga, 2013; Giirbiiz, 2006
Jwith respect to its function as an introductory phase for pre-service teachers’
entry to the profession. In addition to providing space for transition to

teaching as a professional practice, practicum experience offers pre-service



teachers valuable learning opportunities. Legutke and Schocker-v. Ditfurth

(2009) defines the practicum as follows:

for us, the practicum is the major site of teacher learning where
relevant aspects of L2 teaching (such as the design of materials and
tasks or discourse analysis) may be experienced and experimented
with, where student-teachers become aware of their own capacity to
construct and to make sense of the processes their working-plans
trigger, and or where courses derive ideas for relevant content to be
dealt with from the experience of the practicum (p. 213).

Hence, the practicum is full of opportunities for pre-service teachers in terms
of first-hand experience of teaching and learning to teach. It is clear that the
classroom context in practicum is rather different from the classrooms the
pre-service teachers teach in future when they graduate. That is to say, the
practicum is still a learning and experimenting stage for the pre-service
teachers who need to complete the observation and teaching tasks in assigned
time and reflect on their own practice. Their mentors and their supervisor also
observe and grade pre-service teachers’ teaching along with offering
continuous professional support. As a result, the classroom discourse in
practicum has distinctive features distinguishing itself from the language
classroom discourse and provide a valuable setting for researchers to
investigate pre-service language teachers’ first teaching practice. Still, the
investigation of the classroom discourse in practicum gives us insight and

clues about the teacher candidates’ future practices.

There are also studies focusing on pre-service language teachers in state-run
universities which are remarkably similar to the research setting of this
dissertation. To exemplify, Cephe (2009) gave account of the effect of
methodology courses on pre-service teachers’ formation of teaching
philosophy with respect to change in teacher beliefs; Savas (2012) studied
benefits and challenges of video-recording use in micro-teachings in
methodology courses. Seferoglu (2006) reported on the opinions of teacher
candidates about the methodology and practicum courses and voices concerns

of the future teachers about the program. Hatipoglu (2017) presented the



contribution of the linguistic courses to the future language teachers’ language
proficiency. Salli-Copur (2008) explored in-service teachers’ perceptions of
the effectiveness of the teacher education program they graduated from.
Tezgiden-Cakcak (2015) worked on the teacher roles and the type of teacher
the program prepares for the future. With respect to the practicum, pre-
service teachers’ strengths and weaknesses in practicum (Glirbiiz, 2006); pre-
service teacher reflection via videos in practicum (Er6z-Tuga, 2013) were
some other studies to better understand the nature of the practicum courses

in foreign language education departments.

The cited studies above provide us with the insight into dynamics of the
teacher education programs and the perception of pre-service teachers about
the contribution of the program to their professional development. They may
also give the readers a broader picture of the research setting in which the
data were collected. However, in Turkey, conversation analytic studies which

give the microscopic view of the language classrooms are scarce.

There are a few conversation analytic studies of EFL classrooms in
preparatory schools in university setting (e.g. Ustiinel & Seedhouse, 2005;
Can-Daskin, 2015; 2017; Czbaklg & Isik-Giiler, 2017; Duran, 2017). Asik and
Gonen (2016) reported on the EFL pre-service teachers’ self-reflection
practice using CA informed Self Evaluation Teacher Talk (henceforth SETT)
framework in practicum. There are only two studies (MA theses) focusing on
EFL pre-service teachers’ teaching practice in practicum in Turkey. Bozbiyik
(2017) presented a micro-analytic study of pre-service teachers’ questioning
practices and reflection on their own questioning practice in practicum.
Karadag (2017) studied pre-service EFL teachers’ classroom management

moves in young learner classrooms.

This study attempts to zoom into the EFL classrooms in secondary and high
schools to analyse the learning and teaching practices managed by EFL pre-
service teachers. It is clear that there are great differences between theory and

practice and micro-analysis of the process of language teaching and learning



practices in classroom interaction will give an answer to the question: “what
really happens in language classrooms? . In this vein, the purpose and the

scope of the dissertation will be explained in detail in the following section.
1.2 Scope and Purpose of the Study

Approaches to second language acquisition have been changing and evolving
as the conceptualisation and understanding of language change. Firth and
Wagner’s (1997) call for reconceptualization of second language acquisition
research and social turn in SLA (Block, 2003) developed an approach focusing
on language use and language learning as a social accomplishment (Firth &
Wagner, 2007) which clearly distinguishes itself from the nativist and
cognitivist accounts of language acquisition. The idea of language as a social
action and the employment of conversation analysis in everyday talk led to the
emergence of “interactional competence” (Galaczi & Taylor, 2018) as a fifth
skill (Walsh, 2006). With respect to instructed language learning in
classrooms, the work of Seedhouse (2004) depicts the interactional
organization of the classroom interaction and its strong connection to the
pedagogical purpose. Seedhouse’s (2004) description of interactional
architecture of language classrooms paves the way for a different
conceptualisation of the teacher talk by Walsh (2006): classroom interactional
competence suggesting that language teachers’ use of language and interaction

can facilitate or hinder language learning opportunities.

Based on social approaches to SLA and particularly conversation analytic
approach to SLA (Markee, 2008; Kasper, Wagner, 2011) and Seedhouse
(2004) and Walsh’ s (2006) understanding of classroom interaction; this
dissertation aims to analyse language learning and teaching practices through

pre-service teacher (PTs hereafter ) talk in teacher-fronted EFL classrooms.

The sequential organization of pre-service EFL teacher talk in teacher-led
classroom interaction will show the way PTs establish and maintain their

pedagogical focus throughout the classroom interaction, and thereby depict



the pedagogical organization of their talk as well. Seedhouse (2008) asserts
that for trainee teachers, to establish and maintain the pedagogical focus in the
classroom is a complex interactional task that needs to be learned. Hence, this
PhD dissertation will report on the contexts PTs construct through their talk
depending on their pedagogical focus first. Further, the primary purpose of the
study is to examine the sequential analysis of PTs talk in those contexts and
the way PTs set and maintain their pedagogical agenda through their talk. The

methodology and the research questions will be explained in the next section.
1.3 Methodology and Research Questions

This section will briefly introduce the research questions and the methodology
of the dissertation. The research questions that will be addressed are

presented below:

1. What are the emergent contexts in Pt- led EFL classroom interaction
in secondary and high school?
2. How do Pts establish and maintain their pedagogical foci when they
focus on:

o form

0 meaning

o fluency
2.1 What are the interactional and pedagogical resources to establish
and maintain the pedagogical focus and thereby create teaching

opportunities in the contexts?

Since this is a data driven research study, the results for the first research
question shape the second research question. That is, first the emergent
contexts were identified in the data and then the interactional resources were

analysed in relation to their potential to open space for teaching opportunities.

Brief introduction to conversation analysis as a research methodology will
better explain the basic tenets of the research questions. Conversation

analysis basically is the study of talk in interaction and focuses on talk as an
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accomplishment of particular actions. The main aim of CA is to portray the
interactional organization of the social activities that are accomplished
through language and embodied language, such gaze, gestures and other
embodied resources (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998). Conversation analysis argues
that there is order in interaction, each and every utterance shapes the
following utterance and is shaped by the previous one; that is, contributions to
the interaction are context shaped and context renewing (Seedhouse, 2004).
This principle is called next-turn proof procedure and refers to the emic nature
of data analysis. Conversation analysts look at the sequential organization of
talk and justify their claims pointing to the next turns of the speakers since
they are the evidence for participants’ own orientations to the interaction. In
other words, participants themselves make their orientation clear via their
talk and co-construct the talk together in interaction. Finally, CA studies
naturally occurring interaction, captured by tape-recorders or video
recorders. Video-recorded naturally occurring interaction gives the analyst a
chance to produce detailed transcriptions and view the recordings repeatedly

and share the data with others when needed.

In order to describe co-constructed actions in interaction, turn-taking,
preference and repair organization of the interaction are sequentially
revealed. In institutional settings, talk has a prominent role such as in
courtrooms, psychotherapy settings, hospitals and classrooms (Antaki, 2011).
The language learning practices in classrooms are largely documented
through CA showing the development of L2 interactional competence and
development over time (Hall, Hellerman & Pekarek-Doehler, 2011) or tracking
learner behaviour to demonstrate second language acquisition (Markee,
2008). Seedhouse’s (2004) work on interactional architecture of language
classrooms and display of the contexts also prove the powerful methods of CA
to describe language classrooms. With a special focus on language teacher talk,
Lee (2007), Waring (2008, 2009, and 2012) presents thorough CA analytic
accounts of classroom discourse showing the suitability of the methodology

for classroom research.



In line with CA’s principles, 16 Pts’ teaching videos in 43 EFL lessons in
secondary and high schools were analysed line by line in this dissertation. The
first research question refers to the pedagogical contexts emerged through
and shaped by the interaction in EFL classrooms. After the identification of the
contexts in this unique setting, establishment and maintenance of the
pedagogical contexts through interactional resources will be presented as it is
stated in the second research question. As a sub-question to the second
question, the teaching opportunities emerging in specific contexts will be

displayed.

Throughout the dissertation, the term teaching opportunity will be used to
imply the potential of teacher talk to facilitate learning. Teaching opportunity
is operationalised as the teaching or/ and teachable moments manifesting
themselves in the sequential organization of Pt’s talk in classroom interaction.
To provide evidence for teaching or teachable moments, in alighment with
CA’s principles, the participants’ (that are Pts and students) own orientations
to the ongoing classroom interaction will be identified. In other words, the
students’ initiations or expansions in the ongoing sequence in the form of
questions, or the way PTs design their turns will be presented to mark

teachable moments.

On the other hand, in some instances when the Pts do not orient to students’
questions they miss those teaching opportunities and fail to fulfil teaching
task. These are marked as missed teaching opportunities since Pts do not
orient to students’ initiatives and participants make it clear that they are
having trouble. While sometimes participants’ orientations make it evident
that the teaching opportunity is missed, sometimes that is not the case. In
those cases, the progressivity of the lesson is maintained and participants do
not show any interactional trouble. However, as an analyst and a PhD
candidate in English Language Teaching, the researcher identifies something
that goes wrong. That is, the macro institutional goal as Seedhouse (2004)

mentioned: “teacher will teach the students” is not fulfilled. The Pts pass the



repair to correct incorrect utterances or do not shape learner contributions

(Walsh, 2006) in the ongoing interaction.

Although identifying and marking missed teaching opportunities that nobody
in the interaction naturally orient to is a challenging task to accomplish within
the boundaries of CA, it is clear that the institutional goal of the language
classrooms (Seedhouse, 2004) is not fulfilled. Thus, this dissertation argues
that Conversation Analysis is a powerful method to describe participants’ use
of interactional resources to accomplish institutional business such as
language teaching in classrooms; however, it is not prescriptive (Kitzinger,
2011). Thus, the analyst as an outsider to the interaction might make claims to

inform and improve practice of language teaching.

In this sense, this dissertation aims to display sequential analysis of Pt-led EFL
classrooms in secondary and high schools in Turkey and present implications
for English Language Teaching practices in those settings stretching the

boundaries of Conversation Analysis.
1.4 Significance of the Study

As it is stated in the background section, the conversation analysis is a newly
emerging research methodology and this dissertation will contribute to the
conversation analytic accounts of EFL classroom interaction in Turkey. Micro-
analytic focus will give the opportunity to explore the moment-by moment
interaction within the EFL classrooms, and thereby provide a microscopic
view of teaching and learning English in practice. The sequential analysis of
EFL classrooms will provide a vivid picture of classroom and give stakeholders
in education a real insight into the causes of the present situation of English

language teaching in Turkey.

This PhD dissertation is the first study to report on teaching or/and missed
teaching opportunities in Pt-led classroom interaction in EFL classrooms in
secondary and high schools. In order to identify missed teaching

opportunities, conversation analysis was employed but as the data suggested,

10



etic perspective on data were found to be necessary to inform and improve
language teaching practice. In this respect, this dissertation is thought to bring

new perspective to the applied CA in EFL language classrooms.

It is widely acknowledged that CA can help pre-service language teachers to
reflect on their own practices and improve their talk (Walsh, 2006; Seedhouse,
2008; Sert, 2010; Wong & Waring, 2010). The CA informed practices has a lot
to offer pre-service teachers such as data led tools to make reflection on their
own talk (Mann & Walsh, 2015; Asik & Kuru-Génen, 2016). With this in mind,
this PhD dissertation will display line by line analysis of the first official
professional teaching experiences of the pre-service teachers in the classroom
settings. It is hoped that the analysis will pave the way for a more
comprehensive understanding of pre-service teachers’ current practices and
competence to manage classroom interaction. It is also a further attempt to
contribute to the Classroom Interactional Competence framework (CIC
henceforth) as suggested by Walsh (2006). As Walsh (2006) pointed out CIC is
a concept to be more explored and developed in different contexts and
settings. A practicum context in EFL setting in Turkey will expand the scope of
the Classroom Interactional Competence and bring new understandings to the
pre-service language teacher competence. As a result, the findings will inform
and even shape the teacher education programs to cater for pre-service

teachers needs to develop their classroom interactional competence.

In the implications part of the dissertation, a CA-informed course outline that
could be integrated into methodology and practicum courses in teacher

education programs will be provided and suggested.
1.5 Research Context

This part will briefly introduce the research context, participants and
practicum setting. The participants of this study were 16 pre-service teachers
of English who were assigned to two state schools as part of their practicum

work in 2015-2016 academic year. 14 Pt s were placed in a high school and 2
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Pts went to a secondary school. All of the participants were 4t year students
in a department of foreign language teaching at a state university. To fulfil
requirements of the practicum, Pts were required to work with a mentor
teacher (an English language teacher in the practice school), do the
observation tasks assigned by the supervisor (a faculty member in the
university), perform four teaching tasks which were observed and graded by
the mentor and the supervisor. The data set consisted of these four teachings

at the practice schools.

The data collection process began in November, 2015 and in January 2016 the
last teaching was recorded. 43 lessons were recorded in three months. The
recording was done by the researcher and she was at the classroom at all
times. In addition to the researcher, the mentor teachers were present in the
teachings and the final teachings of the PTs were observed and graded by their

supervisor.

Since 14 Pts were assigned to the high school and 2 Pts were placed in the
secondary school, the number of the lessons recorded in the high school (40
lessons) is much higher than the secondary school (3 lessons). In addition, the
Pts were assigned to preparatory classes in high school in which students
received 20 hours of English. Similarly, the secondary school had an intensive
foreign language program. Although they were both state schools, the
secondary school had a grammar based instruction and teachers and students
used Turkish in the classrooms, while at the high school there was a strict L2
only policy along with the grammar based instruction. The characteristics of
the schools were also provided here to give background information, yet, the
particular characteristics of schools were already reflected in the ongoing

interaction.
1.6 List of Terminology

Context: Seedhouse (2004) defines the context as a piece of discourse shaped

by the pedagogical focus of the participants in the classroom interaction.
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Designedly Incomplete Utterance: Koshik (2002) defined it as incomplete
utterances produced by teachers to elicit missing information in the shape or

utterance completion.
EFL: English as a Foreign Language

IRF Pattern: IRF pattern is defined as three part classroom discourse
sequence (Sinclair, Coulthard, 1975), a centrepiece of teacher-led classroom

discourse. It consists of teacher initiation, student response and teacher

feedback.

Known-answer question: & Information-seeking question (Mehan, 1979)
These are also called display and referential question. The first one refers to
the questions asked by the teachers to check students’ knowledge. Their
answers are known by the teacher. On the other hand, information-seeking

questions are real questions whose answers are not known by the teacher.

Mode Shift: In order to describe the transitions between the modes, Walsh
(2006) introduces mode shift and presents this as a part of Classroom

Interactional Competence.

Mode: Following the framework of Seedhouse, Walsh (2006), suggested the

term mode to underlie the relationship between pedagogical goal and teacher

talk.

Pre-service teacher (Pt): Trainee teacher, future teacher and teacher
candidate are also used to refer to the student teachers who are receiving

undergraduate education in foreign language education departments.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

The research on classroom discourse acknowledges the fact that spoken
interaction is at the heart of the learning and teaching practice. What makes
communication so important in classroom discourse is that teaching most of
the time takes place through spoken interaction in classrooms, students are
also able to demonstrate what they have learnt through language (Cazden,
2001). Cazden (2001) clearly put that “The basic purpose of the school is
achieved through communication” (p. 2). Mehan (1971) defined classroom
discourse as speech events and interactional accomplishment of the
participants in situated environments. “Classroom communities are, as
Sharrock and Anderson (1982: 171) put it, engaged in the work of “talking
through a subject in such a way that it can be learned” (Gardner, 2013, p. 606).

These definitions refer to any classroom discourse on any subject. With
respect to language classrooms (henceforth L2 classrooms ) where a group of
learners come together to learn a language with the help of a teacher in an
English as a foreign language or English as a second / additional language
setting, the significance of talk draws more attention. Use of language as
subject of instruction and medium of instruction adds complexity to the
interaction in L2 classrooms. Gardner (2013) underlined the fact that
“learners have an additional task: conducting their interaction with limited
linguistic resources” (p. 593) in those classrooms. Seedhouse (2004) based his

theory of L2 classrooms on this simple fact that language is both the medium
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of instruction and the subject to be learned. This makes L2 classrooms (in our

context EFL classrooms) more complex and the interaction multi-layered.

Language classrooms are institutional settings with rules and regulations
constituting the core part of the education system. Teachers, in this respect,
are the key players in shaping classroom interaction. Similarly, teacher talk in
classroom discourse is critical since it has many functions as Cazden (2001)

mentions controlling and facilitative function of learning:

... Whereas in classrooms one person, the teacher is responsible for
controlling all the talk that occurs while class is officially in session-
controlling not just negatively, as a traffic officer does to avoid
collisions, but also positively, to enhance the purposes of education.

(p-2)

As a consequence, teacher talk requires attention in classroom discourse. With
these in mind, the literature review chapter is organized as follows to develop
into review of teacher talk. This chapter will first introduce the issues in L2
classroom discourse: approaches to L2 classroom, approaches to language
learning in L2 classroom. In the rest of this dissertation, L2 classrooms refer to
the classrooms in which English is taught as a Second (ESL) or Foreign

language (EFL) unless indicated otherwise.

Next, CA as research methodology will be briefly described. The approach that
CA has in relation to language learning will be explained. And then, the
representative studies showing CA’s approach to language, language learning
and teaching foreign language in classrooms will be presented. The
characteristics of teacher fronted classroom discourse will be described. In a
similar vein, general overview of teacher talk will be provided to set the
grounds for the main focus of the study. Finally, language teacher talk with a

special focus on teaching opportunities will be presented.
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2.2 Issues in L2 Classroom Discourse
2.2.1 Approaches to L2 classroom

Chaudron (1988) listed four traditions in L2 classroom research:
psychometric, interaction analysis, discourse analysis and ethnographic (p.
13). In a more recent article, Kumaravadivelu (1999) argued that the
interaction approach and the discourse approach are widely used approaches

in classroom observation.

In his comprehensive review, Nunan (2005) reported that in the 1960s,
researchers compared different language teaching methodologies using
experimental designs, which are classified under psychometric tradition.
Different methods such as grammar translation method and audio-lingual
method were being compared to prove one method’s superiority over another
method. The methods comparison studies did not yield any satisfactory
results; since, as it was revealed by another study 20 years later, they did not
take implementation of the methods by teachers in the classroom into
consideration (Nunan, 2005). That is, the classroom observations were not

done to support the pre and post-tests.

Pressing need for observing classrooms contributed to the classroom
observation instruments which are specific coding systems to mark each and
every event in classroom, thereby reaching statistical data to document and
quantify interaction. The use of classroom observation instruments can be
grouped under the interaction analysis. Interaction analysis was a sociological
method to investigate group processes (Chaudron, 1988). Chaudron listed 23
instruments designed to observe and code L2 classrooms. Some of them were
Flanders Interaction Analysis Categories (FIAC) by Flanders (1970), Foreign
Language Interaction (FLINT) by Moskowitz (1971), Communicative
Orientation of Language Teaching (COLT) by Allen, Frohlich and Spada (1984).
Having presented the instruments, Chaudron (1988) concluded that the

instruments needed validation and there was no way of making comparison
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across studies since each researcher employed the instruments according to
his /her own theoretical orientation. Moreover, this way of observation does
not reflect the realities of classroom. Although they focused on interaction,
interaction involved more than pre-determined actions. Emphasising the role

of the context, van Lier (1988) asserted that:

the teaching profession is ill-served by pedagogical recommendations
which isolate specific observable phenomena, such as types of
questions asked, time lapses between answer and evaluation, and so
on, without showing how such phenomena flow naturally from the
kinds of activities that are conducted (p. 215).

In line with these, Walsh (2006) summarised the instruments’ limitations as
follows: there are some instances that cannot be matched to the pre-
determined categories, pre-determined codes do not allow for the coding of
overlaps, interruptions, hesitations, that are the features of naturally flowing
interaction; different observers observe the same instance but disagree on
how to code it. However, still, classroom observation instruments are in use
especially for language teachers. For instance, Walsh (2003) developed a
classroom observation instrument for language teachers to self-reflect on
their own talk. Self Evaluation of Teacher Talk (henceforth, SETT) was based
on an ad hoc approach, different from the observation instruments listed
above. Walsh (2006) argued that ad hoc approach is a more flexible approach
and addresses specific classroom problems and helps language teachers to

analyse their own classrooms.

The third tradition Chaudron (1988) listed in classroom research was
discourse analysis which was based on both descriptive linguistics and
ethnographic and sociolinguistic approaches. Sinclair and Coulthard (1975)
analysed the discourse of L1 British elementary school -classrooms
comprehensively. They described the discourse in a hierarchical way: Lesson,
Transaction, Exchange, Move and Act. Act is the smallest unit and acts are
described in terms of their discourse function (Walsh, 2006). For L2

classrooms their IRF (Initiation/ Response/Feedback-Follow up) model has
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been largely used as it is believed to explain the interaction in teacher led
foreign language classrooms (Seedhouse, 2004). They listed structural and
functional units employed in L2 discourse analysis. The structural units are
utterance, turn, T-unit, communication unit and fragment. The functional units
are repetition, expansion, clarification request, comprehension check,

confirmation check, repair and model (p. 45).

The last one in the list, the ethnographic tradition satisfies the need for a more
authentic and detailed analysis of classroom discourse. In recent
categorisations of classroom research, discourse analysis is also grouped
under classroom ethnography (Waring, 2016). For ethnographic L2 classroom
research, the works of Mehan (1979), van Lier (1982), Kumaravadivelu
(1993) and Canagarajah (1999) could be given as examples although they can
be grouped under different sub-categories with respect to their research
focus. For instance, Kumaravadivelu, (1999) suggested a framework “Critical
Classroom Discourse Analysis” distinguishing itself from other approaches.
Yet, they share some fundamental characteristics: focus on participants’
perspective (emic perspective), extended time spent in the classroom, in-
depth and detailed analyses of social interaction in classrooms. After a brief
summary on approaches to classroom research, approaches to language

learning in the classroom will be reviewed.

2.2.2 Approaches to Language and Language Learning in the Classroom

Approaches to second language acquisition basically evolve around two
traditions: cognitivist and social. These traditions have particular
understanding and conceptualisation of language, language learning and

thereby, offer implications for teaching.

To argue against Chomsky’s (1965) conceptualisation of language as a set of
rules in our minds, Hymes (1972) put forward the communicative competence
to emphasise the functional use of language adding sociolinguistic

competence. In SLA discipline, Canale and Swain (1983) adapted the
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communicative competence theory into SLA and introduced the concept of

discourse competence in 1983 (Johnson, 2004).

Meanwhile, in the 1980s, Long put forward the interaction hypothesis as a
major causal variable in Second Language Acquisition (Nunan, 2005). This
hypothesis focused on learner and student talk in classroom distinguishing
itself from the nativist approaches. The interaction hypothesis maintained the
idea that modifications to interaction such as clarification requests,
confirmation checks to solve communication breakdowns in classrooms
facilitate language acquisition. Negotiation for meaning through asking for
clarification provides comprehensible input for learners especially if there is a
competent interlocutor available as Long stated to explain improvised version
of the hypothesis in 1996 (Walsh, 2006). However, Leowen and Sato (2018) in
their review of interactionist research pointed out that most of the studies
were done in the laboratory settings to control other variables emerging in the
classroom. Thus, it is apparent that authentic classroom interaction studies

are needed to explain the instructed second language acquisition.

Johnson (2004) also argued that communicative competence theory was a
cognitive theory and interaction was conceptualised as a cognitive task in the
mind of an individual person. The understanding and conceptualisation of
context and discourse was static and unable to reflect the dynamic nature of

interaction in communicative competence in SLA.

To put the interaction in the centre, Young (1999) proposed “interactional
competence” and defined it as follows: Interactional competence (henceforth
IC) is “a theory of the knowledge that participants bring to and realize in
interaction and includes an account of how such knowledge is acquired” (p.
118). It refers to context specific, situated co-constructed competence with the
participants in any setting rather than general language competence.
“According to interactional competence, knowledge of language is jointly co-
created by all participants in interaction” (He & Young, 1998 as cited in

Johnson, 2004). This view of context-specific nature of competence and
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language as co-constructed accomplishment between participants in situated
contexts constituted basis for theoretical framework of this dissertation.
Galaczi and Taylor (2018) summarised the current position of Interactional
Competence in language teaching methodologies and especially in testing and

emphasised interactional competence as fifth skill to be taught and tested.

Along with SLA theories, socio-cultural theory which comes from Vygotsky’s
psychology introducing concepts like scaffolding, mediation and Zone of
Proximal Development (ZPD) recognizes and promotes the value of interaction
with “knowledgeable other” (Waring, 2016) and its critical role in learning and
development. In this sense, the role of language teacher as a scaffolder is
always emphasised in classroom environment. In recent applications of socio-
cultural theory into SLA, learning is seen as a situated practice and
participation into the social practices through adaptation to the changing

contexts (Seedhouse, 2005).
Lave (1993) conceptualises their understanding of “learning” as follows:

there is no such thing as ‘learning’ sui generis, but only changing
participation in the culturally designed settings of everyday life. Or, to
put it the other way around, participation in everyday life may be
thought of as a process of changing understanding in practice, that is,
as learning. (pp: 5-6)

The approach that this dissertation draws on with respect to language and
language learning is socio-interactional approach. Based on Mehan (1979) and
Sinclair and Coulthard (1975)’s work on discourse, Firth and Wagner’s (1997)
call for reconceptualization of SLA research in light of socio-cultural approach
and introduction of interactional competence (Young, 1999); the socio-
interactional approach focuses on language use, rather than acquisition.
(Eskildsen & Majlesi, 2018) and it strongly acknowledges that participants

learn in and through interaction and participating in interaction.

While learning is seen as participation, language is considered both as an

action and as a resource to maintain the participation. Markee and Kasper
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(2004) argued that “language is the local, collaborative, and intersubjective
achievement by members of conventionalized, mutually recognizable, and
socially shared linguistic resources”. In this sense, language learning is argued
to be traceable through participants’ own orientations such as their displays of
the recognition of and orientations to something learnable as Eskildsen and
Majlesi (2018) suggested. Markee (2008) illustrated interactional competence

involving three components:

-language as formal system (including grammar, vocabulary,
pronunciation)

-semiotic systems, including turn taking, repair, sequence
organisation

-gaze and paralinguistic features (p. 406)

At this point, Conversation Analysis as a research methodology and theoretical
framework comes into play. In the next chapter, conversation analysis will be
comprehensively described, so here it will be only presented in relation to

language learning and language teaching.
2.3 Conversation Analysis and Learning

Originated from the works of Sacks and Schegloff in sociology, conversation
analysis analyses the naturally occurring interaction among people to uncover
the organization and order of talk. The main aim is to find out how people
organize their talk turn by turn to understand each other and maintain and
achieve inter-subjectivity through their interaction. To do this, sequence and
repair organization are analysed through turn taking and preference
mechanisms. Conversation analysis views interaction as an organized and
situated practice accomplished by actions of members on a moment-to-
moment basis. Interaction is shaped by the previous turns and it shapes the
upcoming turns, which explains the fact that utterance of a speaker is display

of understanding of the previous utterance of the other interlocutor. Thus CA
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has an emic perspective; unless participants in interaction orient to any
contextual details as important, contextual factors are not taken into
consideration. Participants’ own displays of orientations are important and CA
for SLA approach relying on CA’s emic perspective claims to bring evidence for
language learning through learners’ visible orientations to learning in

classrooms.

Salshtrom (2011) explained that considering learning as a situated activity
taking place in and through interaction, conversation analysis as a research
method to describe interaction would provide a clear understanding of

learning.

In initial stages, conversation analysis as a method to describe sequential
organization of talk approached classrooms only as a social setting. This
approach refers to the analysis of interactional organization of classrooms as
any setting without presenting any argument for learning. The organization of
turn-taking (McHoul, 1978) in classrooms is also the classic example of CA’s
investigation of classroom discourse. This is the pure CA approach based on
ethnomethodology which endeavours to uncover the theory of everyday life
based on participants’ own methods excluding other theories (Seedhouse,

2005).

Later, conversation analysis’s analytic power in tracking learning has been
recognized. Researchers conducted may studies in which learning is
documented longitudinally through participants’ developing interactional
practices (e.g. Hellermann, 2008) such as repair and this approach considers
learning as changing participation based on socio-cultural theory of learning
(Salshtrom, 2011). Hellerman’s (2007, 2008) work demonstrated how
learners learnt to participate in classroom with special focus on task openings
or task disengagements. Using interactional competence and participation
framework, Watanabe (2017) tracked EFL learners’ post expansion sequences

to show their developmental pattern of interactional competence. Following
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Eskildsen’s (2009) work on employment of usage based linguistics and CA,
Hauser (2010) showed L2 negation development in one learner in one-to-one
tutoring. Eskildsen and Wagner (2015) tracked learning of prepositions
accomplished and accompanied by certain gestures. Or development of certain
interactional tasks such as responding to the daily routine inquiries were
investigated through CA analytic tools by Waring (2013). Those approaches
use CA in combination with other learning methods such as socio-cultural
theory or usage based linguistics to account for developmental change.
However, Pekarek-Doehler and Lauzon (2015) raised validity issues and
reminded that longitudinal studies might miss key learning moments that
occurred outside of the recorded data. Markee and Kunitz (2015) also argued
that using exogenous learning theories might involve methodological risks.
Longitudinal studies may show the developmental changes in accomplishment
of interactional tasks, whereas “microgenetic CA analysis allows us to uncover
and systematically describe how participants’ orientations to learning and
learning processes are deployed on a moment-to-moment basis within
sequential unfolding of social interaction” (Pekarek Doehler & Lauzon, 2015 p.

412).

Learning is not only a product but in and through interaction, people are doing
learning. Salshtrém (2011) explained that “...among the many things people
do, learning can be considered one, in addition to treating learning as an
outcome of changes in the ways people do things, other things, and while
doing so, learn” (p. 48). For instance, Lee (2010) tracked learners’ sense-
making practices and carefully designed questions and through these
orientations he provided evidence for learning. Thus, participants’

contributions to ongoing context document their orientation to learning.

This is the goal CA-for-SLA movement pursue to achieve. Markee (2008)
defined CA-for-SLA as follows: “CA for SLA shows how participants analyse
each other’s real time conversational practices to achieve particular social

actions (such as language learning behaviours) that occur naturally during
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talk-in-interaction” (p. 405). Markee and Kunitz (2015) argued that CA for SLA
is a purist and excludes exogenous learning theory with a detailed focus on

tracking learning objects.

Thus, CA is a behavioural discipline documenting observable behaviour in
naturally occurring interaction and attempts to bring evidence for learning
through participants’ own orientations in the interaction. Markee (2015)
emphasised the importance of primary data in conversation analytic research
and argued that the secondary data used in ethnographic triangulation (such
as post hoc think aloud protocols) might give misleading impression as Young

(2009) demonstrated (Markee, 2015, p. 12).

According to CA for SLA, observable learning behaviours are: repair sequences
accompanied by embodied actions; changes of epistemic state displayed
through acknowledgment tokens (e.g. oh), translations from one language to
another, “independently volunteering new information that connects the
learning object to practices or knowledge that are already part of their
interactional repertoires” and producing new language (Markee & Seo, 2009,

p. 45).

Naturally, there are some arguments concerning use of CA to research. Based
on his data on Chinese language classrooms, He (2004) explored the limits of
conversation analysis in language classroom research. In terms of the
organization of learning contexts and accomplishment of promotion of
language learning opportunities, He (2004) supported the use of CA. However,
He (2004) reminded that CA was not a learning theory and it could only show
the observable behaviour, in other words only one part of second language
acquisition. Still, CA has a great potential to unearth classroom interaction and
describe its complexity and particularities. The next section will review

conversation analytic accounts of teacher-fronted classroom interaction.
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2.3.1 Teacher-Fronted Classroom Interaction

Based on the theoretical framework of the conversation analysis and learning,
a general overview of teacher-led classroom interaction will be provided in
this section. Sert (2015) argued that “L2 classroom discourse is 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” (p. 9). In other words, classroom is a co-constructed
interactional and instructional setting in which participants come together to
achieve the goal of language learning. In order to understand the basic nature
of teacher fronted classroom interaction, the general characteristics will be
described. These are IRF exchange, contingent nature of classroom discourse,
reflexive relationship between pedagogy and interaction and lastly the

participation framework.

2.3.1.1 IRF Exchange

The classrooms are social settings that have been frequently and
comprehensively studied in many respects. Among these, the appreciation of
context and situated language use in classroom research dates back to 1970s.
The most acknowledged interactional phenomenon is the three part sequence
(Teacher initiation- Learner Response- Teacher Follow-up or Feedback) found
out by Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) in British primary schools (Seedhouse,
2015). The IRF structure has been extensively studied in terms of its
organization, distinction between E (Evaluation) or F (Follow-up) moves
(Wells, 1993); different realisations according to the teachers’ purposes (Hall,
1998; Nassaji & Wells, 2000), prosodic and syntactic work (Hellerman, 2003)
students’ reconstructions of IRF (Waring, 2009) or teachers’ reconstructions
of IRF (Zemel & Koschmann, 2011) and learning opportunities ( Wells, 1993;
Waring, 2008; Wong & Waring, 2009). These studies acknowledge this triadic
dialogue’s (Lemke, 1990) dominance and value in classroom discourse but at

the same time they show varied re-construction of the basic sequence in the
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unfolding nature of interaction. van Lier ( 1996) pointed out that the IRF
pattern naturally controlled the turn-taking between student and teacher,
gave a sense of progression in planned manner to the participants in
interaction and the pattern provided students with immediate feedback about

their response.

With regard to disadvantages, van Lier (1996) wrote that IRF pattern might
lead to unwillingness to participate on part of students which is already a
prevalent phenomenon in classrooms. The exchange pushes students to
display their knowledge in a very limited way (in one turn) and the third turn

closes the sequence usually without any elaboration.

Refering to Nystrand et al.s (1997) finding about the negative correlation
between Evaluation (E) move and learning outcomes, Hall (2000) argued that
teacher follow-up move (F) led to learning opportunities for students. Follow-
up move through “asking students to expand their own thinking, clarify their
opinions, comment on others’ contributions, or make connections to their own
experiences” (Hall, 2000, p. 174) enhanced learning opportunities. After
extensive examination of core structure of classroom interaction , a more

general framework that connects basic parts is proposed: contingency.

2.3.1.2 Contingency

Ethnographic and micro-analytic studies who focus on interaction in
classrooms point out one aspect of classroom discourse: “contingency” that is
central to teaching and learning (van Lier, 1996; Lee, 2010; Waring, 2016).
Contingency refers to sequential unfolding of interaction; that is, one initiation
turn by teacher may make a wide range of possible next turns from students
relevant. As a response in the third turn, the teacher needs to design her turn
in such a way that it both addresses the previous turn and moves forward the
sequence to accomplish multiple aims. This is called contingent nature of
classroom interaction. The contingent nature of classroom discourse is

sequentially presented in many studies. Lee and Takahashi (2011) compared
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the lesson plans and the lessons and demonstrated the gap between what was
planned and what happened in reality. Lee’s (2007) micro-analytic study of
language teachers’ third turns showed that third turns were contingent upon
the previous turn and they shaped the ongoing discourse. When students take
initiative, the contingency of classroom interaction becomes more significant
(Jacknick, 2011; Garton, 2012; Waring, 2011)

van Lier ( 1996) suggested that “ education is not matter of choosing, then
imposing one way of interacting” (p. 178) and noted that “ contingency is the
key that unlocks all varieties of social interaction and, in doing so,
simultaneously unlocks our students’ learning potential” (p.184).

According to Waring (2016) contingent nature of the classroom necessitates
“being responsive to the moment”, “by addressing simultaneity of the moment,
adjusting shifting demands of the moment, and preserves the integrity of the
moment (p. 126)”. To explain this, Waring (2016) cites John Dewey’s
definition of experienced teacher:

... has acquired the requisite skill of dong two or three distinct things
simultaneously - skill to see the room as a whole while hearing one
individual in one class recite, of keeping the program of the day and,
yes, of the week, and of the month in the fringe of consciousness while
the work of the hour is its centre” (p. 133).

In parallel with this, van Lier (1996) and many others (Walsh, 2006; Lee, 2010
Waring, 2016) defined teaching “moment-to moment interactional decision
making”. Each moment has a potential teaching and learning value and L2
teachers’ task is to turn these “local contingencies” (Lee, 2010) into learning
opportunities. That also points to the idea that teaching and interaction are

naturally intertwined which will be addressed below.

2.3.1.3 Reflexive Relationship between Pedagogy and Interaction

The contingent nature of language classrooms led to the idea that there is a
reflexive relationship between pedagogy and interaction or one can claim that

the the reflexive relationship induces contingency.

27



The macro goal of the language classrooms naturally has a significant effect on
the interaction taking place in classrooms. In a similar vein, the ongoing
interaction among participants of the classroom discourse influences the
pedagogy and participants’ next moves. This relationship between pedagogy
and interaction is displayed by Seedhouse (2004). In his own words, his
theory is as follows:

There is a reflexive relationship between pedagogy and interaction in
the L2 classroom, and that this relationship is the foundation of its
context-free architecture. This relationship means that, as the
pedagogical focus varies, so the organisation of the interaction varies.
However, this also means that the L2 classroom has its own
interactional organisation which transforms intended pedagogy into
actual pedagogy (Seedhouse, 2005, p. 172).

Seedhouse (2004) in his influential book titled the Interactional Architecture of
the Language Classroom: a CA perspective, refutes a number of assumptions of
current communicative language teaching methodology. He argues that the
teachers cannot create genuine or natural conversations (in CA sense) in
language classrooms as language classrooms are institutional places having
definite pedagogical purposes and norms to obey. He refers to the
methodology as the task-as work plan and this work plan is subject to change
and will be shaped by the interactional organization of the L2 classroom. Thus,
he states that “Ca methodology suggests that the researcher should analyse
and evaluate the extract according to participants’ own orientations by
matching the pedagogical focus to the resultant patterns of interaction”
(Seedhouse, 2004, p.79). Taking pedagogical focus into centre of his
arguments and based on classroom data, Seedhouse (2004) suggests four
contexts emerging out of classroom discourse: “form and accuracy, meaning

and fluency, task-oriented context, procedural contexts.”

The names of contexts points out to the pedagogical focus of the participants.
In addition to the pedagogical focus, they are completely different in terms of
the turn taking, preference and repair mechanisms. The different interactional

organization and the pedagogical focus make them distinct. If a teacher

28



teaches linguistic structures and wants students to produce linguistically
correct sentences that is form and accuracy context. In form and accuracy
context, turns are given by the teacher and the linguistically correct answers
are preferred. The teacher activates repair mechanism, which is mainly

teacher initiated teacher repair.

The contexts in which the teacher wants students to express themselves and
does not focus on the correctness of the language are called meaning and
fluency. To get as much student talk as possible is a preferred action in those
contexts. Thus, the turn taking is more voluntary and the self-initiated self-

repair is employed.

Task-oriented contexts refer to the discourse when the students are given a
task and they accomplish these tasks mostly in groups. Thus, in those contexts,
the interaction between the students to accomplish the task comes to the fore.
Lastly, in procedural contexts the teacher gives instructions or information

about the upcoming task or activity.

Seedhouse (2004) asserts that these contexts which are based on pedagogical
focus of the teacher will shape and be shaped by the interactional organization
of the classroom. In the data analysis section, Seedhouse’s contexts will be

referred to again to show the tenets of pedagogical focus on form, meaning and

fluency.

In addition to Seedhouse’s conceptualisation of language classrooms, Walsh
(2006) identified four modes, each involving “distinctive interactional features
aligned with specific pedagogical goals” (Walsh, 2013, p. 17). These are
managerial, skills and systems, materials and classroom contexts modes. They

will be referred again in learning opportunities section.

2.3.1.4 Participation Framework in Teacher Fronted Classroom Discourse

The third characteristics of language classroom is the way participants

participate in interaction. In addition to overall organization of classroom
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discourse, the participation structure in classroom interaction is also
described employing CA analytic tools although the focus is on teacher in
teacher-fronted classrooms, the participation patterns may vary.

With regard to teacher fronted classroom interaction, Markee and Kasper
(2004) noted that:

Whereas ordinary conversation is a locally managed, equal power
speech exchange system, teacher-fronted classroom talk is an unequal
power speech exchange system, in which teachers have privileged
rights to assign topics and turns to learners and also to evaluate the
quality of students’ contributions to the emerging interaction through
other-initiated, second-position repairs (Markee, 2000). Participants
exhibit a preference for classroom talk to be organized in terms of
initiation-response-  evaluation or question-answer-comment
sequences (McHoul, 1978; Mehan, 1979; Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975).
These question answer- comment sequences are initiated and closed
down by teachers, who own the question and comment turns.
Learners, however, are responsible for the answer turns in this
prototypical classroom sequence (p. 491).

Although it is true that teacher-fronted classroom interaction basically
operates on IRF exchange controlled by the teacher, there are some other
approaches to participation patterns (Appel, 2007; Schwab, 2011). While
Appel (2007) defines language teaching as performance underlining the
publicity of language teaching in classrooms, Schwab (2011) defined the
teacher-fronted interaction as “multilogue”. This participation framework
argued that even in a limited IRF sequence between a teacher and student,
there are always over hearers or bystanders in the classroom addressed. The
classroom interaction is a multi-party activity involving all the participants in

the classroom even they are not speaking.

All in all, teacher-fronted classroom interaction is orderly, contingent and
situated talk maintained by participants who come together to achieve

institutional and pedagogical goals, that is teaching and learning.

Having described general characteristics of classroom interaction through the
lenses of conversation analysis, the rest of the chapter will focus on teacher

talk with special focus on learning opportunities.
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2.3.2 Teacher Talk

Language teacher talk in L2 classrooms are being explored in many respects.
Language teachers’ turn allocation actions (Kdanti, 2012), embodied
resources accompanying their talk, question design (Markee, 1995; Koshik,
2002; Lee, 2008), use of wait time (Ingram & Elliot, 2016), giving instructions
(Kdanta & Kasper, 2018), language teachers’ way of shaping learner
contributions (Walsh, 2006; Can-Daskin, 2015), management of repair work,
feedback and assessment, responding to students’ initiatives, management of
learners’ insufficient knowledge, management of L1 wuse, teachers’
construction of IRF sequences are all recurring research topics in language
teacher talk. There are also some distinctive actions identified such as
Designedly Incomplete Utterances (DIU, Koshik, 2002) and its consequences in
learning ( Marguritti, 2010; Netz 2016); Epistemic Status Check (ESC, Sert,
2013), Reference to Past Learning Event (RPLE, Can-Daskin, 2017).

In addition, the talk of beginning teachers, expert teachers or student teachers
are also under investigation in different language classrooms or one-to-one
tutoring settings. The ultimate aim of most of the studies is to pave the way for
sophisticated and micro-analytic understanding of teacher talk’s role in
learning. In a similar vein, a growing body of literature on language teacher
talk is also used to empower and enrich teacher education practices such as
Classroom Interactional Competence framework (CIC, Walsh, 2006) ; Waring'’s
call for Interactional Competence for teaching (Waring, 2016(a); Seedhouse,
2008). In the rest of the section, a selective literature review on micro-analysis
of language teacher talk will be reported on. In order to set the ground for
teacher talk, research areas regarding teacher talk and action in classroom

interaction will be presented.

2.3.2.1 Turn-Taking

Since taking turns is one of the basic accomplishment in interaction and has

critical consequences in terms of students’ participation in learning practice, it
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has been thoroughly studied (e.g. Mortensen, 2008; Waring, 2013 b). Most of
the time in teacher-led classroom interaction, teacher selects a learner who
will take the turn While Mortensen (2008) demonstrated ways of selecting a
willing next speaker, Waring (2013b) reported on one teacher’s practices to
manage over-willing student. Sert (2015) also gave CA informed suggestions
for pre-service teachers on how to be aware of the embodied clues of
unwillingness to participate in interaction monitoring students’ body postures
or gaze aversions. Kadnta (2012) displayed the highly competent and sensitive
ways of teachers’ managing speaker changes through embodied resources in
teacher fronted classroom discourse. It is apparent that turn-taking practice is
mostly undertaken through gestures smoothly while spoken interaction
continues. Therefore this characteristics of interaction points to multi-

modality.

2.3.2.2 Multi-modality

Not only in managing turn-taking but also in other instructional practices,
teachers use embodied resources. Seo and Koshik (2010) studied one tutor’s
gestures’ to initiate self-correction. Belhiah (2013) displayed one ESL
teacher’s coordination of talk and hand gestures to teach vocabulary. In their
micro-analytic study of unplanned vocabulary explanations, van Compernolle
and Smotrova (2017) showed sequential evidence of teachers’ competent use
of gestures to contextualise vocabulary and prevent misunderstandings. In
their micro-analytic study of gestures, they showed one ESL teacher’s thinking
—for-teaching through her gestures. As they saw “language teaching as a
fundamentally multimodal process in which language and gesture work
together in an integrated system” (p. 15), they advised that pre-service

teachers should be equipped with the role of gestures in teaching.

2.3.2.3 Code-switching

Code-switching is another widely studied aspect of language classrooms.

Ustilinel and Seedhouse (2005) provided the first CA analytic account of code-
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switching in Turkish EFL university setting. They analysed teacher-induced
and teacher-initiated code-switching in relation to the pedagogical focus of the
moment and demonstrated that L1 use is also a preferred action in contingent
nature of classroom discourse and should be seen as an interactional resource.
In a different context, young learner EFL classroom, aus der Wieschen and Sert
(2018) displayed divergent choices of learners opt for in terms of language
use and management of intersubjectivity between the teacher and the

students.

2.3.2.4 Question Design

Apparently, questions have a prominent place in teacher talk. They set the
topical and action agenda, control the interaction and are functional tools to
achieve institutional goals in specific settings. (Hayano, 2013). In classroom
discourse, Mehan (1979b) distinguished between known answer and
information seeking questions in order to show unique interactional
organization of classrooms. And then most of the teacher question literature
focus on the use of these questions ( e.g. display vs. reference questions as
Long and Sato (1983) named) (Waring, 2012). Walsh (2006) in his CIC
framework suggested informed use of both to facilitate interaction and

learning.

Of course the research is not limited to only two types. There are many
question types found in conversation analytic studies of L2 classrooms:
pursuit questions (Wong& Waring, 2009) to check understanding, counter
questions (Markee, 1995) to take the control of the class and reinitiate IRF
exchange; wh-as challenges (Koshik, 2003) and yes-no questions that are
syntactically designed questions to achieve particular aims by teachers
(Koshik, 2002b; Waring, 2012); student- initiated questions such task or
content related (Duran, 2017).

Teachers are provided with many suggestions on question use. Sert (2015)

based on micro-analysis of EFL and ESL classrooms, warned teachers asking
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too many questions in a row without checking for understanding. Wong and
Waring (2009) suggested use of pursuit questions to check whether learners

understood.

2.3.2.5 Repair

According to van Lier (1988) “everyone involved in language teaching and
learning will readily agree that evaluation and feedback are central to the
process and progress of language learning” (p. 32). In this sense, evaluation
and feedback practices employed through teacher talk designed to cater for
learners’ needs in distinctive sequential positions are among the primary

concerns of conversation analytic studies of classroom interaction.

Seedhouse (2004) asserted that the organization of repair practice changes in
different pedagogical contexts (e.g. form and accuracy vs. meaning and
fluency). As repair refers to any practice to overcome problems in
understanding or hearing in naturally occurring interaction, the place of repair
and difference between repair and instructional correction is hotly debated
since the latter is argued not to be employed to overcome real understanding
or hearing problems. (Hall, 2007; Seedhouse, 2007). Seedhouse (2004, 2007)
asserted that classroom interaction is a particular social setting and
corrections should be treated as repairs in that specific environment since
they are employed to overcome problems as well. Still, in instructional
settings, different terminologies regarding repair are used. van Lier (1988)
differentiated between didactic repair (e.g in form-and accuracy context) and
conversation repair (e.g. in meaning and fluency context) (as cited in Rolin-
lanzotti, 2010). Throughout the dissertation, repair and correction are used
interchangeably to refer to the practices that participants undertake to
overcome trouble sources such as misunderstandings or ungrammatical uses
of language. Language teachers’ repair work is extensively studied since they

give insights into teaching and learning.

34



In an adult ESL program in the United States, Fagan (2015) studied an expert
language teacher who was a PhD student in applied linguistics and with 35
years of experience in order to track her management of errors in real time in
IRF sequences. The micro-analytic examination of error management practice
demonstrated that the teacher first focused on achievement of the student in
partial errors and then addressed correction for student to self-repair. In
different contexts such as form and accuracy or meaning and fluency, repair
practice (eg. through gaze aversions) was reorganized according to the
pedagogical focus. The findings support Seedhouse (1997)’s recognition that
there is a strong dispreference for direct and negative feedback in form and
accuracy contexts. Fagan (2015) reported that although the classroom context
is contingent upon diverse interactional and instructional factors, there is a

systemic work in terms of repair.

Ahlund and Aronsson (2015) in Swedish L2 classrooms showed that
correction in classroom is also a multiparty accomplishment involving peer
corrections and chorus responses. Balancing between accuracy in linguistic
form and fluency in conversations requires continuous effort and interactional

abilities on the part of teacher.

It is apparent that language teachers give informed decisions dependent upon
the pedagogical focus while initiating repair. For instance, Park (2014) found
that teachers’ third turn repeats in meaning and fluency context function as
next turn repair initiator in teacher-fronted talk. Following third turn repeats,
learners elaborate on their previous responses. However, in form and

accuracy contexts, third turn repeats close the sequence.

Naturally all studies reviewed in this section in relation to turn taking, multi-
modal aspects of teaching, code-switching and repair practices have direct or
indirect implications for learning. However, some conversation analytic

studies directly refer to teacher talk that inhibits or facilitates learning. The
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next section will review studies that are directly linked to learning

opportunities.
2.3.2.1 Learning Opportunities in Teacher Talk

This section will report on learning opportunities in teacher-fronted
classroom discourse and generated by teacher talk. Learning opportunities are
also examined out of language classrooms (Eskildsen, 2018) in peer to peer
interactions in classrooms (Mori, 2004) in native and non-native speaker’s
exchanges (Brouwer, 2003; Kim, 2012) mostly through participants’ word
searches and repair initiations based on the idea that “L2 speakers’
interactions in everyday encounters allow us to observe how the participants
contingently generate learning opportunities while pursuing the activity at

hand” (Kasper & Wagner, 2014, p. 195).

The most comprehensive and product oriented approach to teacher talk’s
facilitative role in interaction and learning comes from Walsh (2002, 2006).
Based on his identification of classroom modes, Walsh argued that each mode
has a specific pedagogic goal and employment of specific interactional features
will lead to successful execution of modes. Interactional features refer to
repair, confirmation checks, feedback and use of varied question types. He
claimed that “a teacher’s use of language may be mode convergent, where
pedagogic goals and language use are congruent, facilitating learning
opportunities, or mode divergent, where inconsistencies in pedagogic goals
and interactional features hinder opportunities for learning” (Walsh, 2006, p.
92). Based on interactional competence, Walsh introduced classroom
interactional competence framework having sub-competence areas such as
maximising interactional space ( through use of increased wait time,
promoting extended learner turns, planning time) ; shaping learner
contributions ( seeking clarification, scaffolding, modelling and repairing
learner input); effective eliciting, interactional awareness and managing mode

shifts (Walsh, 2006). The basic idea underlying the competence framework is
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that classroom interaction facilitates learning and teachers’ use of mode-
convergent language opens space for interaction. For teacher development
and education purposes, Walsh designed SETT framework for language
teachers to view their teaching recordings and evaluate their own language
based on these competence areas mentioned above. Classroom data from
different EFL contexts such as Chinese EFL classroom (Walsh & Li li, 2013),
Chilean EFL setting (Cancino, 2015), Turkish EFL setting (Sert, 2015; Can-
Daskin, 2015) are provided and the findings support CIC framework.

Language teachers’ use of language and interaction is still being explored and
CIC_framework is expanding with contributions from many studies. For
example, Sert’s (2015) micro-analytic investigation of ESL and EFL language
classrooms provides further insights into CIC. He suggested successful
management of claims / displays of insufficient knowledge, increased awareness
of unwillingness to participate, effective use of gestures, and successful
management of code-switching as facilitative teaching actions for language
teachers. Can-Daskin (2015) in Turkish EFL university setting, demonstrated
the use of blackboard to shape learner contributions contributing to CIC

framework.

Along with facilitative actions, inhibiting actions are also presented in
literature. When we go deeper into IRF exchange, the role of explicit positive
assessment (EPA) in the third turn as inhibiting learning is extensively studied
by Waring (2008) and Waring and Wong (2009). As teacher closes the third
turn with a short positive assessment, learners in the classroom do not initiate
next turns. To encourage learners to take turns, Waring and Wong (2009)
suggested limited use of EPAs, production of EPAs with non-final intonation,
“accept with less evaluative tokens, ask permission to move on, problematize
correct responses, ask pursuit questions: why do you say that?, elicit peer
contribution, use whole class feedback signs, recognise the potential negative

impact of very good, engage in self-reflection” (pp.200-201). These actions
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encourage learners to ask or continue interaction, thus promoting learner talk

in the next turn.

Providing space for learning opportunities is also studied through learner
initiatives. Because learners as active agents in classrooms, they show their
willingness to participate and orientation to learning through initiating new
sequences or post expansions (Jacknick , 2011) and getting the turn without
being given to (Garton, 2012). In CA framework, participants’ own
orientations such as hand-rising, body posture, taking turns and talk bring
evidence for learning opportunities. Waring (2011) proposed conversation
analytic learner initiative typology based on initiating sequence and turn-
taking actions. She reminded that not every learner initiative is beneficial
since some have different directions from teachers’ momentary agenda.
Hence, “how to strike a delicate balance between advancing teacher agendas
and promoting learner participation then becomes a crucial pedagogical
puzzle for the practising teacher” (p. 215). Management of learner initiatives
and responding to learners’ questions is important in that sense. Waring,
Reddington and Tadic (2016) analysed one teacher’s competent management

of leaner initiated departures from the pedagogical focus of the moment.

Along with teacher talk and student initiations, the task organization in
unfolding interaction can yield learning opportunities. Sert (2017) analysed
pre-watching activity in EFL secondary school in Turkey and the activity itself
promoted participation and teacher talk managed learner participation and

generated learning opportunities.

As seen in the review above, in most CA studies, learners and teachers’ skilled
actions to manage inter-subjectivity through repairs, to maintain the
pedagogical focus, to handle repair work are provided. Since the participants’
own orientations are presented as evidence in an emic perspective, the analyst
as an outsider to the interaction cannot point out phenomenon that

participants do not orient to. While marking the learning opportunities
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oriented by participants are relatively easy task, to mark a sequence as a
missed learning opportunity means going beyond the boundaries of CA’s emic
perspective. However, there are some attempts to do that (Lazaraton, 2004, Li,

2013;).

In Li’s (2013) study, the teacher was a Chinese speaker teaching Chinese in
English to American undergraduate students. Li provided a single case in
which a learner initiated a post expansion and the teacher did not provide any
next turn; in other words the teacher skipped the question. According to Li
(2013), this is a missed learning opportunity and he suggested “little boundary

stretching in CA framework” is needed to mark missed learning opportunities.

As a teacher educator, Lazaraton (2004) provided one case of a pre-service
non-native English speaking ESL teacher and concluded that although in
unfolding classroom interaction, there is no orientation towards being non-
nativeness, a teacher educator cannot ignore this fact. To understand and
improve teaching and learning practices, Lazaraton (2004) concluded that CA

could be used along with other introspective methods.

As it is stated below, CA is used to inform language teaching practices. In pure
CA, the contextual information is irrelevant as long as participants do not
orient to them through their talk. However, according to applied models of CA,
one could use it for interventionist purposes (Kitzinger, 2011). There are
repeated calls for CA informed teacher development education especially for
pre-service teachers and novice teachers (Walsh, 2006; Seedhouse, 2010; Sert,
2015; Waring, 2016a). Waring (2016a) suggested that the area needs more
studies focusing on both novice and expert teachers to compile knowledge for
Interactional Competence for Teaching framework proposed by Hall (2014).

She notes that:

Moreover, in their efforts to explicate the interactional competence
for teaching (ICT), CA studies have not been particularly
discriminatory in choosing the types of teachers to be studied. While
we are not in shortage of CA studies of classroom discourse, few focus
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specifically on experienced teachers and the development of novice
teachers. Studies would typically report data from, for example, a
classroom or a particular set of classrooms, without particular
attention to the level of expertise brought in by the teachers. It is true
that even without such a focus, we gain valuable insights into how
various aspects of teaching are accomplished and accomplished with
great ingenuity at times. Calibrating our lens to specifically capture
the interactional development and enactment of teacher expertise,
however, could yield greater dividend for strengthening the
professional practices of language teaching. In order to garner truly
useful feedback for language teacher education purposes, we are yet
to build a strong and comprehensive knowledge base of how novice
teacher develop over time and what expert teachers do and do well
(Waring, 20164, pp. 8-9).

Thus, both experienced and beginning EFL teachers’ practices in diverse
instructional settings should be exhibited to understand the complexity and
contingency of teacher talk. With the help of these studies, future language
teachers may be better equipped with to manage classroom interaction and
in-service teachers can continuously reflect on their talk to improve ongoing
practice. The final section will provide a short overview of literature on pre-

service teacher practices.

2.3.2.1.1 Pre-service Teacher Talk

Conversation analytic studies of pre-service teacher talk are scarce. The
existing literature mostly comes from ESOL settings in the US. For instance,
Waring and Hruska (2011) studied one tutorial session between ESOL student
teacher and a learner and analysed management of student engagement. Using
the same data, they also analysed problematic directives given by the same
student teacher. (Waring & Hruska, 2012). They showed that if the goals of the
lesson are not stated clearly and conveyed to the learner, then
misunderstandings are unavoidable. Similarly, Seedhouse (2008) asserts that
establishment and maintenance of the pedagogical focus in classroom
interaction is a challenging task for student teachers. When the teacher and

the learners are not in the same path, misunderstandings frequently occur.
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In EFL setting in Japan, Hosoda and Aline (2010) presented a more
comprehensive study involving two Japanese EFL teacher trainees over a 19
month period. The study both unearthed their identity development
throughout the practicum and demonstrated development of interactional
practices. In two areas, providing assessment and giving directives, two pre-
service teachers’ interactional competence was found to develop. It is
significant that giving instructions is a complex task for candidate teachers.
Balik¢1 and Seferoglu (2017) investigated one pre-service teacher’s instruction
giving practices over three months and unearthed the intricacies and

complexities of it.

Responding to students’ turns is another complex task for candidate teachers.
Fagan’s (2012) conversation analytic study of one novice teacher (pre-service
native ESL teacher) suggested “glossing over” as a novice teacher practice in
whole classroom interaction. He defines glossing over as “teacher either
hurriedly or not at all addressing unexpected learner contributions as they
arise in either teacher or learner- initiated sequences of talk” (p.113). In the
study, this glossing over action was employed in response to lack of relevant

response to teacher initiation or a perceived incorrect response.

In Turkey in EFL practicum setting, so far two conversation analytic MA theses
have been written (Bozbiyik, 2017; Karadag, 2017). Bozbiyik (2007) looked at
11 pre-service teachers’ questioning practices in high school and pre-service
teachers also evaluated their practices through a mobile app. Through self,
peer and mentor evaluation, students teachers were able to ask more
informed questions that promote learner contribution. Karadag (2017), in
young learner classroom, worked with 57 pre-service teachers and analysed
their behavioural management skills and eleven different manoeuvres as

action to manage classroom were found.

Still, the conversation analytic studies focusing on pre-service teacher talk are

relatively scarce. This study, as mentioned before, takes the CA’s approach to
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classroom discourse into its center and describes how pre-service teacher talk
shapes and is shaped by the interaction in classroom. Further expanding the
scope laid down in this chapter, an investigation into missed teaching
opportunities will be carried out. The next chapter describes the methodology

for the study while detailing the aims and procedures as well.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This chapter will present the research methodology of the study. The research
questions, the significance of the study and detailed information about the
research setting will be provided. The data collection procedure will be
described in the next section. The data analysis section involves a brief
introduction to conversation analysis and its basic principles. Next, the
application of the conversation analysis will be explained reporting on the
previous approaches to the classroom research. The production of the
transcripts and the analysis procedure will be explained in detail. Finally the
validity and the reliability of the study will be addressed and a summary of the
chapter will be provided.

3.2 Purpose of the Study and Research Questions

The purpose of this dissertation is to explore sequential and pedagogical
organization of the pre-service English language teachers’ talk in teacher-led
classroom interaction in their practicum. The main aim of the study is to
analyse the way pre-service English language teachers set their pedagogical
focus in their first turn, maintain it throughout the ongoing sequence and end
the sequence in their last turn in their talk during their teaching practice in the
practicum component of a 4-year teaching degree program. In other words,
the main focus is on teacher talk and its organization in teacher-fronted
interaction. The way Pts involve students in their first turns and give feedback

in the last turn is explored.
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Since the momentary pedagogical focus of the teacher and the students lead
the analysis, classroom interaction is divided into three broad categories
centring on the teachers’ pedagogical focus: form and accuracy context and
meaning context and fluency context. This categorization draws on Seedhouse’s
(2004) preliminary work on interactional organization of foreign language
classrooms since the data collected for the dissertation also reflected the same
sub-contexts. As this study is a data driven study, the research questions were
formed at the end of the analysis of data. To this end, the research questions

below will be addressed.

1. What are the emergent contexts in Pt- led EFL classroom interaction
in secondary and high school?
2. How do Pts establish and maintain their pedagogical foci when they
focus on:

o form

O meaning

o fluency
2.1 What are the interactional and pedagogical resources to establish
and maintain the pedagogical focus and thereby create teaching

opportunities in the contexts?

3.2.1 Significance of the study

Conversation analysis as a research methodology strengthened its place in
classroom research with numerous studies investigating the language use of
language teachers in real time and unearthing language teachers’ actions to
improve learning. (For some of the examples: Waring, 2009; Lee, 2007; Walsh,
2002, Sert, 2015; Seedhouse, 2004; Markee, 2015; Kdanta, 2012). However,
the micro-analytic investigations of pre-service language teachers’ language
use are rare. Fagan (2012) and Waring& Hruska (2011) studied one novice
teacher’s language use in different contexts. Waring and Hruska (2011) ‘s data
came from the one-to-one tutoring sessions while Fagan (2012) collected the

data from the one novice teacher working for an adult community English
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programme. On the other hand, this study offers micro-analytic investigation
of 16 different pre-service teachers’ language use in 43 lessons. In this sense,
as it offers a wider scope of investigation through data collected in various
classrooms and pre-service teachers, it is a fruitful attempt to describe pre-

service teacher-led talk in Turkish context.

The results and implications of this study are valuable for understanding pre-
service language teachers’ practice and they contribute to the growing
knowledge of foreign language teaching and teacher education in Turkey. In
this sense, this dissertation with 16 pre-service teachers in 43 lessons will give
insights to the stakeholders to understand the sequential and pedagogical
nature of foreign language classrooms led by pre-service teachers. There are
repeated calls for CA integrated pre-service language teacher education (Sert,
2010, 2015), use of CA to educate trainee teachers (Seedhouse, 2008) and use
of SETT in teacher education (Walsh, 2006). However, to integrate CA into
practicum, it is important to analyse and describe pre-service teachers’ real
time practices in the classroom as a first step. With the micro-analytical
description of the unfolding classroom interaction, one can design a CA
informed program to introduce to the teacher education curricula to teach
trainee teachers. Thus, it is hoped that the results of this study will provide
feedback for teacher education programs to see the pre-service teachers’

practices on real time and design the courses accordingly.

Lastly, this is the first micro-analytic study on missed teaching opportunities in
Pt-led EFL classrooms. This is the first attempt to define missed teaching
opportunities and use it within CA boundaries. There will be some suggestions
to supplement CA with outsider expert judgements to operationalise missed
teaching opportunities. These will be explained in methodology and

conclusion chapters.

45



3.3 Participants, Research Context and Data Collection Procedures

3.3.1 Gaining Access to the Research Context and the Role of the

Researcher

Prior to description of the research context and the participants, the role of the
researcher should be clarified. The researcher was a full time research
assistant at the department of foreign language education where the program
was run. The research assistants were assigned to the courses based on their
research interests. Thus, the researcher was assigned as a course assistant to
the School Experience course. She helped the instructor of the course
throughout the term, in each step of the course design and conduct. As the
data collection procedure and the practicum course was inextricably
intertwined, the researcher had the role of data collector and the course
assistant at the same time. As an assistant to the course, she helped to prepare
the course outline, organized the observation and teaching schedule of the
students, checked Pts’ and mentors’ schedule to pair them up and collected
pre-service teachers’ lesson plans and gave feedback to them. As the
researcher, she went to the classrooms with the pre-service teachers and
acted as a non-participant observer. She only video recorded the lessons while

pre-service teachers were doing their teaching practice.

Before the data collection procedure started, she applied to the ethics
committee of the university to receive permission to collect the data. (Please
see Appendix A for the official document). She also got the approval from
Ministry of National Education (MONE, hereafter) to collect data from the high
schools located in the district. (Please see Appendix B for the official

document).

3.3.2 Practicum Context and the Participants

The participants, 16 pre-service teachers of English, were the senior students

at the department of foreign language education in a state university. In order
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to graduate from the program and be assigned to a state school or apply for a
teaching position in private institutions, they needed to complete a 10- week

practicum in the fall and spring semesters of the final academic year.

The data for this dissertation were collected from the pre-service teachers
doing their practicum in the fall semester of the academic year 2015-2016.
The name of the first practicum course was FLE 425 School Experience and it
involved 10-week school visits (6 hours per week) and 14- week in-class

lecture (1 hour per week) at the faculty.

In the academic catalogue, the course objectives are defined as follows:

By the end of this course, students will be able to:

e understand the complexity of teaching in a real classroom environment

e interpret the classroom events they observe in the light of educational
theory

e practice their teaching skills in a real-life classroom context

e demonstrate a teacher stance

e evaluate their own performance in line with the feedback they receive
from their students, peers, mentor teachers or supervisors

The practicum involved the cooperation among the faculty, the practice school
and the MONE, so it is noteworthy to define their roles in this process. Pre-
service teachers who were the participants of this study are the fourth year
students at the department of the foreign language education. Six pre-service
teachers are generally assigned to a mentor teacher in the practice school. The
mentor teacher is an experienced English language teacher in the school and
assigned as a mentor by the vice principal of the school. The mentor teachers
welcome the pre-service teachers to their classes and let them observe them,
assign teaching tasks regularly, give feedback to their teachings and grade

their teaching performance.

The supervisor refers to the assistant professor at the faculty who offers the
school experience course. The supervisors design the course and the

observation tasks, give one hour lectures at the faculty; organize the
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assignments to the school and grade the final teaching performance of the pre-
service teachers. The assignment of the supervisors, the mentors and the

practice schools were approved by Ministry of National Education.

Before the academic term began, the supervisor selected the schools and met
the vice principal of the schools. Since the faculty of education was offering
this course for a long time there were a number of state and private schools
which had been in cooperation with the faculty for many years. The supervisor
chose two of these state schools, one of which was a secondary school and the
other one was a high school. Further information about the schools will be

presented in the next sub-section.

When the academic term began, the supervisor opened two sections of School
Experience course and 15 pre-service teachers registered for each section; in

other words there were 30 pre-service teachers in total.

In the first week of the course, the course outline was distributed to the
students and the practice schools were announced to the class. The pre-
service teachers were asked for their choice related to the school they would
go to. Thus, they could decide on the age and level of the students they were
going to have the first teaching experience with. In addition, the schools had
earlier announced the number of the pre-service teachers that they could
work with. The secondary school could only have 6 pre-service teachers; so, 6
of the students chose to do their practicum in the secondary school and the
rest of the students went to the high school. Then, the supervisor explained

the aims of the course, the tasks and the teaching assignments.

The school visits involved 4 hours of observation and 2 hours of other duties
assigned by the mentor such as grading quizzes, preparing materials. The
observation tasks focused on different classroom contexts, transition between
these contexts, teachers’ questioning and use of wait time, error management
and feedback, use of L1 and L2 and the management of classroom

breakdowns.
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After the pre-service teachers were informed about the course outline, they
were invited for their voluntary participation in the research. They were asked
to give permission to the researcher to video record their teaching practice
and analyse them for the research purposes. It was underlined that the
participation in the research would neither affect their grade nor add extra
work to their course load. After this explanation, they were given participation
consent forms and told to sign and bring the forms back to the following class
if they would agree to participate. Actually, being video-recorded was not a
new thing for the pre-service teachers. In their third year at the program, they
had been video recorded in their micro teachings. Upon completing their
teachings, they were given the video records of the micro teachings and
required to write reflection on their teachings. Thus, they were used to teach
in front of a video camera. The video-recording was also employed in the
practicum course to give opportunity to the supervisor and the pre-service
teacher to watch the teachings repeatedly to identify troubles and improve

pre-service teachers’ reflection and next teachings.

16 pre-service teachers gave permission to the researcher to use their
teaching videos in the following class and they submitted their consent forms
(Please see the appendix C for a sample consent form). In the following week,
the pre-service teachers went to the school and met the mentor teachers. The

following section will give information about the schools.

3.3.2.1 The schools

The supervisor of the practicum chose two different schools (one was a
secondary and the other one was a high school) for pre-service teachers to do
their practicum. In Turkey, in 2012 a new legislation on primary and
secondary education called as 4+4+4 was introduced. First 4 year refers to the
first part of the primary education (ilkokul). The second 4 year encompasses
second half of the primary education (ortaokul). The secondary school in
which part of the data was collected refers to lower secondary school. The last

4 year refers to the upper secondary school or high school (lise) and most of the
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data was collected from that school. Throughout the dissertation, the terms

secondary school and high school will be used in order to refer to the schools.

Both schools had intensive English classes. In other words, the schools had
enough English language teachers and several number of English classes for

the pre-service teachers to do their practicum.

In the secondary school, two pre-service teachers were assigned to a mentor
who had been teaching fifth graders. The fifth graders had foreign language
intensive program involving 15 hours of English in a week in the class 5-B. The
class 5-B had 20 students who were at the age of 11. The classroom had a
smart board and computer and they were using a course prepared and sent to
the state schools by MONE. Since, the school had a foreign language intensive
program for fifth graders, they were using supplementary materials as well.
The mentor teacher requested two pre-service teachers to design new
materials. Thus, the pre-service teachers in 5B mostly designed their own
materials. The students were seated in traditional rows and two students
shared one desk. This seating arrangement also supported the teacher fronted
classroom interaction since the teacher had the control of the class and the
interaction. It was difficult to do group work in that type of seating

arrangement.

It was difficult to determine students’ proficiency level since some of the
students in the class had a foreign language course for the first time; some of
them were taking private English courses outside the school. The video
recordings and the observations of the student teachers showed that the
students were preparing for the TEOG exam (a national exam for selection and
placement to the high schools), thus the program was designed to prepare
students to solve multiple choice questions in that exam. The focus was on
reading and vocabulary and the students and the teacher in the class were
speaking in Turkish most of the time. As a result, the pre-service teachers (Pt 1
and Pt 2) used Turkish in their first teachings. The research assistant warned

the two pre-service teachers about their extensive use of Turkish in the class
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and reminded that they should have used English as much as possible. Since
the research aims to explore pre-service teachers’ teacher talk in English, the
first lesson was excluded from the database. In the second lesson, these two

pre-service teachers started to use English and minimised their use of Turkish.

The high school had a preparatory year in which the students had 20 hours of
English in a week. In addition, the high school gave a placement test to
determine newcomer students’ proficiency level and grouped them
accordingly every year to place them in the preparatory classes. The
preparatory classes were organized in alphabetical order according to the test
results. The first class was class A with the highest proficiency level and the
last one class M with the lowest proficiency level, in total there were 11
different classes in the preparatory year at the time of the data collection. The
pre-service teachers who agreed to be participants of this study went to the
classes B, D, H and K. The results proficiency tests were not taken into
consideration in the data analysis. However, it should be noted down that
classes B and D were using the Prime Time (2) addressing for upper-
intermediate learners of English. Classes H and K were using the Prime Time

(1) written for pre-intermediate learners of English.

Similar to the secondary school, the seats were arranged in traditional rows in
the high school. There were 30-35 students in each class and sometimes the
pre-service teachers and the researcher had difficulty in finding a seat. Due to
the seating arrangement and large number of students in the classrooms, pre-
service teachers avoided group work and task based teaching. The classrooms
had smart boards and the soft copy of the course book (Prime Time 1 and 2)
was uploaded to the smart board. The pre-service teachers were using the
smartboard mostly while the students were following the hard copies of the
course book. The course book was strictly followed by the pre-service

teachers but sometimes they brought supplementary materials to the class.

Unlike the secondary school, the four language skills were taught in the high

school. The students were not required to sit for a proficiency test or any other
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national exam. The school aimed to teach Basic English to the learners. In
terms of language policy, the use of English in the classrooms was encouraged
by the mentor teachers. Thus, the pre-service teachers in the high school used

English most of the time.

Up to now, the practicum context and the people involved in this context are
described to illuminate the research setting. It is important to report on the
organization of the practicum and the context in which pre-service teachers
perform their teaching tasks because these teaching tasks constitute the data
for this dissertation. However, the conversation analysis as a research method
takes the naturally occurring interaction as the data and does not look at the
context. The conversation analysts claim that the interaction itself reveals the
traces to understand the context and the interaction has the power to renew
and reshape the context itself. However, the participants of this study come
together in a foreign language classroom for a reason: to accomplish language
learning and teaching task. Moreover, the pre-service teachers come to the
school to do their practicum, to practice teaching for the first time in an official
setting. This means that participants (the pre-service teachers and the
students) orient to their institutional goals in their talks. Hence, the contextual
information should be provided to the reader. Drew and Heritage (1992)

listed the characteristics of the institutional talk:

(1) Institutional talk is goal oriented in institutionally relevant ways;
(2) it often involves ‘special and particular constraints on ‘allowable
contributions to the business at hand’; and (3) it may be associated
with inferential frameworks and procedures that are peculiar to
specific institutional contexts. (p.22)

To better analyse the data, the background information about the school and
the practicum is critical to see the participants’ orientations. Actually, the
interaction itself also shows the participants’ orientations. However, for
instance, presentation of information will familiarize readers with the
language policy of the secondary school and its exam-oriented program

beforehand. This also shows “the special and particular constraints on
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allowable contributions “that Drew and Heritage (1992) talked about.
Similarly, Hutchby and Wooffitt (1998) explain the CA’s consideration of
context: “the aim of CA... is to explicate the structural organization of talk in
interaction at this interface between context-free resources and their context
sensitive applications”. (p. 360). Thus, contextual information was given here
only to describe the research setting; however, the data came from the video
recordings and the participants’ talk. The contextual information was included
in the transcripts (representation of the data) if and only the participants’
organization of talk offered a sequential evidence of the orientation in that

direction.

3.3.2.2 Teaching Tasks and the Data Collection Procedure

After having the permission of the group of pre-service teachers, the
researcher was able to start the collection of the videos. The data source of
this dissertation were the video recordings of pre-service teachers’ teaching
tasks. The pre-service teachers were expected to execute four 20-minute
teaching tasks throughout the term. With their partner pre-service teacher,
they shared a 40-minute lesson to do the teaching tasks. As it can be seen in
Table 3.1, among the 16 pre-service teachers who agreed to participate in the
research, 2 of them chose to go to the primary school and the rest of them

chose to go to the high school. In total, 43 lessons were video recorded.

Table 3.1: The number of lessons recorded in total

High School (Prep Class) Primary School (5th grade)
14 PTs 2 PTs

40 lessons 3 lessons

1120 minutes 120 minutes

In the fourth week of the term, the observation and the teaching phase of the
practicum officially started. To execute their first teaching task, the Pts

arranged their teaching schedule with their mentors and informed the
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researcher about the class and the hour. For the next three teachings the

procedure was the same.

Prior to the teachings, the Pts asked their mentors whether the allocated
schedule was appropriate for the class and requested the mentors to assign
them a topic / unit from the course book to teach. Then, they prepared their
lesson plans and sent it via e-mail to the mentor and the course assistant
(researcher). The course assistant and mentors at the school gave feedback on
the structure and content of the plan. Generally, the teacher candidates
revised their plans according to the feedback and implemented it in the class

together.

On the teaching days, the researcher came to the school with two cameras
(Sony HDR-CX 360), two tripods and an extension cord to charge the camera
at the back of the class. The first camera (directed to the students) was placed
on the right corner of the class near the smart board behind the teacher’s desk.
The second camera (directed to the pre-service teacher) was placed at the
back of the class. The researcher sat at the back of the class and chose a seat in
the middle row to control the video camera when necessary. There were
generally three long rows in the classrooms of the high school. As two Pts
shared one class hour (40 minutes) to teach, the researcher stopped recording
when the first Pt finished and started recording when the second Pt started to
teach. During the teachings, the researcher also observed the lesson and took
extensive notes which might help her during the transcription process. Apart
from the students, there was a mentor teacher in the classroom. Mentor
teachers were responsible for grading the Pts’ teachings using a rubric. The
rubrics were prepared by the instructor and the research assistant of the
course. The rubrics were also sent to the Pts before the teachings so that they
knew the criteria according to which they would be evaluated. After the
teachings, the Pts were given feedback about their teaching both by the
mentor and the course assistant separately. After forty minutes, the

researcher left the classroom but the Pts continued to observe the other
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classes. In the break time, when the Pts asked the opinion of the researcher
about their performance and the lesson, the researcher did a small talk - a
kind of opinion exchange about their teachings. The Pts talked about their
feelings about the lesson, the researcher shared her opinions and observations
about the lesson based on her notes. She gave suggestions for improvement.
The day after the teaching, the videos were recorded to a DVD and the DVD

was given to the Pts as well.

All the teaching tasks were planned to be done in twenty minutes; however,
for various reasons they could last longer or shorter than planned. No matter
how short or long they were, the recording was done for forty minutes (one
class hour). The Pts kept the time to make sure that each pair had the same

time to do their teachings. Overall, all the candidates had the same time limit.

The lessons were recorded starting from November 2015 till mid-January
2016. It took three months to compile the dataset. The database is provided in
Appendix D.

3.4 Data Analysis

This section will focus on the analysis of the data. It will explain the historical
roots of Conversation Analysis and its basic underlying principles employed to
analyse the naturally occurring talk. Next, the application of CA into classroom
interaction will be explained. The transcription process and the data analysis
will be described step by step. Finally, the reliability and validity of the

research will be discussed.

3.4.1 Conversation Analysis

3.4.1.1 Principles of CA

Conversation analysis (henceforth CA) is a research methodology attempting
to explain “people’s methods for producing orderly social interaction; it
identifies these methods in the sequential organization of talk-in-interaction”

(Drew and Heritage, 1992, p.189). Talk-in- interaction encompasses every
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kind of talk such as the informal chat between friends in a dormitory or the
consultation between the doctor and the patient in a hospital. Thus, talk-in-
interaction is used to refer to all types of conversations. (ten Have, 2007). In
those conversations, CA attempts to explore “the interactional organization of
the social activities.” (Hutchby and Wooffitt, 1998, p.14). All in all, the focus is

not on the language but the use of talk to accomplish particular social acts.

Harvey Sacks, a sociologist, was the initiator of the idea that “there is order at
all points in talk-in-interaction”. Following his professor Erving Goffman who
made “observations of people in interaction” and Harold Garfinkel who
constructed ethnomethodology in which he studied common-sense reasoning
and practical theorizing in everyday activities; Harvey Sacks came up with
something new out to study every day activities of people in the early 1960’s.

(ten Have, 2007).

The idea is that “what a doing, such as an utterance, means practically, the
action it actually performs, depends on its sequential position. This was the
‘discovery’ that led to conversation analysis per se” (ten Have, 2007, p.6).
Harvey Sacks studied a collection of telephone calls to a suicide prevention
centre and recognized that in the majority of the calls, the callers and the
person taking the call were following the similar pattern to interact. The way
and the sequential position in which the interactors introduced themselves or

initiated a request generate a recurring pattern.

Based on the analysis of collections, Harvey Sacks put forward the following
propositions which becomes the underlying principles of CA later as listed by
(Hutchby and Wooffitt, 1998, p.23): Firstly, “talk-in-interaction is
systematically organized and deeply ordered”. This refers to the basic idea
Sacks came up “there is order at all points talk-in-interaction”. As a result, the
sequential position of each utterance has critical value for conversation
analysts as Heritage (1984) put forward “no order of detail can be dismissed a
priori as disorderly, accidental, or irrelevant”. (as cited in Seedhouse, 2004, p.

14). This principle makes the analysts create a very detailed transcription
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system and employ line-by line micro analysis. The transcription system will

be explained later.

Second, “the production of talk-in-interaction is methodic”. In the context of
phone calls to the suicide prevention centre, the caller may avoid giving his
name by saying “I can’t hear you” right after the agent announced his name.
The caller’'s move in that specific sequence - not announcing his name-
becomes analysable as a method in that sense. (Hutchby and Wooffitt, 1998,
p.20). The understanding of the methodic nature of talk requires analysts to
consider utterances as actions situated in particular context to accomplish
particular tasks. Seedhouse (2004) also adds that “contributions to the
interaction are context- shaped and context-renewing”. (p. 14). Thus, the
utterance “I can’t hear you” is uttered as an act to the previous turn and would
shape the next turn of the participant. This is also closely related to the CA’s
analysis method “next-turn proof procedure”. This means that one
interlocutor’s turn in the ongoing interaction shows his/her understanding of
the prior turn of the other interlocutor. (Hutchby and Wooffitt, 1998). Thus,
conversation analysts do not look at the one turn in isolation. Rather, they
employ line-by-line analysis to understand the participants’ understanding of
the turns and the management of the inter-subjectivity between the

participants.

Thirdly, “the analysis of talk-in-interaction should be based on naturally
occurring data”. That is to say, the data should not be the researcher-
provoked, there should be no intervention by the researcher. This principle
indeed distinguishes the conversation analysis from the speech act theory
which also defines language use as actions to accomplish particular tasks. In
speech act theory, rules are identified by invoking typical situations and
people are asked to state what they would have said in those situations.
Conversely, the conversation analysis looks at the interactions occurring in
their natural settings. Moreover, Sacks (1984) specially underlines the fact

that tape recorded naturally occurring conversations let the researcher study
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the data again and again and gave the chance to show the data to the others.
(as cited in Hutchby and Wooffitt, 1998, p.18). This also increases the
reliability of the method, which will be described later.

Finally, “analysis should not initially be constrained by prior theoretical
assumptions”. In other words, the data analysis should be data driven and the
interaction in that particular context should lead the researcher to reach
conclusions. For instance, in the suicide call example, participants’ gender,
race or social status are not relevant details if those are not oriented to by the
participants themselves. Or, to claim that “I can’t hear you” is used to avoid
giving the name of the caller, the analyst needs to have a sequential evidence

in the interaction.

In the light of these principles, Hutchby and Wooffitt (1998) pointed out that
there are two core analytic questions in CA: What interactional business is
being mediated or accomplished through the use of sequential pattern and
how do participants demonstrate their active orientations to this business?
(p.99). Seedhouse (2004) put it simply and stated that, “the essential question
which we must ask at all stages of CA of data is “why that, in that way, right
now?” (Seedhouse, 2004, p.16).

In order to answer these analytic questions, keeping the core principle that
“there is order at all points in interaction” in mind; the conversation analysts
focus on the turn-taking mechanism. Actually turn-taking practice of the
participants in any conversation shows that it is strictly organized and
ordered. To see efficiently running conversations, one does not need to be in a
courtroom where the right to speak is given by a judge. Even in a very
informal chat between friends, one can take the turn, hold it and other
interlocutor listens to it until his /her friend finishes to speak. Turn -
constructional unit (henceforth reffered to as TCU which was defined by
Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson, 1974) refers to an utterance or talk (sentences,
clauses or a single word) at a turn. Each TCU may project its ending with a

pause or hinting and the next speaker recognizes the transition relevance
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places (TRP, hereafter) and may get the turn. (Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson,
1974).

In talk-in interaction, utterances come in pairs. Schegloff and Sacks (1973)
explain this : “ given the recognisable production of a first pair part, on its first
possible completion, its speaker should stop and a next speaker should start
and produce a second pair part from the pair type the first is a recognisably a
member of” (as cited in Hutchby and Wooffitt; 1998; p. 40). To illustrate, a
party invitation between two friends might be given as an example. If a friend
initiates a first pair part and makes an invitation, the next speaker has to
accept or decline the invitation in the second pair part in this example.
Questions-answers, greetings are all called adjacency pairs due to their
sequential positions. However, every question in the first pair part does not
necessarily project the answer in the next turn. There may be other pairs
inserted and the adjacency pairs may be expanded, and thus, the second pair
part may come later. (Sert, 2015). No matter how expanded an adjacency pair
is, the action in the first pair part should be oriented to by the participant. The
participant may accept the invitation (preferred action) or decline it which is

dispreffered action in that context. (Sert, 2015).

The final mechanism that speakers activate in the conversation is repair. The
repair refers to the treatment of trouble occurring in conversations
(Seedhouse, 2004). The trouble may mean misunderstanding or hearing
problem in everyday interaction. There are four types of repair: self-initiated
self - repair, self-initiated other repair, other- initiated self repair and other
initiated other repair. The repair organization shows that participants
understand each other and prefer to maintain the progressivity of the talk. In
that sense, repair mechanism shows the ways how the participants design
their turns to maintain the mutual understanding and the continuation of the

talk.

In the next sub-section, a brief history of foreign language classroom research

will be given. Then, the application of CA in teacher fronted classroom
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interaction will be explained following Seedhouse’s (2004) pioneering book
“The Interactional Architecture of the Language Classroom: A Conversation

Analysis Perspective”.

3.4.1.2 Classroom Discourse and Applied Conversation Analysis

Although it was first used in sociology as a research method to explore
everyday interaction, CA is now being applied in many disciplines to explore
different contexts such as psychotherapy, classrooms, courtrooms, news
interviews (Sidnell& Stivers, 2013). With the advent of sociocultural theory
(Lantolf, 1996), language learning is seen as both social and cognitive work
and learning occurs as a result of interaction in social contexts (as cited in
Mitchell, Myles& Marsden, 2013). Firth and Wagner’s (1997) paper and
Markee’s (2005) work on CA-for-SLA introduced CA as a promising research

method enabling researchers to track classroom learning (Gardner, 2013).

Allwright & Bailey (1991) point out that classroom is a crucible in which
students bring their previous learning experiences, needs; teachers also bring
their experiences, methods and curriculum; however, the crucial point is how
these elements react and how this reaction or interaction affects learning.
There are planned aspects of the lesson such as method, syllabus and
atmosphere as input and in the classroom there is interaction that shapes this
input. Thus, the classroom interaction should be explored to better

understand the dynamics of learning.

By unearthing interactional architecture of L2 classrooms, Seedhouse (2004)
strongly advocated the employment of conversation analysis and

demonstrated the method’s superiority comparing it to discourse analysis.

Seedhouse (2004) acknowledges the DA’s triadic pattern (IRF) and its power
to explain the classroom interaction. However, in order to show discourse
analysis’s weakness, he analyses the same interaction between student and
teacher in a language class both with discourse analysis and conversation

analysis. The two different analyses show that discourse analysis misses “the
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dynamic, fluid, and locally managed on a turn-by-turn basis” characteristics of

interaction (p.62). Seedhouse (2004) asserts that

Now the CA of Extract 2.2 does not dispute that extract consists of
IRF/IRE cycles; the DA is certainly right to point this out. However, the
point which is missed in the DA approach is that IRF /IRE cycles
perform different interactional and pedagogical work according to the
context in which they are operating (p.63).

Thus, the main difference between these two approaches is while DA attempts
to fit the classroom discourse into a more standardized system, CA appreciates
and welcomes the richness and complexity of the classroom (Seedhouse,
2004). There are many studies in foreign language classroom interaction
(Nassaji & Wells, 2000; Hellerman, 2003; Lee, 2007; Waring, 2008, 2009;
Zemel& Koschmann, 2010; Kaanta, 2010) that acknowledge the IRF pattern in
the classroom interaction and use the conversation analysis to explore the
interaction between the triadic moves. Similarly, Sert (2011) in his PhD thesis,
employed micro analytic study of CIK (claims of insufficient knowledge) of
students in foreign language classrooms. He justified the use of CA as a

research methodology stating that:

Since CA is obsessed with details in talk, I was able to see how pauses,
stretching of sounds, pace of talk, intonation etc. could influence the
co-construction of insufficient knowledge. Besides, the close analysis
of visual aspects of talk like gaze directions, head movements, and
face gestures enabled me to further understand the micro-details of
the phenomenon being investigated. If I had used a Discourse Analytic
methodology, I would have to code turns that stand for certain
functions. This proves to be problematic in my research, since
multiple actions can be performed within a turn-in-talk, as will be
showed in the analysis chapter. (p.48)

In other words, the conversation analysis’s focus on details and especially
embodied interaction distinguish it from the Discourse Analysis. (Please see
the works of Kaanta, 2014; Sert, & Jacknick, 2015; Belhiah, 2013; Eskildsen &
Wagner, 2015).

The underlying idea of CA’s being a more appropriate tool for language

classrooms is the role of language both for subject matter and the medium of
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instruction in those classes. Seedhouse (2004) underlines the fact that “L2
teachers are doing very complex interactional work compared with “content”
teachers and compared with professionals in other institutional settings”
(p-66). In that sense, Seedhouse (2004) believes that CA is able to describe
language teachers’ work better and furthermore “portray the reflexive

relationship between pedagogy and interaction, whereas DA is not” (p.66).

3.4.1.3 Applying CA to investigate foreign language classrooms

This dissertation aims to unearth and portray sequential and pedagogical
organization of PT talk in EFL classroom in practicum experience. Although CA
as a research methodology put heavy emphasis on the emic perspective and
focus only on participants’ own orientations to the unfolding interaction to
reach micro-analytic descriptions, the analyst’s task becomes complicated if
she has broader aims to inform and improve practice. In this sense, at first the
main goal of the research is to describe PT-led teacher talk; however, when
the data analysis is complete and the broader picture emerges, it is
unavoidable for the researcher to have etic perspective and reach judgements

on especially missed teaching opportunities.
Missed teaching opportunities are marked when;

-PT s do not show any orientation towards learners’ questions, word

searches and CIKs and leave them unattended
-PTs echo students’ incorrect and inappropriate responses

-PTs initiate embedded repair as a response to incorrect answer but do not

mark it as repair

Within CA’s emic perspective, the first action can be justified and
operationalised as missed teaching opportunity on the part of teacher. Because
participants’ own orientations (asking questions, seeking for words and CIKs)

make response relevant in the next turn. As PTs do not orient and initiate
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second pair part as a response to the first pair part, those sequences lead to

missed teaching opportunities.

For the remaining two cases, that are Pts’ own actions to manage learner
contributions are considered and analysed as incompetent teacher actions
that lead to missed teaching opportunities by the researcher. The researcher
who have been assisting practicum courses for five years and observed all the
teachings of Pts made outsider judgements and claimed those instances were
missed teaching opportunities. To do that, broader institutional goals were

taken into consideration.

Along with the learners’ and teachers’ own orientations, the institutional goals
of language learning classrooms come into play in the analysis of the
interaction to improve and inform the future practice. Referring to Kitzinger’s
(2011) applied CA study on call-takers, Li (2013) suggested that it is necessary

for analysts to make outsider judgements.

That being said, Kitzinger conceded that in order to assist the call-
takers in addressing their communicative concerns, CA analysts
nevertheless needed to analyse the workers’ talk and make judgments
about effectiveness in communication. The criteria for such
judgments, according to Kitzinger, were determined by the goals of
the organizations for which the call-takers worked. She thus brought
to light the dilemma of having to strike a balance between the need to
stay within the theoretical and methodological confines of CA and the
need to stretch the boundary in order for CA to be usefully applied.
This was also the analytic quandary that I had to grapple with as |
identified, described, and analysed the multiple missed learning
opportunities in the excerpt. Nevertheless, [ believe that in order for
CA to be pedagogically useful, a little boundary stretching is necessary
(Li, 2013, pp: 86).

Hence, “the little boundary stretching” was employed in the data analysis and
interpretation to address the missed teaching opportunities as Li (2013)
suggested. Sometimes the students and the teachers themselves orient to
those momentary opportunities which can be perfectly documented within
the boundaries of CA framework. However, even the learners and teachers do

not mark it as an interactional trouble in their ongoing interaction and the
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progressivity of the lesson is maintained; obvious missed teaching

opportunities are oriented by the analyst and mentioned in the results.

3.4.1.4 Transcription, Building a Collection and Data Analysis

This subsection will explain the procedures of transcription of the data,

collection of the instances and analysis of the data.

For the conversation analysts, the transcription has a great role in the data
analysis. According to Hutchby and Wooffitt (1998); “transcription is
considered as the representation of the data; while the tape itself is viewed as
a reproduction of a determinate social event.” (p.74). Doing the transcription
is seen as a first step in the data analysis. To do that, repeated listening to the
recording by the analyst is required and the transcription is advised to be
done by the analysts which will help the analyst to locate the recurring
patterns and phenomena (Hutchby and Wooffitt; 1998). On the other hand, it
is acknowledged that the transcription cannot represent or capture all the
details of talk. There is no perfect transcription. In addition, the researcher’s
agenda is reflected in the transcription. (Hutchby and Wooffitt; 1998).”Each
transcription system has its own theoretical and methodological bias” (ten
Have, 2007, p.32). For conversation analysts, to represent sequential
unfolding of the interaction in line by line is critical. Thus, the transcription
system is designed to show turns of talk and contribution of each interlocutor
to the ongoing interaction. For this study, the video recordings were
transcribed using the transcription system developed by Gail Jefferson (2004)
which is commonly used in CA methodology (Hutchby and Wooffitt; 1998; ten
Have, 2007; Sert, 2015). (Please see the Appendix L for the transcription

conventions).

Hutchby and Wooffitt (1998) state that for a conversation analyst, there are
two major concerns in transcripts: reflection of “the dynamics of turn-taking
(beginnings and endings of a turn, overlaps, gaps and pauses)” and “the

characteristics of speech delivery (stress, enunciation, intonation and pitch)”.
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In recent years, the visual aspect of talk-in-interaction (gaze, gesture, posture)

is also reflected in the transcripts. (ten Have, 2007).

The rest of the section will present the data analysis procedure step by step.
As each pre-service teacher did their teachings, their recordings from two
different cameras were transferred to the computer and the DVDs in MPEG
format. After all the teachings finished in the mid-January, 2016; the videos
were uploaded to the software Transana. This software was designed to be
used by conversation analysts. One can upload two video files showing the
same class (e.g. two cameras positioned in different places to capture the
interaction), synchronise them so that one can see the front and back of the
class at the same time. On the same screen, one can write the transcript, view
the videos and hear the sound. In the transcription screen, one can use some
of the Jeffersonian symbols embedded (up, down arrows, degree signs). To
mark the silences, users can add time codes in the transcription which is
directly transferred to the video file. Thus, one can create video clips to build
the collection. (Please see ten Have, 2007 for more information). By the help of
those facilities the program offered, the researcher managed to save time and
energy to a certain extent in the long transcription process which took ten

months.

For each pre-service teacher, a new library was created and four teachings
were added to the library. After the transcriptions of all the videos of one pre-
service teacher were completed, the next library was created. At first, the
rough transcriptions were made. That is, the researcher started with initial
and less detailed transcription marking the beginnings and ends of each turn
of the participants as far as she could hear. She added time codes to spot each
participant’s turn. Since in each classroom there were at least 30 students, it
was difficult to identify each student’s turn at first compared to the teacher’s
turns. She sometimes asked her colleagues to listen to the recording to check
whether her hearing was right. She also used a noise cancelling headphone

while she was listening to the recordings which helped her to hear well. In the
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transcription process, she participated in three data sessions which were held
by Human (Hacettepe University Micro Analytic Network) to share her data
and discuss the transcription and analytic procedures. According to the

comments and suggestions, she made changes and improved the transcripts.

In the transcription process, she took extensive notes for each teaching of each
pre-service teacher. In this process, there was not a research question or a
specific sequence she was searching for. This was what conversation analysts
called “unmotivated looking” (ten Have, 2007). As it is stated above, the
transcription process was the first step of the analysis and the research
questions emerged after the completion of the basic transcriptions. Following
the suggestion of Pomerantz and Fehr (1997, as cited in ten Have, 2007); first,
the sequences were identified which the pre-service teachers initiated. The
beginnings and endings of the sequences were located. The sequences were

determined as Pomerantz and Fehr (1997) suggested:

For the start of a sequence, locate the turn in which one of the
participants initiated an action and/or topic that was taken up and
responded to by co participants. For the end of the sequence, follow
through the interaction until you locate the place in which the
participants were no longer specifically responding to the prior action
and /or topic. (...) When looking at (or for) sequence openings and
closings, treat them as product of negotiation. (Pomerantz & Fehr,
1997:71; as cited in ten Have, 2007, pp.122)

Thus, the teachers’ and students’ actions and orientations to those actions
were determining factor in locating the sequences. As a second step, the
actions were characterized asking the question “what is this participant doing
in this turn?” (ten Have, 2007; p. 123). The preliminary results showed that
the teacher-led classroom interaction data was entirely compatible with
Seedhouse’s (2004) the categorisation of contexts except for the task-based
context. In other words, the teacher led classroom data involved form and
accuracy, meaning and fluency and procedural contexts. Apparently, the pre-
service teacher classroom discourse operated on initiation- response- feedback

(IRF) pattern as other discourse analysis studies suggested. However, there
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were pre-insertions or post-expansions to that triadic pattern to manage the

organization of the talk.

After this step, the research question of this thesis emerged: the way the pre-
service teachers set their pedagogical focus in their first turn and maintain it
until their last turn in form and accuracy and meaning and fluency contexts. In
addition, procedural contexts were also analysed to show the way the pre-
service teachers’ handle students’ initiations and turn them into the triadic
pattern. As a result, for each context, IRF patterns with their pre and post
expansions were collected. The collections of sequences for each participant

were built and the researcher moved onto the next step.

The third step was consideration of the “packaging” of the actions, how the
participants produce their actions and design them according to their
recipients. The fourth step was to identify the timing of the turns and employ
the turn-by-turn analysis. This step involved the analysis of the sequences in
terms of turn taking, preference and repair organization. When analytically
significant, the multimodal actions (gaze, gestures) were added to the

transcription.

In the result chapter, representative cases will be provided to present the
organizational and pedagogical structure of teacher-led talk. The
representative extracts are coded as follows: (Extract FF 1: Pt1_5B_TT:
“George is going to the cinema with his friends”) FF means focus on form, , 1
stands for the number of the extract in the chapter, PT1 stands for the
participant pre-service teacher, 5B stands for the class in the school and the
reader can also understand the level of the school (secondary or high school),
TT stands for the third teaching of the pre-service teacher. Lastly, a significant
sentence or a word for the analysis was put in the quotation marks as a title

for the extract.

The method used in the analysis was called single case analysis referring to the

analysis of extended sequences of talk focusing on significant interactional
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details in the production of particular sequences. (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998).

Waring (2009) explains the single case analysis as follows:

In CA, analysts mainly work from a collection of instances to describe
“a single phenomenon or a single domain of phenomenon” (Schegloff,
1987, p. 101). There is also what has been referred to as the “single
case analysis” (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998), as epitomized in Harvey
Sack’s (1992) work. In single case analysis, “the resources of past
work on a range of phenomena and organizational domains in talk-in-
interaction are brought to bear on the analytic explication of a single
fragment of talk” (Schegloff, 1987, p. 101). The purpose of a single
case analysis, then, is not to discover a new practice, but to (a)
showcase CA’s analytical potency in illuminating the intricacies of a
single utterance, speech act, or episode (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998;
Schegloff, 1987, 1988); (b) develop a richer understanding of an
existing phenomenon within its extended local context (Macbeth,
1994; Maynard & Frankel, 2003; Raymond & Heritage, 2006); (c)
create a starting point from which collections of a candidate
phenomenon may be built (Hutchby & Wooffit, 1998); and (d)
uncover a particular aspect of interaction previously unnoticed by but
important for professionals working within a specific (institutional)
context (Maynard & Frankel, 2003; Mori, 2004; Schegloff, 1999).
(p-801).

In other words, the single case analysis does not focus on one specific
phenomenon in a classroom discourse such as I don’t know's (Sert, 2011) or
referring to past learning events (RPLE) (Can-Daskin, 2017). Instead, it
considers the talk as single case and aims to explore and describe the
strategies and conversational devices to accomplish it. This study attempts to
fulfil those purposes that Waring (2009) explained below by describing the
way pre-service teachers establish their pedagogical focus in their first turns
and maintain it until their last turns. Hence, it aims to shed light on the
existing concept of IRF and the way it is activated and expanded in the
practicum context. In addition, it attempts to uncover the pre-service teacher
talk in teacher-led classroom discourse which is a specific institutional context
so that one can have a richer understanding of this particular classroom

interaction.
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3.5 Validity and Reliability

Different research methodologies have different way of validating their
analysis and ensuring reliability of the research. The conversation analysis as
a social science research methodology has its own ways of ensuring the
credibility and integrity of the results; that is the validity. In Seedhouse’s
(2004) words; “do the data prove what the researcher says they prove, are
there alternative explanations?” (p.255). Hence, the data should reflect the

researcher’s claims.

CA takes its analytic power from consideration of the participant’s
perspective, which is the emic perspective. Namely, conversation analysts
claim that participants’ turns of talk show their actions and their orientations
in the ongoing interaction. Thus, the analysts can achieve internal validity
showing the sequential evidence of participants’ own orientations in the
unfolding talk. This is also called as next-turn proof procedure which refers to
the fact that the one interlocutor’s next turn can count as a proof of his /her
understanding of the previous turn of the other interlocutor. For instance, the
researcher named the teacher’s actions or interactional devices only when the
teacher and the students in the classroom oriented to those actions in the
same way. An information seeking question was spotted as an information-
seeking question only when the participants in the classroom took this

question as an information -seeking question and answered it in that way.

The best example reflecting the emic perspective of CA in classroom
interaction could be the micro-level language policy-in process (Amir and
Musk, 2013). In that CA study, researchers could only point out language
policing actions of teachers and students when they could bring out sequential
evidence in the unfolding interaction. This shows that the language policing is
not a static or fixed action, on the contrary, it is contingent and language policy
may change in the interaction depending on the orientations of the teacher
and students. Hence, one cannot claim that a particular foreign language class

is L2 only class or vice a versa. The naturally occurring interaction in a
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particular class should confirm the validity of this finding. This emic
perspective also is defined as relevancy of categorization by Schegloff (as cited
in Perdkyld, 1997). In studies of institutional setting, “there is the danger of
importing institutional context to data.” (Perakyld, 1997, p.213). For instance,
in the previous example, the presupposition that foreign language classes are
the places where the L2 only policy operates may be refuted with the naturally
occurring interaction. Thus, Perdkyld, (1997) asserts that inherent
organization of the talk may be better understood without referring to the
institutional context. In this study, the background information about the
schools and the practicum were only given to familiarise the readers with the
pre-service English language teachers’ practicum context in a state university
in Turkey. The data was not analysed considering the participants were the
mere practicing novices or the data was not analysed in the light of pre-
existing theories such as IRF pattern. Rather, line by line analysis was
undertaken to describe the teacher led organization of the talk. The final step
was to explain them with reference to the existing theories if they were

compatible with each other.

However, to inform pre-service teacher education and improve teaching
practice, as Kitzinger (2011) suggested the analyst’s outsider judgement
becomes relevant. (Please see the section on Applying CA to research foreign
language classrooms). In order to minimise the danger of importing
institutional context to data Perdkyld (1997) mentioned; the analyst always
considers the participants’ orientations first but her interpretation of the
emergent learning teaching opportunities are also pointed out in the

discussion.

Validity also refers to the generalisability of the findings beyond a specific
research context. (Seedhouse, 2004). Drawing on previous research on L1 and
L2 classroom discourse, Seedhouse (2004) claims that 5-10 lessons may
provide generalizable data for the researchers. However, he (2004) notes

down that “validity of a study is primarily related to the quality of the analysis
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rather than the size of the database.” (p. 88). Thus, in conversation analytic
framework, micro-analytic investigation of 16 pre-service teachers in 43
lessons in five different classrooms offers a large database. However, the
quality of the analysis will better ensure the generalisability of the findings. In
that sense, the detailed transcriptions and the micro-analysis of the teacher-
led classroom interaction in the light of the conversation analysis principles
will validate the results. In addition, reminding the small databases
conversation analysts collect in institutional settings, Perdkyla (1997) claims
that the analysis of each particular setting will tell the possible language use of
participants. The CA results will generalizable in the sense that they show the
possible interactional competence of a participant can have although the
analysis might not reflect same the interactional devices that the participants

use in different institutional settings.

Thus, 16 different pre-service teachers in 43 lessons provide a very
comprehensive data and the preliminary analysis shows that the in teacher led
classroom interaction, the pre-service teachers established the same sub-
contexts as Seedhouse (2004) suggested. The results are in parallel with the
previous studies undertaken in different L2 classrooms all over the world

which shows the generalisability of the findings.

Reliability refers to the degree to which the finding is independent of
accidental circumstances of the research. (Kirk and Miller, 1986; as cited in
Perakyla, 1997). Perakyla (1997) in his commonly cited chapter on reliability
and validity in CA, firstly acknowledges the value of tapes and the videos to
increase the reliability of the CA. Especially compared to the field notes of the
researcher in ethnography, the videos and tapes can be accessible to the
public or other researchers. However, he underscores the fact that video or
audio recordings of specific events may lead to loss of some aspects of social
interaction such as “medium-and long-span temporal processes, ambulatory
events and impact of texts and other non-conversational modalities of action”.

(p- 204). Below Perdkyla (1997)’s suggestions to increase the reliability of the
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CA research and the precautions taken to increase the current research’s

reliability will be explained.

Reminding that social organizations are organized in longer temporal spans,
such as management of chronically ill patients in a hospital, Perdkyla (1997)
claims that the longitudinal study design will be more reliable to describe the
organization of verbal interaction to manage the particular tasks in particular
settings. In this sense, this study is also a longitudinal study since the
practicum and the data collection went hand in hand and took three months.

When the practicum of the participants ended, the data collection ended too.

Ambulatory events referred to the people’s movements around the research
setting. They may regularly change their places so one stationary camera may
not capture all the details. In a classroom setting, it is impossible that the
teachers’ and the students’ actions can be captured by only one camera. Since
this study aims to explore teacher-fronted classroom discourse; there was one
camera that the researcher could control at the back of the classroom to
capture teacher talk and movement. The other camera was fixed and it was
put to record the whole class. Unfortunately, researcher could not use any
voice recorder to record the students’ talk or whispers among themselves
since the focus was on teacher talk. However, two cameras could help to
decipher the students’ talk among themselves most of the time. If not, then

that sequence was excluded from the analysis.

According to Perdkyla (1997), texts and other non-conversational modalities of
action refer to the documentary realities, most of the time, the texts. Thus, he
believes that the inclusion of those materials into analysis will increase the
reliability of the research. Hence, in this study, when the participants oriented
to the course books, handouts, smartboard or any material; those were
included in the appendix section and in the transcript as a comment of the

transcriber.
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These limitations refer to the covering the interaction in the particular setting
in maximum. To improve the reliability of the CA in its own field, selection of
what is recorded, how much to record, the technical quality of recordings and
the adequacy of the transcripts are the key aspects suggested by Perakyla
(1997). Below the way this dissertation addresses these aspects will be

presented.

As mentioned below, the data collection procedure went hand in hand with
the practicum process. Thus, the whole classes in which the pre-service
teachers (who agreed to be recorded) taught were recorded. Only one lesson
(Pt 1 and Pt 2’s first teachings) in the secondary school were excluded from
the database since it was all in Turkish. This large database also helped to spot
the same phenomena in different pre-service teachers’ teachings as well. The
large database was also important since the CA was a data driven research
methodology and the data itself guides the researcher to find a research

question.

The technical quality of the recordings is also critical issue in reliability of the
findings. The video cameras were high quality (Sony HDR-CX 360) and tripods
were used to support them to capture the details. The camera at the back was
controlled by the researcher so she could change the direction when she
needed to do so. The places the camera was positioned were determined by

the researcher and she was in the classroom during the recordings.

Finally, since the transcripts are the representation of the data, the quality of
the transcription is equally important to ensure the reliability of the analysis.
According to Perdkyla (1997), transcription is a skill and it takes training and
practice to produce reliable transcriptions. The researcher regularly attended
the data sessions held in HUMAN for three years. In data sessions, a group of
researchers and students work together on a piece of data and check the
reliability of the transcripts watching the raw video again and again. And then,

they could analyse the sequence and share their findings. Hence, the
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researcher could use these data sessions as a great opportunity to improve her

transcription skills.
3.6 Conclusion

This chapter reported on the methodology of the research. The conversation
analysis as a research method has distinctive ways of analysing the naturally
occurring interaction to explore human interaction and accomplishment of
actions through talk. Thus, using micro analytic tools, this study attempts to
explore the interactional organization of the pre-service teacher led classroom
interaction. It basically analyses the sequence openings and closings of the
pre-service teachers’ and their accomplishment of their pedagogical focus. The
analysis of institutional talk requires the information about the setting of the
research context to better understand the environment. Thus, having stated
the research questions of the study, the information about the setting and the
participants were given. The procedure to access to the research setting and

the data collection were explained step by step.

In the data analysis part, a brief introduction to the conversation analysis was
provided and its application into classroom interaction was explained. And
then the detailed procedure of the production of the transcripts were
demonstrated. The data analysis was illustrated with reference to the basic
principles of the conversation analysis. Finally, the reliability and validity

issues were addressed.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the analysis of the sequential and pedagogical
organization of the pre-service English teachers’ talk in teacher fronted
lessons executed under the supervision of their mentors and supervisors. The
main aim of this dissertation is to unearth the ways pre-service teachers
establish and maintain their pedagogical focus in classroom interaction. As a
first step, the emergent contexts in Pt-led EFL classroom interaction in
secondary and high schools will be identified. Adopting an emic and data
driven perspective, this study unearths in-between contexts as well. Rather
than rigid categories, the findings are presented in a continuum of contingent
pedagogical and interactional foci. After description of the emerging contexts,
Pts establishment and maintenance of the pedagogical foci will be explored as
it is stated in the next research question. In parallel with this aim, the
interactional and pedagogical resources to establish and maintain the
pedagogical focus and thereby learning opportunities generated will be

presented.

The contexts that emerged from Pt led EFL classroom interaction are focus on
form, focus on meaning and focus on fluency. These are also the general
headings of the result chapter. These contexts will be analysed with regards

to:

e Establishment and maintenance of the pedagogical focus ( setting the

pedagogical agenda, engaging learners )
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e Managing students contributions ( responding to learners’ initiations,
questions, learners’ claims of insufficient knowledge, learners’
responses)

o Teaching opportunities (Thorough managing students

contributions)

In the first section, micro —-analysis of establishment and maintenance of the
focus on form will be presented. It refers to a context in which participants
negotiate and appropriate the language structures and focus on the language
form. It also involves student initiations related to task and the language itself.
As a second section, focus on meaning in which participants discuss and
negotiate the meaning will be presented. Focus on meaning involves
negotiation of one word or a concept to reach a mutual agreement on the

meaning.

Finally, focus on fluency context involves the participants’ relatively longer
contributions pertaining to their personal lives and creating a similar

everyday conversation between the students and the teacher.

After describing the establishment and maintenance of the emerging contexts,
the interactional and pedagogical resources used by the pre-service teachers
will be analysed considering the emerging learning opportunities for each
context. The discussion of the results will be presented drawing on the recent

micro-analytic research on foreign language classrooms.
4.2 Focus on Form

This section will first describe the context focus on form. Next, the
interactional and pedagogical resources that Pts use to establish and maintain
their pedagogical focus in the teacher-led classroom interaction will be
explored through representative instances. After each extract, brief discussion
relating the findings to the recent literature will be presented. And then, the

Pts’ ways of managing students’ contributions to maintain the focus will be
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explored further. Lastly, a brief summary and discussion of focus on form will

be provided.

The focus on form manifests itself in the classroom interaction through a
strong orientation towards the language forms and correctness. In alignment
with the PTs’ momentary pedagogical focus, Pts initiate known-answer
questions and employ repairs to ensure accuracy. It is also clear that the
students also align themselves with the teacher’s momentary focus. However,
as the interaction unfolds, the participants’ focus may change and divert from
the focus on form. The diversions and the contingent nature of the classroom
discourse will be explored in detail and displayed through moment-by-
moment analysis of the segments. The name of the context is taken from
Seedhouse’s (2004) ground-breaking study on the interactional architecture of
classroom interaction. Hence, the focus on form context in this study and
Seedhouse’s (2004) form and accuracy context are similar. They both point

out the focus on form and accuracy of the language structures.

4.2.1 Establishment and Maintenance of the Pedagogical Focus

4.2.1.1 Maintaining the Focus

The first extract is taken from the Pt1’s final teaching executed in 5B in the
primary school. The students read a short text about the activities three
friends did at the weekend. Then Ptl drew a table on the board. In the first
column, she wrote the names of the three friends in each cell. In the first row,
she wrote the days (e.g. Saturday morning and Sunday evening). And then she
began to show at least two different pictures of the characters and requested
students to choose the relevant picture and say one activity the character was
doing at the weekend. Before the sequence below, students chose the first
picture (George is playing tennis on Saturday morning) and put the relevant
picture on the relevant place. The extract shows the interaction between PT1

(T) and Betiil (B) a student in the classroom who bid for the turn. Finally, Bilge
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(BG) participated in the interaction. (Please see the methodology chapter for

the title of the extracts pp.24).

Extract FF 1: Pt1_5B_TT: “George is going to the cinema with his friends “

1

2

10
11
12

13

14
15
16

17

T:

B:

LL:

LL:

ye::s what is he doing? after the tennis?
s6yliyim mi?
shall 1 say

yes you can say

+she looks for the photos of two different
activities, doesn’t look at the class
what is he doing okay?
+ shows two different pictures

((most of the students including Betil raise
their hands))
Betul?

((stands up))
george is: (0.2) yoTk saturdaTy

no

no:
+smiles

((unintelligible murmurs))
ON saturday (.) or:::?

(0.6)
>on saturday or< er:: >sey< go to the

cinema

>he is < (.) go to the cinema=
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18 T: = going
19 B: [goTing cinema
20 T: [to the cinema
21 T: with his ?
+ turns to the blackbord to stick the
relevant photo on the table

22 BG: °friends®=

23 T: =friends
24 T: ((sticks the photo in which George is at
25 the cinema with his friends on the board))

In the first line, the Ptl initiated a known answer question. As a response,
Betil asked for the turn in Turkish which shows her willingness to take the
turn and offer a candidate answer. Although the teacher accepted her request
to take the turn (3), she did not look at the class and she was choosing the
pictures to show the class. In line 4, she repeated her question demonstrating
the pictures this time. It is apparent that most of the students wanted to take
the turn to answer the question. The teacher gave the turn to Betiil (6)
successfully this time. In line 8, B began to say George’s weekend activity; then
she cut off her sentence, after two seconds of silence she initiated self-repair
and attempted to construct her sentence differently. However, in line 9, the
teacher gave direct negative evaluation and smiled at the class. Following this
mitigated negative evaluation, an unintelligible murmur rose among the
students (10). In line 11, the teacher uttered the preposition “on” with heavy
emphasis before saturday and then said “or” in a questioning tone to elicit the
right answer from the student. Thus, she both employed other initiated other
repair and implied that there was one alternative and preferred answer. In the
next turn, after 0.6 seconds of silence, Betil did not orient to the teacher’s

repair and elicitation move. She just echoed the teacher’s turn. It is obvious
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that she did not take teacher’s turn as a question since she just echoed her
utterance. In the same line, she uttered a correct answer according to text and
said “go to cinema” (13-14). After 0.6 seconds of silence, in line 16, the teacher
constructed Designedly Incomplete Utterance (hereafter DIU) (Koshik, 2002)
to open space for Betiil to complete the sentence which shows that Betiil’s
answer was not a preferred one. In line 18, Betiil merely parroted the DIU the
teacher offered in non-questioning tone, which may show that this is still not
an uptake for her. Then she repeated her previous answer (17). As a response,
in line 18, the teacher supplied the part of the correct answer by saying going.
In the next turn, Betil changed the form of her utterance and said “going
cinema”. At the same time, the teacher overlapped with Betiil and added one
more item to her previous repair phrase (20). However, it is not sequentially
evident that the student took up this repair. In line 21, the teacher added the
last phrase in the form of DIU to elicit the word “friends”. Then she turned her
back to the class and tried to stick the photo showing George at the cinema
with his friends. Bilge completed the DIU silently (22) and the teacher
confirmed her answer by repeating it while she was sticking the photo on the

board (lines 23, 24 and 25).

This long sequence shows a frequent example of the repair organization of the
teacher talk in the case of dispreffered answer from the student. The first five
lines show teacher’s preparation for the question and in the fourth line the
teacher initiated the known-answer question. Then, the teacher chose one
student among those who wanted to take the turn. After the turn-giving task
was accomplished, in line 8, the student gave the response. After the first
response, a long series of responses and re-initiations followed. In the first re-
initiation, the teacher gave explicit negative assessment which is the way the
teachers are claimed not to prefer that much. (Seedhouse, 1997, 2004).
However, Pt_1 gave direct negative feedback but tried to mitigate her turn
(Line 9) as evidenced by her smile. In line 11, she repaired Betiil’s turn and
initiated a correction as a follow-up move. (Lee, 2007) .This initiation move

resulted in learner’s utterance “go to the cinema” in the next turn (13-14). The
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teacher attempted to use DIUs (lines 16, 21) to navigate the discourse and
direct the student’s utterances. It is similar to the interactional resource Lee
(2007) put forward as “parsing”. She used DIU s to parse the sentence and
attempted to elicit the parts of the sentence. As a result, the students gave the
parts of the sentence rather than the full sentence “George is going to the
cinema with his friends.” In the final turn, she herself did not utter the full form
of the sentence. Rather she just stuck the photo on the board. Thus in the final
evaluation move, she used the blackboard but on the board there was only a
photo of George at the cinema with his friends. This may make the meaning
accessible to the learners in the class; however, Betiil and the rest of the class

did not hear the full form of the sentence.

The micro analysis points out that the pre-service teachers establish their
focus on form with a known-answer question (Mehan, 1979). When the
students provide dispreffered answers, the PTs may give direct negative
evaluation to the students and use DIU’s as next turn repair initiators in the
form and accuracy context to elicit the preferred responses. The use of DIUs
helps the teachers to parse the sentence and elicit the preferred answers
phrase by phrase. When they use DIUs, they automatically give the part of the
correct answer as well. (Lines 20 and 25). The use of DIUs, and supplying the
part of the correct answer help the teacher to negotiate and appropriate the
form maintaining her pedagogical focus. Supporting CA for SLA, He (2004)
claims that DIUs have the power of scaffolding learners and with the help of
them “the teacher is able to create and present an opportunity for the students
to partake in the formulation of the learning material, thereby assigning some
authorship (and thus ownership) to the students” (He, 2004, p. 578). Walsh’s
(2006) Classroom Interactional Competence framework describes a
competent teacher who shapes learner contributions by “helping learners to
say what they mean by using the most appropriate language to do so.” (p.9).
Thus, it could be claimed that use of DIUs maintain students’ participation,

engage them and help them to practice the language.
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On the other hand, Netz (2016) claims that use of DIUs may facilitate the
participation of the students at first glance but it may be a superficial one
which may not lead to internalisation and learning in the end. Netz (2016)
presents that the contributions of the learners elicited through DIUs are
mostly one —-word and extensive use of them may inhibit student engagement
especially when DIUs are not transparent for the learners. In the extract
above, for the student B, the DIUs are not transparent. That is, she could not
take them up (line 17) and build her sentence in the first place. She just merely
repeated them which may imply that she did not internalise the structure. In

the end she did not provide the full sentence as well.

Thus, although use of DIUs and supplying the part of the answer are the
resources the PTs use to shape learner contributions in Walsh’s terms (2006)
and navigate the discourse, it is not sequentially evident that it leads to an

immediate uptake on the part of the learners.

As it is seen in the extract, the last turn of the teacher which closed the
sequence was only on content and the meaning of the text and it was not an
oral evaluation. The candidate teacher used the board to close the sequence.
Considering the final closing turn as a feedback and learning opportunity for
the class, it is interesting to see the use of board in the final turn. The third
turn was considered as a multifunctional turn performing many actions in
classroom interaction (Hall, 2000; Nassaji & Wells, 2000; Walsh, 2002;
Hellerman, 2003; Lee, 2007; Park, 2014) and it may create learning
opportunities or hinder them (Seedhouse, 1996; Walsh, 2002; Waring, 2008).
Drawing on Walsh’s classroom interactional competence framework, Can-
Daskin (2015) found out the use of board is a way to shape learner
contributions in an English preparatory school in a Turkish state university.
This is also parallel with Schwab’s (2011) conceptualisation of the language
classes which shows that the classroom interaction is a multilogue rather than
a dialogue between a teacher and specific student. The participants in the

classroom always address more than one person in the class, the other
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members of the class who are listeners or bystanders are also the addressees
even they are not involved in the interaction. In this sense, the board is an
important resource to address the members of the classroom who are not

involved in the ongoing interaction.

However, in Can-Daskin (2015) data, the teachers use the board in accompany
to their talk. Since the teachers addressed the whole class they wanted to
make sure that the whole class saw the spelling of the word since the focus
was on form. Thus, besides their explanation and elaboration, they used the
board to make the target language form visible to the whole class. In PT’s
teachings the data reveal that they used the board in the closing turn without
any elaboration. Thus, it is sequentially evident that the students did not hear

the full sentence; they were only provided with the written form on the board.

This representative extract from young learner class showed that when PTs
focus on form, they initiate a known-answer question. To elicit preferred
responses from learners, they employ next turn repair initiators in the form of
DIUs. The use of DIUs help teacher to parse the sentences and could be an
interactional and pedagogical resource. However, in the last turn, PTs prefer
to revoice students’ previous turn without any elaboration. In cooperation
with revoicing, the board is used in the third turn in IRF sequence. To sum up,
use of DIUs and the board are the resources to maintain focus on form;
however, in the last turn PTs echo the students’ incomplete responses and do
not make effective use of the last turn and provide the full sentence. This gives
the impression that the last turn is not fully made use of, teaching opportunity

is missed.

Similar to the young learners’ classroom, in the high school, the DIUs are
employed to maintain the form and accuracy context. In the next episode, Pt11
was explaining the meaning of the preposition “through” in the high school,
Prep K. In the course book, there was the list of prepositions of movement

such as up, out of, under, through (pleas see Appendix E) Drawing on embodied
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resources, she explained the prepositions one by one. The last item on the list

was go through.

Extract FF 2: Pt11_Prep K_FT_"go through”
1 T: and then through (1.2)

+ finds a box and shows a box to

class
2 for example think of this as a tunnel
3 (0.4) do you know what a tunnel is?
4 sl: tunel
5 T: yes tlinel (1.5)I am here with my car and I
6

+shows the box*!
7 wanna go (0.5)here do you know what do I
+shows the box*?

8 do with my car?
9 (1.2)

10 sl: err

11 T: [to come here?]
12 sl: [your car] goes toT (1.5) err
13 through (.) through®

14 T: like
15 s2: I (.) go °I go°

16 T: close
17 s2 °through®

18 T: again I use to (0.7)I have to use a verbT
19 (1.7) yes I go?

20 sl: yes I go through (.) to

21 T: close enough (0.6) I go through?

22 sl: the tinel
23 T: yes (.) I go through the?
24 sl: tinel
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25 T: Ttunnel (.)so what is through?

26 (1.8)

277 I go through the?

28 sl: tinel

29 T: so what is 1t?(0.7)in turkish? (1l)what is

30 <I go through?>

31 LL: icinden gecmek
32 T: okay

In the first line, PT 11 signalled the next item on the list and after 1.2 seconds
of thinking time, she showed a small rectangular shaped box to the class. She
found the box on the table and showed it to the class spontaneously and
requested students to suppose that was a tunnel. After a brief silence, she
initiated an insert expansion to the sequence and check whether they knew
the word “tunnel”. As a response to this knowledge check question, sl
provided the Turkish equivalence of the word tiinel , which is the cognate of
tunnel in English. PT11 acknowledged and repeated this contribution to
announce it to the class. Then she showed the box to the class again and
pointed out the entrance and (*1) and exit (*2) of the imagined tunnel (5-7)
asked her action in that context. It is clear that the Pt11 established a meaning
context to visualise the preposition of the movement “through”. In line 10,
after 1,2 seconds of silence, s1 uttered a hesitation marker implying she could
take the turn. In the next line PT 11 overlapped with her and continued to ask
her question. At the same time, s1 began her turn and in alignment with the
teacher’s set up context she designed her turn (12-13). She first uttered goes
to in rising intonation then she stopped for 1,5 seconds. It was a relatively long
pause but everybody in the class oriented to this silence as intra turn silence
due to the rising intonation pattern which implies that the speaker holds the
turn. After a slight hesitation, S1 provided the preposition through twice (12-
13). PT 11 acknowledged this contribution and said like (14) which

functioned as a next turn repair initiator for the class members. This repair
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initiator is multifunctional in the sense that it both signals the answer is not a
preferred answer but it has a potential to be a preferred one. This repair
initiation also signifies that the teacher was looking for a full answer which
shows a momentary departure from meaning context and evolving into a
different one: focus on form. This claim is proven in the next turns (15-16-17)
considering the PT 11’s orientations towards the students’ contributions. S2
self selected herself and provided an answer (15). As a response, the Pt11
initiated repair similar to the one in line 14. In line 17, s2 continued his
utterance provided the preposition but in a very quiet tone. It is highly
probable that Pt11 did not hear this contribution since she initiated another
repair and provided an explanation which also functioned as a repair initiator
(Seedhouse, 2004). After 1, 7 seconds of a long collective silence in the
classroom, she provided DIU this time (19). S1 self-selected herself and gave
an answer (20). However, it was not the preferred one for the teacher. After
one more attempt to initiate repair (21), s1 gave the preferred answer (22)
which was oriented by the teacher’s EPA. In line 23, the teacher repeated her
question designed in the form of DIU and received the same answer (24). In
the next line, Pt11 asked another question which was followed by a long
collective silence (25- 26). And then, she provided DIU and s1 gave the word in
Turkish this time. In line 29, the teacher initiated the same question again and
asked the meaning. After 0, 7 seconds of silence, she repaired her own
question and requested the meaning of the sentence in Turkish. This time, the
whole classroom gave the answer in chorus. Finally, Pt11 said okay to end the

sequence.

This sequence shows Pt11’s attempt to combine meaning and form of a
preposition “through”. It was evident that by means of demonstration and
embodied resources she first conveyed the meaning of the preposition, then
employing DIUs and providing metalinguistic explanation she wanted to elicit
the form. The use of gestures in explaining vocabulary (van Compernolle &
Smotrova, 2017); gesture and talk combination in learning new prepositions

(Eskildsen & Wagner, 2015) are frequently studied in recent literature and
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found to be useful in many respects. Similarly, in this study, PTs use of
gestures help them to maintain their pedagogical focus and facilitate their
teaching practice. DIUs are pedagogical and interactional tools to navigate
discourse and help learners to self-repair. In the last turn, L1 is used to check

understanding of the class members and then PT is able to end the sequence.

Extract 3 demonstrates an example of focus on form along with a mode shift
sequence (Walsh, 2006). The Pt4 in Prep B in her first teaching constructed a
meaning context and initiated this question “I want you to play a guessing
game” and wanted students to close their eyes and think about their mothers
to guess about their current activities and actions. The language focus was
present continuous tense. Since the teacher asked them an information
seeking question, it can be claimed that the teacher candidate constructed a
meaning context. The extract presents the question - answer sequence

between the Pt4 and S3.

Extract FF 3: Pt4_Prep B_ FT: “my father is looking for a restaurant”

1 T: an®d?
2 (0.8)
3 S3: my mum err (0.9)my father is looking for a
4 restaurant to the eat (.) my father is
5 lookinging
6 (0.6)
7 T: why he is (0.4) why is he looking for?
8 S3: because he is hungry
9 (0.2)
10 T in a full sentence
+ opens her two hands to show the beginning
11 and end of a full sentence

12 S3: err (0.8) my father is looking for a
13 restaurant to the eat

14 T: to eat something
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15 S3: to eat something

16 (0.4)

17 T: because?

18 S3: because he is hungry
19 (1)

20 ((s25 raises her hand))

21 T: you please?

The third extract starts after one of the student’s answer. In line 1, Pt4 invited
other students from the class to answer. After 0.8 seconds of silence; S3
wanted to take the turn and started to talk about her father’s current action.
Although the candidate teacher wanted students to talk about their mothers,
this student talked about her father which demonstrated that the context is
not as strict as focus on form. Between lines 3 and 5 the student gave the
answer. It is evident that the student was practicing the present continuous
tense and playing with the language. Following her response, the teacher
initiated another information seeking question which performs as next turn
repair initiator. She did not orient to the incorrect part of the answer which
matched the pedagogical agenda of the context. In line 8, S3 oriented to the
teacher’s repair initiation. In line 10, Pt4 initiated another next turn repair
initiator and uttered “in a full sentence”. In addition, she used her two hands
to visualise the beginning and end of a sentence and she opened them wide
and facing each other so that its length indicated a full sentence. This repair
initiator altered the mode and indicated that the momentary pedagogical focus
of the teacher was on form. “In a Full sentence” expression was used by most
of the candidate teachers to move into the form and accuracy context. In
addition, Pt 4 used her hands to demonstrate the sentence along with this next
turn repair initiator. The student oriented to this mode shift and constructed a
full sentence. In line 14, the teacher directly repaired the student’s
problematic part of the sentence this time. This was also the clear indicator of

the mode shift. In line 15, s3 echoed the teacher’s response. After 0.4 seconds
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of silence, the teacher initiated further repair by a DIU. It seems as if it is an
information seeking question which the interaction back to the meaning and
fluency context. However, it still reflects the PT 4’s focus on elicitation of a full
sentence. In line 18, the student gave a response and without any comment

the teacher gave the turn to the other voluntary student to elicit her answer.

Although the teacher candidate initiated a mode shift and wanted the student
to construct a full sentence, she herself as a teacher did not echo the full
sentence and gave feedback only on the incorrect part. Without any
elaboration, she moved back to the main mode. In this sense, the extract 3
only reflects Initiation- Response and re-initiation moves without any
assessment or feedback. It seems that one second of silence (19) is oriented as
a positive assessment by the learners so that the student s25 bid for the turn.
This extract demonstrates quick decision making of PT and her way of
responding to students’ needs as Waring (2016) suggests “teachers should be
responsible to the moment”. Her request for full sentence which alters the
context helps the learner to self-repair addressing the simultaneity of the
moment. The follow-up questions maintain the pedagogical focus and keep the
learner on track. Similar to the previous extracts, the missing case of the last
turn is evident here. PTs passing the E move ( in IRE- Initiation, Response,
Evaluation) and moving on to the next speaker is the only evidence for

learners that their answer is preferred.

The next extract comes from PT 14’s first teaching in Prep K in the high school.
Pt 14 initiated a task in which students worked in a group of four. The purpose
of the task was to let students to practice should / should not structure. Thus,
this extract is presented in focus on form section. Each group was given a
problem such as “my roommate in dormitory is noisy. I cannot study. What
should I do?” (This problem was assigned to group 3 and the extract below
demonstrates group 3’s interaction). After the group members read the
problem, each of them was required to write a piece of advice using the

structure should individually. The class learnt this structure just before this
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lesson. And then each member read her/his advice aloud. Each member
should write a different sentence in the group. If they wrote the same sentence
or a similar sentence, they were told that they would lose points. That was the
only rule the teacher specified. Other students in the class were told to listen
to the sentences the group members produce in order to check the violation of

the rule.

Extract FF 4: Pt14 _Prep K_FT_ “talk your friend”

1 T: err time is up T(1) are you ready?
2 sl3: yes

3 T: your answer please?

4 s1l3: vyou should talk your friend

5 T >you should talk your frie::nd <

6 sl4d: you should don’t care

7 T: you should (.) not don’t care you
8 shouldn’t care

9 s20: vyanlis soyledi

she said it incorrectly

10 T: huh huh but I can accept it
11 sl15: err <you should change your room(.)mate>
12 T: >you should change your roommate<

13 slo: you should go to the other room
14 T: >you should go to the other room< you

15 got four points

As it is stated above the group was the third group; so the teacher did not
repeat the instruction. Instead she just warned the group members about the
time limit and checked whether they were ready to read their sentences. In
line 4, s13 read her sentence and the teacher re-echoed the sentence quickly.
The second member of the group, s14 read her sentence (6). In the next line,
the teacher (Pt14) repeated the first part of the sentence, after a micropause

she initiated other initiated repair and uttered the sentence in an appropriate
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grammatical form emphasising the word shouldn’t. (8) In the following line,
referring to s14’s dispreffered answer (6), s20 from the other group voiced the
ungrammaticality of the sentence to imply that the group must lose a point.
The teacher oriented to his concern and said that she would accept the
answer. In the following lines, the teacher re-echoed the students’ answers as
they read them quickly. Finally, she said they got four points as a final closing

turn.

The activity - the task as work plan (Seedhouse, 2004, p. 93) was designed to
let students practice the structure should. At first glance, the pedagogical focus
could have been identified as form. However, the candidate teacher did not set
a rule for students to produce grammatical sentences in the instruction. Thus,
task-in process (Seedhouse, 2004, p.93) was shaped to practice meaning at
first. She wanted students to produce sentences to give advice to the people
having problems. However, she employed other initiated other repair (7-8) to
correct s14’s sentence, which shows the rapid change regarding pedagogical
focus. The other initiated other repair is the clear indication of the focus on
form. However, when a student pointed out the ungrammaticality of the
sentence, PT 14 did not orient to his concern and gave one point for the
incorrect answer. This proves that the PT 14 attempted to combine meaning
and form at the same time (Seedhouse, 1997). The task in process led to focus
on form and meaning at the same time. In addition, in line 4, s13’s sentence
lacks a preposition to (talk to someone). PT 14 did not orient to this
grammatical mistake and echoed s13’s utterance without any repair attempt.
It is not sequentially clear whether the teacher passed up the repair to
maintain the progressivity of the task or she herself did not notice the s13’s

mistake.

In the first group, one of the students also read his sentence you should talk to
your friend to give advice to somebody witnessing his friend’s cheating on the
exam. In that group, PT 14 echoed this response as well. Thus, in the same

task, PT 14 provided Explicit Positive Assessment (Waring, 2009) (hereafter
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EPA) to both grammatical and ungrammatical sentence by repeating students’
answers in a flat tone of voice. Park (2014) displays the roles of third turn
repeats in different contexts in language classrooms. While in meaning and
fluency contexts, repetition may function as a clarification request and help
learners to elaborate on and extend their answers; in the form and accuracy
contexts repeats function as the confirmation of the students’ contribution and
do not make any post-expansions relevant on the part of the student. As a
result, teacher repetition functions as an assessment and gives the message
that the answer is preferred and accepted. Thus, supporting Park’s (2014)
findings, the results show that the PTs’ repetition in the third turn in form and
accuracy contexts produce the triadic dialogue (IRE) and marking the third

turn as a final evaluation move.

In conversation analytic framework, since the progressivity of the talk is
maintained and the focus on form and accuracy is established through
teacher’s repair; teacher talk serves well to the purpose. Also it may be
claimed that since the PTs’ momentary agenda was to practice should and
should not, it was on purpose not to repair s13’s utterance. Still, the presence
of the repair on form in lines 7-8 and students’ task to monitor the group
member’s utterance give the evidence that the momentary focus is on form. In
this sequence, PTs use of echo is evident to maintain the focus and give

positive assessment in the last turn.

The existing literature do not support use of EPA or repetitions, even some
present sequential evidence that they prevent emerging learning
opportunities (Waring, 2008; Park, 2014). Waring (2008) showed that EPAs
may prevent students asking further questions, Park (2014) demonstrated
that revoicings in form and accuracy context do not lead to learning. It is clear
that as PTs are providers of input in classroom interaction, learners mostly
rely on teachers in this sense. Hence, design of the turns if they limited or

mere echoes of previous turns naturally limit the teaching space.
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4.2.1.1.1.Summary of Maintaining Focus in Focus on Form

Focus on form manifests itself in the unfolding classroom interaction with a
known-answer question. To maintain the focus, next turn repair initiators are
enacted in IRF sequence. One of the next turn repair initiator is DIU. To keep
learners engaged and help learners to self-repair, DIUs are extensively used.
They also navigate and parse the discourse and sentences (Extracts 1, 2 and
3). While maintaining learners’ participation and help teachers to elicit partial
answers from learners; their pedagogical value is controversial. They may lead

to mere parroting on part of learners as seen in Extract 1.

Secondly, as a next turn repair initiator, request for full sentence is used.
Request for full sentence is the mostly employed teacher initiated self repair
action which clearly convey focus of the teacher to the class and help learners
to self- repair (Extract 3). It is clear that the inter-subjectivity between PTs
and learner s is achieved and learners repair their previous utterance to
produce complete sentences. This interactional resource will be further
exemplified in next section. Finally, in extract 2, metalinguistic explanation is

provided as a clue to let the learner reformulate his sentence.

In addition to next turn repair initiators which create space for learners to
self-repair, PTs use other initiated other repair (OIORs) on form which is the
clear evidence of the pedagogical focus (Extracts 1, 2, 3 and 4). PTs mostly
provide part of the preferred sentence in those cases (Extract 1, 2 and 3). In
the last example (Extract 4: talk your friend), PT provided direct negative

evaluation and produced the full sentence herself.

These next turn repair initiators, or OIORs are the follow ups PTs use to
navigate the discourse. In Evaluation turns, they do not provide the full
sentence or even produce oral utterance. They use the board (Extract 1) to
make meaning clear and complete the task. In some cases, (Extract 3 and 4),
instead of the third turn, PTs select or participants self-select themselves to

take the next turn to answer the same question orienting to the silence. Use of
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EPAs and Teacher Echo is prevalent. In extract 2, Pt 11 provided EPA and the

in the final extract, Pt 14 repeated the answers.

This sub-section presented a brief summary of maintaining focus on form. The
next sub-section will present the managing students’ contributions while focus
is on form. In the end of focus on form section, a comprehensive discussion of

focus on form will be provided.

4.2.1.2 Managing Students’ Questions

In form and accuracy contexts, the students initiated task related or language
related questions. This subsection will present those moments when the
students take initiative and voice their questions. Those moments are
significant and teachable moments since they show genuine interest and

attention on the language form on the part of the student.

The first representative example of a student initiation related to the task. It
comes from Pt 9’s teaching in the high school in Prep D. Pt 9 was following the
course book to do the listening and the speaking activity (please see Appendix
F) The learners were expected to listen to the explanations about the public
services and name the public service explained. On the left side of the page,
there were eight incomplete sentences like “deposit or withdraw some money?”
on the right side, the name and the picture of the public services were
provided to the learners. The instruction in the course book was this: “listen
and say: in which place can we?” There was one example available to the
learners written in different colour: We can deposit or withdraw some money
at a bank. Extract 2 demonstrates the interaction sequence between a student

(S1) and the Pt 9 (T).

Extract FF 5: Pt9_Prep D_FT: I want you to match these sentences with places

1 T: now (0.6) you have these sentences here and I
want
2 you to match these sentences with the places
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o J o U0 bW

10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

sl:

sl:

sl:

sl:

(5.2)
we can start with the post office

(0.9)
+ raises her hand
yeah
bi sey de sorucam 6nce clUmleyi mi sdyliyoruz?
I will ask something () will we say the sentence
yoksa oOnce seyi mi soyliyoruz °?

or the thing first?

we are gonna match them (0.8) doesn’t matter
ha tamam
ohh okay

(1.1)
deposit or withdraw some money (.)bank1
not I want you to use it in full sentence (0.6)
like err <we can borrow return books at a
library >

(2.4)
you can use it with can

(1.5)
we can deposit or withdraw some money]

(1.1)
at?
at bank

yes

PT 9 signalled the emerging instruction sequence with a discourse marker

“now” (1). Although the course book did not provide full sentences and the

activity was kind of matching and completion activity; she designed her turn

as if the activity was a mere matching activity. After her first initiation, she

waited for 5.2 seconds for students to finish the task (3). Then, she signalled

that it was time to start the activity and guided learners to start with the post
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office ignoring the fact that the post office was the sixth item in the list (4). In
the next line, s1 raised her hand to take the turn. The Pt9 gave the turn to her.
In line 8, the student first initiated pre-positioned meta-statement (Linell et al,
2003 as cited in Duran, 2017) and asked a question about the task in Turkish.
This initiation type matches the B type in Waring’s (2011) typology. The
student raised her hand to take the turn (6), however, her turn did not start a
new sequence, and it was designed as a pre-expansion (Schegloff, 2007) to her
response turn. It is apparent that she did not understand the task and did not
know what to say first. Following this question, the teacher underlined the fact
that it was a matching task (10). In line 11, the student uttered an
acknowledgement token ah tamam (oh okay) first. Ignoring the teacher’s
instruction (line 4, we can start with the post office) she followed the order in
the book and matched the bank and its explanation (13). Immediately, the
teacher gave an explicit negative assessment and designed her turn as next
turn repair initiator. She first said “ I want you to use it in full sentence” and
emphasised the pedagogical agenda of the moment. Then, she provided an
example sentence slowly to make it accessible to the learners. After 2.4
seconds of silence, she provided the language structure as well (18). After 1,5
seconds of long silence, s1 offered her candidate answer. Then 1, 1 seconds of
silence followed and Pt9 initiated a kind of DIU “at” to elicit the rest of the
sentence which worked perfectly as s1 gave the preferred answer in the

following line (23). In the third turn, Pt9 gave an EPA and closed the sequence.

The information related to instruction in the lines 14-19 was new to the
learners and S1 dispreffered answer (13) actually guided the Pt 9 to repair
herself and redesign her instruction. In other words, the student’s dispreffered
answer helped the candidate teacher reformulate her instruction. It is
apparent that there was a mismatch between instruction in the course book
and the instruction of the teacher. That mismatch resulted in the student’s
opening up a pre-expansion before her answer (8) and giving an answer (13)

which was dispreffered by the teacher (14).
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Literature on pre-service teacher talk shows that giving clear instructions is a
challenging task for Pts and it takes time to develop (Hosoda & Aline, 2010). If
the instruction is understood by learners, the tasks can be completed
smoothly without further insert expansions. If not, then students who take
initiative mark the trouble source and initiate repair for Pt self-repair as in
Extract 5. Thus, it could be claimed that Classroom Interactional Competence
is not only needed for teachers, but students also need it to manage
interaction for their emerging instructional needs. Language learners who are
active agents in their learning process should be competent to manage the
interaction by taking initiatives, asking questions and let the teacher know

that instruction is not clear.

In this exhibit, the participants negotiated both the task and the form. The PTs
used request for full sentence to make clear her pedagogical focus and initiate
repair. She also employed DIU to elicit the preferred answer. In the third turn,
Pt gave an EPA saying yes and closed the sequence. Similar to the extracts
presented above, in this extract the closing turn was designed as an EPA. The
complete sentence was not provided. It is clear that there is a strong tendency
towards the progressivity of the activity, so Pt 9 moved to the next item on the

list.

The students sometimes have questions related to the language form which
show their clear focus on the language structures. The following exhibits

below demonstrate a language related question initiated by the student.

This example was taken from Pt2’s teaching in the primary school in 5-B. She
showed pictures of people in pain to the class one by one to teach the names of
the illnesses. The students were expected to say the name of the illness in a
sentence such as he has got a headache. She initiated the sequence with the
help of the material and asked the name of the illness. This sequence involves
the Pt2 (T) and five students (S1, S2, S3, S4 and S5). This example is an

example for questions related to language forms.
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Extract FF 6: Pt2_5B_TT_"why does it take the”

1

o U1 b W

10
11
12
13
14

15

16

17

18

19
20

T:

sl:

S2:

S3:
S4:

S5:

S5

T:

T:

tlets look at this picture
+shows the picture to the class
grip olmus ingilizcesini de soOyliyim mi?
he has the flu shall I say it in English?
this is my illnesses this is my illnesses as
you seet
(( sticks the picture on the board))
ingilizcesi nasil?
how do we say it in English?
fli
hayir f1lii degil ki
no it is not f1i
what is it ? please read it?
+shows the word
flu ((in chorus))
he has got ?
flu
(( sticks the word flu on the board))
°a flu ? (.) the flu®
+starts to write the full sentence looking at
the board
a mi1 the mi?
a or the?
the flu
+continues writing the sentence on the board
niye buna the geldi?
why does it take the?
((T has just finished writing the sentence
he has got the flu ))
errr (1.1) this this is the (0.6) the flu(2.2)

+ looks at the class
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21 lets look at this picture?

In line 2, S1 made it clear that she knew the name of the illness and could say it
in English. However, she designed her turn in the form of pre-positioned Meta
statement (Duran, 2017) in Turkish. In line 3, the Pt2 did not orient to her
bidding for the turn and she continued to give hints about the answer. In the
beginning of the lesson, she expressed that she had a cold. In addition, the
teacher uttered the word illness in the plural form which could be considered
as incorrect input for the students. After she stuck the picture on the board,
the class had a discussion about the word flu which ended with teacher’s
demonstration of the written form of the word. (9). In chorus, the students
oriented to the teacher’s initiation and read the word card. In line 11, the
teacher initiated a DIU to elicit the target word “flu” again. When she turned to
the board to stick the word under the picture, she first said “a flu” in a
questioning tone then “the flu” in a soft and quiet tone. It could be claimed that
the teacher was not sure about the article to use before the word fIu. Since she
uttered “the flu” in non- questioning tone in line 14 and started to write the
sentence on the board, she might have decided that the flu was correct. While
she was writing the sentence, s5 initiated a knowledge question “a mi the m1”
-“a or the” ? in Turkish (15). This was a post-expansion to the teacher’s
closing turn since she was going to close the sequence by writing the full
sentence on the board. This question design referred to the uncertainty of the
teacher in the previous line (line 14). The Pt2 gave the answer in the following
turn emphasising the “the” (16). When she finished writing and turned back
to the students, s5 initiated another knowledge question in Turkish again
which was another post-expansion: “niye buna the geldi? (why does it take
“the””. She designed her question in the content (wh-) form (Hayano, 2013),
which demonstrated that she was expecting an explanation from the teacher.
This wh- question type is called as challenge questions by Koshik (2003). At
that moment, the full sentence, he has got the flu, was on the board and

available to the whole class. In line 20, as an answer to s5’ content question,
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she first uttered hesitation marker “errr” then re-echoed her turn and said
“this is the - the flu” without an explanation. It could be claimed that this turn
may not be a preferred answer for s5 since she designed her question in the
content (wh-) form. The teacher closed this sequence with an introduction of a
new picture and moved onto a new target word (illness). In other words, the
teacher candidate did not orient to the students’ post-expansion and closed
the turn.

Pt2, in this sequence, provided the answer (line 18) when a student initiated a
question. When faced with a second question, she ignored it and closed the
sequence which was a strategy used by the teachers as suggested by Watts et
all (1997 as cited in Duran, 2017). These were the two resources the candidate
teachers use according to the data: provide the answer immediately and ignore
the question.

It is clear that Pt2 was uncertain about the answer of the question. Thus, she
preferred to continue the lesson without any explanation at the expense of
emerging teaching opportunity. This is one of the prevalent characteristic of
PT talk in teacher-led EFL classroom. They mostly prefer the progressivity,
provide short EPAs or echo of students’ previous turns and move into the next
activity. It is argued that these strong preference for progressivity kill the

emerging teaching opportunities.

Since CA for SLA approach operationalises learning as a socially observable
practice which can be documented through the participants’ orientations, to
document learning it is indispensable to display the participants’ orientations

to it. As Eskildsen and Majlesi (2018) put forward:

Thus, learning is traced, in situ and in vivo, as participants’ displays of
the recognition of, and orientations to, something as learnable
through some “observable-reportable methods” (Garfinkel & Sacks,
1986, p. 183; Garfinkel, 1967, passim), which are inherently indexical

and accountable practices. (p. 6).
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In other words, the participants in the interaction mark something learnable
or teachable ( Eskildsen & Maijlesi, 2018) through their interactional moves
such as initiation repairs (confirmation checks, clarification requests), co-
constructed word searches. In this sense, the teachable or learnable or
learning opportunity should manifest itself in the unfolding interaction. Le
(2013) discusses the CA’s emic data driven perspective and the missed

learning opportunity which may be claimed as “an analyst imposed category” :

By definition, a missed opportunity is an opportunity that does not
materialize or one that arises but is not acted upon, and therefore it is
in principle something that the participants cannot possibly orient to
as relevant in the interaction. Indeed, the teacher and the students in
this excerpt might not have realized that they had let some learning

opportunities slip by (Le, 2013, pp. 85).

In Le’s (2013) documentation of the Chinese as a foreign language classroom,
one student’s post expansion is discussed as a potential opportunity to teach
on the part of the teacher. However, since the teacher did not orient to that
post expansion for various reasons, she missed that opportunity. Thus, in this
dissertation, the learning opportunity is operationalised as the participants’
repair initiations such as clarification requests, word searches, or questions. If
the PTs do not orient to those orientations, then it is considered as a missed
teaching / learning opportunity. In this sense, ignoring the question is one the

actions that led to missed teaching opportunities in PT teacher talk.

When the students take initiative and ask further questions, it is a valuable
opportunity for the teacher to turn it into a teaching moment especially when
they speak out of turn. (Garton, 2012). It is in the teacher’s hands to react and
shape the students’ initiatives and contributions. While many good examples
of turning teacher initiatives into learning opportunities in the literature (Hall,
1998; Waring, 2009; 2011; Garton, 2012; Walsh& Li, 2013; Sert, 2017); there
are very few which shows the inability to facilitate those (Li, 2013). Fagan
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(2012) proposed that novice teachers glossed over unexpected learner
contributions, that is, “the teacher either hurriedly or not at all addressing
unexpected learner contributions as they arise in either teacher- or learner-
initiated sequences-of-talk” (Fagan, 2012, p.113). Similar to this finding, in PT
led EFL classroom discourse, student teachers leave students’ questions

unaddressed.

These examples given above also show the complex task of managing student
contribution when teacher focus on form. It is evident that passing up the
question is not the best option for PTs to create teaching opportunities. The
implications for pre-service teacher education will be presented to inform and

improve the practice.

The third resource and the most frequently used one to manage students’
questions is to invite peer repair. When confronted with a question, the pre-
service teachers asked the question back to the class. This move restarts the
IRF sequence and the teacher gains the control of the interaction back

(Markee, 1995). In the following example, this pattern will be presented.

Extract 7 was taken from the Pt3’s teaching in the high school, Prep B. In that
class, the students were practicing present simple tense. They first talked
about the use of the tense. Then Pt3 wrote a number of questions on the
board. The sequence below presents eliciting the answer to one of those
questions. The question was “what do you wear at school or at home?” Yagmur
came to the board to write her answer- I wear Trouser at home. This episode

involves Pt3 (T), Yagmur (Y), and the students S1, S2 and S3.

Extract FF 7: Pt3_Prep B_FT: “what do you wear at school or at home?”

1 T: what was your name?

2 Y: yagmur

3 Y: ((writes the answer on the board “I wear

Trouser
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O J o U1 b

11
12

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
277
28
29
30
31

S1:

s2:

sl:

s2:

s3:

sl:

s2:

sl:

at home” ))
okay look at your sentence(.)an:d think once
more
(1.8)
this 1s correct? (0.9)but I think there are
some
err spelling mistakes
bence yerleri farkli olmali
I think it needs reordering
it doesn’t matter
sonunda s olacak
it takes s
(( rewrites the word trousers))
capital
((changes the capital T with t))
why?
trousers err (0.8) we use trousers
S

yes plural form trousers thank you

what is trousers?
what are trousers?(l)what do they mean?
(1.8)
is there anyone errr explain trousers to your
friend?
it is trousers
(( shows his trousers))
it is?
these [are
[these are trousers
these are trousers

thank you and the last onej
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After Y wrote her answer on the board, the Pt3 employed a non-evaluatory
repair initiator (Seedhouse, 2004) by saying look at your sentence, after a very
short pause wanted the student to think once more (5-6). This turn could lead
to teacher initiated-self repair of the student. After the teacher waited for 1.8
seconds, she used another next turn repair initiator and uttered a sentence in
a questioning tone, and then provided a metalinguistic explanation without
pointing out the misspelled word. This repair initiator created a discussion
among the students (10) and helped Y to correct her sentence (13-15). This
repair initiator performed as an act to involve other class members into this
correction sequence emphasising the nature of classroom interaction as a
multilogue (Schwab, 2011). In other words, it is sequentially evident that the
interaction was not only between Y and the teacher. The use of the board
which was an available and accessible resource for all the students also
changed the participation framework and involved other students who were
bystanders. In line 16, s1 -who said that the sentence needed reordering in
the previous turn (10) - initiated a content question in wh- form which was a
post expansion. The question design showed that the student was expecting
an explanation from the teacher. In the following turn, the teacher did not
provide an explanation, rather she uttered the target word emphasising the
plurality of the word. She put emphasis on the rest of the word trousers (17).
In the next line, s2 uttered “s “to indicate that trouser takes s. Then, the teacher
gave explicit positive assessment to S2 and provided a metalinguistic term
“plural form” and gave another EPA thank you, which might have functioned as
a sequence closer (19). However, in line 21, a different student s3 launched
into a new sequence with a question related to the meaning of the target word.
Thus, this question opened another sequence which shifted the focus from
form of the word to the meaning. In the next line, the Pt3 repaired student’s
ungrammatical question emphasising plural form of the auxiliary verb in a
questioning tone (21). By directly repairing and echoing the question, the
teacher blocked the inverted IRF sequence, started the classic IRF pattern.

This moment also shows the divergent focus the participants brought into the
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classroom interaction. While the students requested the meaning of the word,
the teacher repaired his question and shifted the focus to the form. This is also
a great example for the characteristic of a language classroom Seedhouse
(2004) describes. Since in language classrooms, the medium of the instruction
and the content is the same; unfolding interaction also reflects this
contingencies and the divergent foci the participants may have. In this sense,
to manage these contingencies the teachers need to be equipped with

interactional resources which will be discussed in implications section.

After one second of silence, she reformulated the same question and used
“they” to refer to the trousers which emphasised the plurality of the word.
After 1.8 seconds of silence, she turned s3’s question back onto the class
directly referring to the other class members. S1 took the turn and showed his
trousers to s3. However, sl’s turn demonstrated that s1 did not take up
teacher’s repair. He still used subject pronoun it to refer to the trousers. It is
clear that he knew the meaning of the word since he showed the trousers;
however, he did not take up the form of the word. In line 27, the Pt3 uttered
the incorrect part of the word in a questioning tone which was another repair
technique according to Seedhouse (2004). Then, s2 uttered these and the
teacher overlapped with S2’s turn and repaired S1’s incorrect utterance again
by saying these are trousers . In line 25, s1 echoed the teacher. In the final turn,

the teacher said thank you as an EPA closed the sequence.

In this sequence, there are two different questions (lines 16 and 20). Both of
them are designed as wh- content questions. The latter one was initiated after
the teacher closed the sequence. In other words, this question initiated a new
sequence and designed as a first pair part which inverted the classic IRF
sequence. The way the teacher managed those questions are significant. The
first wh- content question was not oriented by the teacher, although the
student question sought for an explanation, the teacher ignored it. The latter
question (20) was attended by the teacher; she corrected the question and

invited the other class members to answer it.
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4.2.1.2.1 Summary of Managing Students’ Questions in Focus on Form

The data revealed that students initiate new sequences or pre- and post-
expansions to clarify the instructions and to express their knowledge gaps in
focus on form as a contribution. It is apparent that students who took
initiatives guided pre-service teachers to reformulate and clarify their
instructions. In the fifth extract, the student initiated pre-expansion to check
whether she understood the instruction well since the course book and the
teacher gave different instructions. Her initiation helped PT to self-repair and
reformulating the previous instruction they managed to maintain inter-
subjectivity and progressivity of the task. In this sequence, the learner clearly
presented her interactional competence helping teacher to reformulate her

instruction.

The knowledge questions in the data (Extracts 6 and 7) were initiated in the
cases of knowledge gaps. The students designed their questions in the form of
wh- content questions which made response relevant on the part of PTs. There
are three ways that PTs manage students’ contributions that are in the form of
questions. The teacher candidates may ignore the question, may provide the
answer or invite peer repair to get the answers from the volunteer class
members. All of the ways are presented through representative extracts. They

will be discussed in relation to teaching opportunities in the next sub-section.

4.2.2 General Summary of Focus on Form

This last sub-section summarises the findings of the micro-analysis on focus
on form in teacher talk. Tables as summaries of the results will be provided

along with the brief explanations.

Focus on form, similar to Seedhouse’s (2004) identification form and accuracy
context, referred to the PTs’ pedagogical goal targeting accurate use of
language structures. In the data, it manifested itself with known-answer
question and teacher initiated teacher repairs to elicit accurate responses.

This context was analysed in relation to establishing and maintaining focus
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and managing students’ questions. Each action also involved the third turn
where language teachers are documented to perform many actions such as
giving feedback, shaping learner contributions (Walsh, 2006). In this sense,
teaching opportunities were analysed in relation to the enactment of this turn

in pre-service teacher talk.

Initiated by known-answer questions and followed by next-turn repair
initiations, focus on form mostly ended with an Explicit Positive Assessment
(EPA) or PTs’ echo of students’ turn. Next turn repair initiations were DIUs,
request for full sentence and metalinguistic explanations The DIUs were the
mostly employed interactional and instructional resource. Request for full
sentence was also highlighted the PTs pedagogical focus and let learners
initiate next turns. Embodied explanations while teaching prepositions to
maintain the focus was employed. Concerning last turn, it was in the form of
EPA and echo of students’ previous turns. In some cases, PT’s selection of next
speaker announced the end of sequence, that is the third turn was missing. It
is sequentially evident that PTs prefer progressivity of lesson or task over
emerging teaching opportunities. Because they passed up the third turn or

designed it as a minimal response.

Table 4.1: PTs interactional and pedagogical resources in focus on form

Context Interactional and Pedagogical Resources
Maintaining Focus Managing Students  Evaluation Turn
Questions
e Known-answer Questions e Inviting peer e Explicit
e Next Turn Repair repair Positive
Focus Initiations: e Providing Assessment
on o Request for full answer e Teacher
Form sentence e Passingup Echo
o Metalinguistic question e Selecting
Explanation next speaker
o DIU e Use of the
e Other initiated other board
repair

e Embodied explanation
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As seen in Table 4.1 above, PTs’ management of students’ questions were also
emergent and significant in the data. Since students’ questions show
orientations towards learning, PTs management of pre-sequences in task -
related questions or knowledge questions represented valuable teaching
opportunities. Micro-analytic investigation PT led classroom interaction
demonstrated three ways: inviting peer repair, providing answer and passing
up the question (Table 4.1 above) Passing up the questions were

conceptualised as missing teaching opportunities.

Table 4.2 below provides brief summary of hindering and facilitating teacher
actions in terms of teaching. As they were all mentioned after every extract,
some of the resources PTs frequently employed hindered teaching space.
These were extensive use of DIUs and teachers’ echo of the previous turn of
the learners. Leaving students’ questions unaddressed and skipping third turn
to continue the tasks are the other actions that hindered teaching opportunity.
On the other hand, next turn repair initiators are of instructional value since
they navigate the discourse and help leaners to self-repair. Use of the board
addressing all the members provide them with feedback. Embodied
explanations help learners to visualise the prepositions of movement. Request
for full sentence clearly indicates PTs focus and helps learners reformulate

their previous utterances.

Table 4 2: Teacher actions hindering and opening space for teaching

Hindering Teaching Space Opening Space for Teaching
e Extensive use of DIUs, e Embodied explanation
e Extensive use of Teacher e Use of the board
Focus on Echo e Next Turn Repair
Form e Extensive use of EPAs Initiations
e Passing up questions o Request for full
e Passing up evaluation turn sentence
o Metalinguistic
explanation
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4.3 Focus on Meaning

This main context will present the unfolding interaction when the
participants’ focus on meaning. While the meaning and fluency context
(Seedhouse, 2004) is acknowledged by many conversation analytic studies
(Kaanta, 2010; Schwab, 2011; Can-Daskin, 2015; Sert, 2015; 2017) as a dual
focus on meaning and fluency, the data revealed that the PTs constructed
contexts in which they only negotiated and appropriated meaning of single
words which does not incorporate fluency as a pedagogical goal. These single
words or phrases were all available in coursebook and most of them were
presented as target word of the unit. Hence, this section only documents the
context in which participants create to negotiate the meaning of target words
on teacher agenda. Unlike the organization in the focus on form section, focus
on meaning presents 6 six representative extracts without any subcategories.
Still, they are analysed according to the research questions: establishment and
maintenance of pedagogical focus, the interactional and pedagogical resources

to create teaching opportunities.

Focus on meaning manifests itself with the initiation of negotiatory question
(Nassaji and Wells, 2000). Although the PT knew the meaning of the word they
asked to the class, they designed their initiations to elicit predictions from the
students. Thus, although they seem to be known-information questions, the

initiations function to facilitate negotiation of meaning.

The first example below is taken from PT4‘s second teaching in Prep B in high
school. In PT4’s lesson plan, the objective for this segment was written as
“listen for specific information”. In the course book, there was a listening task
followed by five yes/no questions to check for listening comprehension
(Appendix G). The unit was on food and drinks and the teacher let students
listen to the tape twice, then asked the questions in the book. The vignette
below demonstrates the answer sequence of the fifth question of the task. The

participants are T (PT4), and the students S1, S2, S3, S4, S5, S6 and S7. “
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Extract FM 1: Pt4 PrepB_ST: “awkward”

1 T: and once chef jeff show the spanish chef how
2 to cook paella
3 (( reads the item from the smartboard))

+ sl raises his hand
4 (( points to sl ))

5 Sl: vyes

6 (0.4)

7 T: why? (.) why do you think so?

8 Sl: err becau err in err in text (1) the: >girl
9 was saTy this<

10 (0.8)

11 T: fokayf ((laughs))

12 ((laughter came from the class))

13 S1: err showed err yeah®T evet heh heh

14 T: okay why do you [think so ? why do you
15 think its awkward?

16 S2: +raises her hand

17 S3: [anladik

18 (1)

19 S4: ‘awkward?
20 S5: ‘°awkward?

21 S2: + lowers her hand down

22 T: awkward err she said that err (0.9)
23 even err a spanish chef er >she showed
24 a spanish chef how to cook paella

+ looks at the smart board
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25 and reads the item

26 why do you think it its awkward?<
27 (0.9) tu:haf

28 LL: ((unintelligible guiet murmur among
29 the students))

30 S6: °weird®
+ raises his head from the book

and looks at the T

31 ((he has been drawing sth on his
32 coursebook up to now))
33 T: °>do you have any idea? < °

34 sS6: °weird®

35 S4: huuhh

36 S7: (( raises his hand))

37 T: yes

38 S7: Dbecause paella is an spanish food

+ stands up

39 T: yes

40 S7: and if a chef (.)spanish chef (.)don’t
41 want err dont know to do it T

42 T: [it is aw-

43 S7T: [it is awk-

44 ST it is awkward
45 T: yes.

In the first line, Pt4 read the fifth question of the task from the smart board.
The question was designed as yes/ no question so the students were expected

to say yes if the information in the item was correct according to the tape. In
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the third line, s1 raised his hand to take the turn. In the next line, the teacher
gave the turn to him and s1 gave his answer saying yes (5). After 0.4 of silence,
the teacher initiated an insert-expansion sequence delaying feedback and
asked a pursuit question (Wong &Waring, 2009) which was a follow-up move.
The pursuit question was designed to justify student’s yes / no answer. In the
previous four questions, Pt4 followed the similar path asking the pursuit
question “why”. In lines 8 and9, s1 responded to the question. In line 11, the
teacher said “okay” by laughing. The laughter came from the students in the
class following the teacher’s laughter. This shows that the teacher did not
prefer s1’s answer. As aresult, in line 14, she asked her pursuit question again
but this time she directed it to the whole class inviting peer repair. She also
expanded her question and wanted students to explain the reason for
awkwardness of the situation. S2 oriented to this peer repair invitation and
raised her hand (16). Apparently, for s4 and s5 the word “awkward” was an
unknown word (19, 20) and they repeated the word in a questioning tone.
This word search led s2 to lower her hand and showed that she did not want
to take the turn anymore. In line 21, Pt4 oriented to this word search and
reformulated her question. After 0.9 seconds of silence, she provided the
Turkish translation of the word to the class. In line 30, s6 uttered “weird” in a
very quiet tone; that is the synonym of the word awkward. Actually the
utterance was only hearable in the recording taken from the front camera, so
it is highly probable that most of the students did not hear s6’s contribution. It
is also not clear whether Pt 4 heard S6’s utterance. Actually, up to that point,
s6 had been drawing something on his course book and seemed to be off task.
However, it is sequentially evident that she did not orient to his contribution.
Instead, she further continued to invite peer responses (33). In the next line,
S4 uttered an acknowledgement token showing her understanding of the
word clearly. But it is not clear whether she oriented to teacher’s explanation
or s6’s repair. In the next line (36), S7 raised his hand to respond to the
teacher’s question and the teacher gave the turn to S7. S7 oriented to the

teacher’s wh question and started to explain the reason for being awkward
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(40-43). In line 42, the teacher and S 7 overlapped and in line 44, S7 used the
word “awkward” and ended his explanation. In line 45, the teacher gave an

EPA by saying yes and closed the sequence.

At the first glance, this example demonstrates a mechanic question-answer
sequence involving teacher asking the question in the book and expecting a
correct answer from the class. It is apparent that the teacher was asking a
known-answer question. Yet, although s1’s answer (5) was correct according to
the listening in the book, the teacher candidate initiated a pursuit question by
inserting expansion to the ongoing sequence delaying the feedback. It shows
that the Pt4 focused on meaning here. Because she did not repair students’
ungrammatical utterances (lines 7, 8); students themselves initiated self-
repair (lines 33-34). Pt4 only invited peer repair asking pursuit question
which clearly opened up a negotiation of meaning sequence and learning space
for the class. They negotiated an unknown word for the class members and
Pt4 used students’ L1 as a resource to clarify the unknown word. However,
one student knew the synonym of the word but Pt4 did not show orientation
to the contribution. It is highly probable that the pre-service teacher and the
class members did not hear his contribution. If the candidate oriented to his
contribution and let other students hear the synonym, this could have
enriched the teaching opportunity. Still, the teacher candidate kept asking the
pursuit question and invited peer repair. At the end, she received a preferred

answer and provided short EPA.

In this extract, focus on meaning was constructed via negotiary question and
pursuit questions followed. Pt 4 delayed feedback and evaluation move and
she provided follow up questions which generated teaching space for the

word awkward.

In some cases, the teacher candidate avoids using Turkish and employed other
resources to convey the meaning. This sequence is taken from Pt 7’s final
teaching in Prep D in the high school. She was following the course book and

the students had read a text on first people from England sailing to America.
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(Appendix H). After reading the text, Pt 7’s plan was to introduce fill in the
blanks activity related to the text. To fill in the blanks, the students were given
the vocabulary box to choose the words from. Pt 7 wanted to go over the
words before the task to see whether the students remembered them since
the words were taken from the reading text. T refers to Pt 7, B is Begiim and D

is Deniz and S3 is an unidentified student.

Extract FM 2: Pt7_Prep D_FT:"settle down”

1 T: okay err do you remember all of them? if you
2 want me to remind you some of themT

+ points to vocabulary box on the

smartboard
3 (0.7)°I can do this®
4 (2.3)
5 okay do you know the meaning of settle?
6 (1.4)
7 what does settle mean?
8 B: °kurmak falan mi? °
is it something like set up ?
9 T: yes begum?-
10 B: kurmak ? tarzi bisey dedil mi?
isn’t it something like set up ?
11 (2)
12 T: errr similar but (1.8) this is not the exact
13 meaning do you have any guess? (0.7) have you
14 heard about itT before?
15 D: no
16 T: yes deniz?
17 D: ya ben no dedim
oh I said no
18 (( laughter from the class))
19 T: settle means to become used to living in a
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20 new placey

21 B: hii1

22 T: it takes place in the reading text (0.5)it
23 says (1.5) pilgrims settled to where?

24 (3.4)

+ s3 raises her hand

25 T: you can find it (.) yes?

26 s3: err north america

27 T: yes pilgrims settled to north america soT they
28 become used to living in there. okay.

The teacher designed her question to check students’ previous knowledge and
opened the vocabulary box section on the smartboard (lines 1, 2). In the
vocabulary box, there were nearly twenty words. After waiting for 2.3 seconds
for students’ reply, the teacher chose herself one of the words in the box and
asked it to the class to check whether the students knew the word (5). After
1.4 seconds of silence in the class, the teacher repaired her own question and
asked the meaning of settle directly this time (7). B offered a candidate answer
in Turkish and designed her answer as a question. In line 9, the teacher
probably did not hear s1’s answer and gave the turn to her. In line 10, the
student repeated her answer in a tag question form in Turkish. After 2 seconds
of silence and hesitation Pt 7 showed her disprefference for the answer. She
mitigated her negative evaluation (12) but she underlined the fact that
student’s answer was not the correct one in English. In the next line, she
initiated peer repair and direct the same question to the class. However, D also
claimed insufficient knowledge in line 17. Thus, Pt 7 provided the definition of
the word in English. In the following line, B uttered an acknowledgement
token to display her understanding. In line 22, Pt 7 used the reading text as a
resource to make the meaning of the word settle clear. She provided a DIU for

students to complete it (Line 23). After 3.4 seconds of silence, s3 completed
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the DIU. In line 27, Pt7 gave EPA and provided the complete example sentence

explaining the meaning of the word again.

This extract is another example of establishment of meaning sequence in
teacher-led language classrooms. Unlike Pt 4, who made use of the native
tongue of the learners to make the meaning clear (Extract 1), Pt 7 did not
orient to the student’s candidate answers in Turkish and made use of the
reading text available to the class. When she received a dispreffered answer
from one student, she invited peer repair from the class. It was the frequently
employed strategy for the novice teachers to invite peer repair. However, it
was apparent that the other students did not know the answer so the teacher
provided the definition of the word first. Then, she used DIU and invited peer
repair again. This time, she wanted to draw attention to the sentence in which
the target word was used to make the meaning clearer. She designed her last

turn as a paraphrase and moved onto the next item.

In focus on meaning, Pt's pedagogical aim is to check whether there are any
unknown words for class members in the material that will be used in the next
step in order to ease the task. In that sense, Pt 7 designed her initiation for
whole class and was not able to select one speaker. Since no one volunteered
and claimed insufficient knowledge, Pt 7 made a decision and selected one
word. Apparently, this was a good decision, since the volunteer offered
dispreffered answer in a dispreffered language for the teacher. To maintain
the pedagogical agenda, Pt needed to initiate repair to handle the dispreffered
answer and she did it other initiated self repair move using the preferred
language. In other words, she employed implicit self-policing to repair
dispreffered use of L1 and she said “similar but” to acknowledge the learner’s
response giving the message that this was not the preferred one. Thus, in one
turn, she accomplished many actions. This is also similar to Fagan’s (2015)
findings on error correction in which expert teachers first acknowledge

achievement of the learner, and then address the dispreffered part. The
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follow-up turn design in “similar... but” accomplished more than one function

in this sense.

The next extract is taken from Pt5’s second teaching in Prep B in the high
school. Pt5 in her lesson plan stated that it was a pre-reading stage of the
lesson and the aim was to “introduce new vocabulary items and elicit their
meaning from the students”. After introducing the vocabulary items, her plan
was to introduce the reading text on food. She prepared a PowerPoint
presentation to demonstrate the target words. In each slide, there was one
target word with pictures to illustrate the word. The salad dressing was the
second word on the PPT. There are PT5 (T) and five students (S1, S2, S3, S4
and S5) in the extract.

Extract FM 3: Pt5_Prep B_ ST _"salad dressing”
1 T: and salad dressing?

+clicks on the sb, looks at the slide

2 ((on the slide the word was written along with
3 an illustrative image))
4 what can it be?
5 ((looks at the class))
6 Sl: errr
7 (1)
8 T: [err let me-
+ she looks at the smart board, no eye
contact with sts
9 S2: [vinegar
10 LL: [unintelligible noise from the class]
11 (( sts might be offering candidate answers))
12 T: err >when er what we do after we prepare the
13 salad? < (0.7) what we add them?
14 ((she looks at the class))

15 LL: (( the noise continues))
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16 S3: equipment -
17 T: equipment what kind of equipments? for
18 example?
+ looks at S3
19 ((sts raise their hands and give answers at
20 the same time))
21 S4: sauce
+ raise his hand
22 T: sauce yeah right
23 S5: wvinegar
24 T: it is sauce for salad (0.4) it can be vinegar
+ counts with her
fingers
25 LL: lemon
26 LL: lettuce
27 T: lemon (.) salt (.) like thaty

28 T: (( moves to the next vocabulary item))

In the first line, the teacher clicked on the smart board to move to the next
slide illustrating the word “salad dressing.” At the same time she uttered the
target word in a questioning tone (1). In line 4, she asked students to predict
the meaning of the word which was designed as a negotiatory question. In the
next line (6), s1 uttered a hesitation marker but did not provide an answer.
After 1 second of collective silence (Lee, 2007) in the class, Pt 5 attempted to
self-repair her initiation but she did not complete her repair. She looked at the
slide and turned her back to the class (8) at the same time. As in the first target
word “creamy”, the students started to shout out their answers without asking
for the turn (10). Only S2’s candidate answer “vinegar” was hearable for the
transcriber (9). Unfortunately, other students’ candidate answers were not
intelligible and Pt5 also did not orient to their answers in the class. She was

looking at the slide at that time. In lines 12 and 13, she repaired herself and
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asked a different question. This question was designed to give a hint about the
meaning of the word. She mentioned the salad preparation and she asked
“what we add them” after we prepare the salad (12-13). Line 12 was uttered
in hurried manner and faster than the surrounding talk. After this hinting
attempt, the students probably uttered their candidate answers at the same
time (15) but in such a crowded class with thirty five students it was very
difficult to identify each student’s utterance for the transcriber. In line 16, S3
uttered the word “equipment” which was oriented by the teacher in the next
line (17). The teacher echoed this response and initiated another question to
get the student repair himself (17). She used the word equipment to
acknowledge the student’s answer in her initiation. In other words, she used
student’s contribution as a next turn repair initiator. She looked at s3 but as
seen in line 18, the answer came from S4. He both raised his hand and uttered
his candidate answer at the same time (19-20). In the next line, Pt 5 echoed
the response and provided EPA which showed that it was a preferred answer
(22). S5 also shouted her answer out (23). Pt5 first gave the definition of the
word then after 0.4 seconds of silence, she acknowledged S5’s answer. She was
counting the ingredients with her fingers; the students continued to shout
their answers out (24-25-26). In the next line, Pt5 re-echoed the lemon and
added a new item (salt) (27) and closed the sequence. Finally, she moved to

the next vocabulary item.

In this sequence, the meaning of a word “salad dressing” is negotiated and
taught. It is sequentially evident that S2 provided answer the teacher was
looking for as a second pair part (9). However, Pt 5 did not orient to the
answer since she oriented to sl1’s hesitation marker (6) and the collective
silence (7) as claims of insufficient knowledge and looked at the smartboard to
repair her initiation. After that, the students supplied different candidate
responses at the same time which was difficult for a teacher to select one of
them and orient to in a crowded classroom. It is sequentially evident that if
there had been a longer wait time, there would not have been overlap between

the students and the teacher (8, 9 and 10). As a result, Pt 5 would have
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received a preferred answer. Along with the wait time, since Pt 5 did not set
the turn-taking rule; and thereby was not able to receive the answers one by

one; she did not manage to address all the candidate answers.

When PTs address the questions to the whole class without selecting the next
speaker or students do not raise their hands to self- select themselves; there
are some interactional and pedagogical problems emerging. As seen in the
lines 9, 10, 11; a number of students begin shouting their answers even when
Pt is looking at the smartboard. Thus, the teacher cannot orient to those
answers. In addition while S2’s answer is appropriate, Pt 5 orients to the S3’s
answer equipment (16) which is an inappropriate answer and acknowledges
it. This may give the message to the students that unacknowledged answers by
the teacher are not preferred and incorrect. However, it is evident that the PTs

cannot manage all the candidate answers coming from the classroom.

Seedhouse (2004) emphasised the fact that the core institutional goal of the
language classrooms is: “the teacher will teach the learners the L2” (p.183).
This fact cannot be disregarded while analysing the interactional work
achieved in language classrooms. The participant’s own orientations shape the
context but the underlying reason for coming together in a classroom cannot
be ignored in the conversation analysis. In other words the teacher’s core role

is to teach the language.

The dictionary definition of the word salad dressing is “a liquid mixture made
from oil and vinegar, for putting on salads”. (Longman Dictionary of
Contemporary English Online, 2018). In addition, Pt5’s slides there was the
picture of oil and vinegar bottles. Thus, Pt5’s own example of salt (27) in the
closing turn did not fit in this definition. Moreover, echoing s3’s candidate
answer equipment (17) and taking up this answer and asking a follow up
question might not be acceptable in a language classroom for a language
teacher. Since equipment in salad preparation context refers to the tools for
making the salad; it is not related to the definition of the salad dressing.

Echoing the student irrelevant and inappropriate response and reinforcing

120



the word “equipment” with a follow up question may not be an example of
“misteaching”, but it is the example of the teacher’s inability to deal with the
learner’s inappropriate contribution and a counter example of shaping learner
contributions suggested by Walsh (2006, 2013) as part of classroom

interactional competence.

However, it is interesting to see that reinforcing students’ inappropriate
responses do not affect the maintenance of the classroom interaction and
inter-subjectivity between the teacher and the students. Since the question
(17) “what kind of equipments” elicited the answer the teacher was seeking
for (21, 23, and 25); the inter-subjectivity is successfully maintained in the
classroom and the teacher achieved her pedagogical goal. This could be
because the meaning of the target word was also revealed to the learners with
the help of pictures on the slide since all the students were following the
power point presentation. Moreover, the teacher’s self-repair and second
initiation (12) created a relevant context for the students which made them

provide the preferred answer.

The next two episodes reflect the candidate teachers’ inability to deal with
inappropriate answers in focus on meaning. They were taken from Pt11’s
second teaching in the Prep F class in the high school. Pt 11’s aim was to let
students complete the true false activity in the course book (Please see the
Appendix I) According to the course book, the students were required to do
the activity after they read the text. However, Pt11 and her partner (Pt12)
modified the activity and wanted students to guess whether the statements
were true or false before reading the text. The Pt 12 introduced the concepts
first (Please see the second activity on the course book Appendix I) and then
gave the instruction for the true false activity. Then, Pt11 continued to teach
for the next twenty minutes. The extract below demonstrated the discussion of
the fourth statement in the activity which says “your resting heart rate is
similar to your minimum heart rate”. The episode involves T (Pt 11), Doganay

(S7) and 5 unidentified students (S1, S2, S3, S4, S5).
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Extract FM 4: Pt11_Prep F_ST_” heart rate”
1 T: and the fourth oneT(O.6) do@anayT

+three sts raise hands except D

2 (2.8) (( T walks towards D, T smiles ))
3 the fourth one ?
4 (0.8)
5 D: your resting heart rate is similar to your
/hiert/
6 minimum heart rate err (1) true
/hiert/
7 T: true. do you think that s correct?
8 sl: no

9 s2: false
10 s3: 1 agree with you

11 s4: >your resting heart rate is similar to your

/h3rt/
12 minimum heart rate< (0.4) resting err is
13 start?
/h3rt/
14 D: he bi bakalim da ondan sonra

lets see it first and then

15 T: no resting is (.) dinlenme (1.7) so you think
16 its [false?
17 s4: [yes o zaman [true

in this case
18 T: [true
+nods her head
19 sb: we should look at
20 T: °yes that’s true®
+ click on the sb to see the correct answer

21 D: hurray

122



After having decided on the truth of the third statement in the activity, Pt 11
signalled the upcoming statement and three students raised their hands to
answer the question. The teacher selected s7, who did not raise his hand. S7
was often off task in that lesson and it was apparent that Pt11 gave the turn to
him although it was apparent that he did not volunteer to take the turn. In line
3, she re-initiated the question. After 0.8 seconds of silence, S7 started to read
the statement. “Resting heart rate”, “minimum heart rate” were the concepts
introduced in the first twenty minute of the class by Pt 12. These also
constituted the target vocabulary items of the unit titled “fitness and exercise”
(Appendix I). It was clear that s7 did not pronounce the word “heart” in a
proper way. However, since Pt 11’s focus was on meaning, she did not address
this inappropriate and unintelligible pronunciation. Yet, it would have been
very difficult to understand S7’s utterance /hiert/for the class and the
teacher if the material had not been available to them. S7 after 1 second of
silence, gave the answer “true”. Pt 11 echoed the student’s choice (true) first,
then invited peer repair (7). She designed her repair initiation in the form of
polar question “do you think that’s correct” which initiated a brief discussion
among students (8-10) and it seems that some of them thought the statement
was false. And .then in line 11, s4 self-selected himself and read the statement
hurriedly quickly (11-12). It is striking that s4 pronounced the same word in
completely different way “/h3rt/”which was not appropriate to the
language norms but intelligible for the classroom members. After reading the
sentence, S4 himself initiated repair and offered his understanding of the
word “resting” as start and wanted to confirm his understanding. This
question also showed that the classroom members were still in the negotiation
of meaning sequence. In line 13 S7 said “he bi bakalim da ondan sonra” (1ets
see it first and then -) which implied that they needed to see the
correct answer on the board first before embarking on a discussion. Pt 11

oriented to S4’s confirmation check and provided the word’s Turkish
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equivalent. After 1, 7 seconds of long silence, Pt 11 wanted to check s4’s
understanding and they overlapped in the following line (16) and S4
confirmed that the sentence was true. In line 19, the teacher clicked on the

smartboard to show that the sentence was true and closed the sequence.

The next exhibit displays a similar question- answer sequence recorded just
10 minutes after the heart rate extract in the same class. By then, they
completed the true false activity, read the text and now moved to the matching
activity. They were instructed to match the definitions with the concepts in the
second activity. The fourth concept was the heart rate. For the previous three
questions, the PT11 chose one student to read the text and then chose a
different student to do the matching. The procedure was the same for the

fourth question. This episode involves T (PT 11), Irem (s10), and Alptekin
(s2).

Extract FM 5: Pt11_Prep F_ ST _heart rate
1 T: the fourth one?

2 LL (( five sts raise their hands including irem))
3 T: irem?
4 S1: this is the number of(.)times er your heart
5 /hart/
beats
6 in a(.) minutel your resting heart rate is
your
/hiert/
7 minimum heart rate when you are relaxed and
/hart/
8 doing nothing! you are your maximum heart
/hart/
9 rate er is the top speed of your heart(.)
/hart/
10 when you are doing exercisel
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11 T: okay so what is the answer? (.) alptekin? what
12 is the answer? (.)for the fourth one?
13 S2: heart rate
/hart/
14 T: heart rate.

/ha:rt/
15 T + clicks on the sb
le6 T: yes correct

In the first line, Pt11 signalled that they moved onto the next question and as a
response to that initiation, 5 students including s10 raised their hands for the
turn. The teacher selected s10 and she began reading the fourth paragraph.
The paragraph was the definition of heart rate; thus s10 had to utter that word
for five times. As it is displayed in the extract, she read the word differently in
lines 5 and 6. After she finished reading, the teacher herself selected the next
speaker to do the matching. S2 provided the answer heart rate uttering the
word heart as some of his classmates did (/h3srt/) (13). It is sequentially clear
that inappropriate pronunciation of the word heart did not lead to any trouble
in understanding and the progressivity of the lesson was not disrupted.
However, in the closing turn, for the first time in that lesson Pt 11 pronounced
the word heart (14) to revoice the answer s2 provided and it was the
appropriate pronunciation according to the language norms. Apparently, it
was not the echo of s2’s answer. She provided the appropriate pronunciation
(/ha:rt/). It could have been claimed that it could function as an embedded
repair. However, Pt 11 designed her turn as if it was the repetition of s2’s
answer with a flat intonation (14). In other words, Pt 11 did not problematize
students’ inappropriate and unsystematic pronunciation of the word. As a
result, she did not design her next turn as other initiated other repair. It was
apparent that she constructed a meaning sequence and did not address any
linguistic mistakes. However, thanks to the unique characteristics of the

language classrooms, the teacher candidate in her closing turn, provided the
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correct pronunciation of the word even if she did not intend to do so. Still, the
data did not yield further evidence of students’ noticing this repair. It would
not be a surprise if the teacher’s closing third turn did not result in an uptake
on the part of students, since the Pt 11 did not modify her closing third turn to

take the advantage of emergent teaching opportunity.

Although the participants in the classroom did not problematize or mark it as
a knowledge gap, emergent teaching opportunity marks itself clearly in the
classroom interaction presented in Extract MEA 4 and 5. Only Pt 11 in the
closing turn initiated an embedded repair but it is not sequentially evident
that this embedded repair turned into a teachable. Since the focus on the
meaning of the concept heart rate, the progressivity of the interaction was
maintained and the teacher achieved her pedagogical focus. In other words, in
conversation analytic sense, the participants achieved their focus through

their talk and inter subjectivity was maintained.

However, in a bigger picture, when we think the language teaching business
carried through interaction in the classroom, the teacher’s third turn is
claimed to perform many pedagogical and interactional functions (Hellerman,
2003; Lee, 2007). In this case, the third turn’s valuable function is not fully
fulfilled. As seen in the extracts, heart rate was a target vocabulary item in the
unit and many students uttered it in different ways. Seedhouse (1997) asserts
that when the language teachers only focus on meaning and fluency and
“accept and praise every minimal, pidginized interlanguage learners produce”
(p- 337), they provide this pidginized form of language as a model and input
for the class. The heart rate example in the data also supports Seedhouse’s
(1997) claim in that students’ pronunciation of the word heart many times
and students’ utterance turned out to be input for the other students.
Seedhouse (1997) argues that teachers’ acceptance in such cases may yield to

fossilization in the end which already occurred in classroom Prep F.

The final example of meaning context involves eliciting students’ knowledge

on festivals. The example demonstrated below is from the segment of Pt7’s
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third teaching in the Prep D. The lesson was a reading focused lesson and the
students read a text about the history of Thanksgiving in Pt7’s teaching
partner part. Then, Pt7 first introduced the unknown vocabulary to the
students and did a fill-in the blanks activity to practice the words. Then, the
next task was about a writing task in which students in groups were
instructed to create an information box about a festival. The names of the
festivals were assigned to the groups by the teacher. Before this writing task,
Pt7 initiated a meaning context which aimed to serve to prepare students for

the upcoming task.

Extract FM 6: Pt7 Prep D_TT:” ba’raat night”

1 T: err (2.5) okay guys err we have learnt about
2 one of the most important celebrations

3 of american people it is thanksgiving(0.9)

4 err do you know any other festivals around

the

world?(1.1) can you tell me the names? (2)
festivals names (2.8)do you remember

any of them? (1.7) there are a lot

of festivals (1.6)

D: ((raises her hand))

P P © 00 J o O

0 T: yes deniz
1 D: 23 nisan 19 mayis
April 23 May 19
12 (1.4)
13 T: what is the English word for this (2.8)
14 (bayram)
15 (1.5)
16 D: I don’t know
17 B: °kurban bayrami
eid al adha ((sacrifice feast))

18 LL: ((laughter))
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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
44
45

sd:

sd:

LL:

we can call it childrens day(.) yes simply
()we can call it childrens day(2) any other
?
sey var
there is something
huh huh
yumurta sey
err egg
himm what was 1it?
(0.5)

easter
yes easter (.) yes thank you gozde
ramazan bayrami

((laughter))
how do we say it in English?
ramazan herhalde

ramadan probably
ramadan feast (1.4) yes berat

(5.4)
any other? festivals? (1.8)
christmas
christmas yes
new year
new year (1.4) halloween (.) maybe
(0.5)
kandil sayiliyor mu berat kandili?
does kandil count ? ba’raat night?
((laughter))
yes berat you may say

(1.1)
berat kandili var da beratin ingilizcesini

bilmiyorum
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there is ba’raat night but I don’t know how

to say it in English

46 (1.4)

47 T: I don’t know(l.6) maybe you can search about
48 it (0.7) berat(.)okay err now we will write
49 an information boxt

Pt 7 initiated the context with a more controlled yes / no information seeking
question after 1.1 seconds of silence she asked two further questions each
accompanied by longer silences. After she finished her final question, she
waited for 1.6 seconds (8) and then D self-selected herself to answer. Pt 7 used
wait time and waited for students to self select themselves as next speaker. In
line 11 D mentioned the Turkish national festivals in Turkish. After 1,4
seconds of silence, Pt 7 both reminded the language policy implicitly and
asked for English translation. D claimed insufficient knowledge (13) and
immediately after B suggested Turkish religious festival in line 17. This turn
was not designed as an answer to the teacher as he uttered the festival in a
mumble. However, his friends heard this and laughed at this response. In line
19, the teacher oriented to D’s CIK (Sert & Jacknick, 2015) and provided the
answer “children’s day”. This answer served as feedback and as a follow up
Pt7 requested for more answers (20). In line 21, G self-selected herself to
orient to the teacher’s request. However, she did not say the name of the
festival but she offered a related word for the festival. In line 24, Pt 7 oriented
to this offer and directed it to the class. Hence, she invited other students in
the class to help G to find the festival. Since she asked the question in past
tense she might have referred to a past learning event (Can-Daskin, 2017).
However, the previous lessons did not involve a such learning event so the
data did not reveal evidence for this claim. In line 26, the choral response
came from the class. In the next line, the pre-service teacher gave explicit
positive assessment and thanked G although she was not the one who gave the

response.
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In line 28, B self-selected himself as G did in the previous turn and offered
another religious festival in Turkish and created a humuorous atmosphere.
Here, it should be noted down that B’s name is Berat, which means a holy day
for Muslims. Pt 7 used this answer to remind the language policy and as a
teaching opportunity in the next line (30) by asking back it to the class. B
oriented to the question but repeated ramazan again (31). In the next line, Pt 7
provided the answer and again gave the turn to B to continue. B did not take
the turn, after a long silence (33), Pt 7 reinitiated her request. She waited for
1.8 seconds and two different festivals came from the students (35, 37). The
teacher echoed the responses and added one more foreign festival after 1.4
seconds of wait time. In line 40, B finally took the turn and made it clear that
he was unsure about his response. In the following line Pt 7 gave a go ahead
response in English. Then in lines 44- 45, s2 displayed CIK. After 1.4 of silence
Pt 7 said that she also did not know the name of the day. However, in order to
preserve her identity as the holder of the knowledge, she advised B to search
about it later. In the final turn, she closed this sequence and initiated task-

oriented sequence.

This extract shows that students tend to answer in Turkish due to their own
insufficient knowledge in the prep classes of the high school. They also violate
the language policy set by the teacher using the question “how do we say it in
English?” However, Pt 7 oriented to the insufficient knowledge claims by the
students and the violation of language policy which turned them into a
teaching opportunity. It is also notable that insufficient knowledge claims
made it difficult to maintain the meaning context since the first initiation
requires students express themselves freely. As a result, the teacher reminded
the language policy and asked students to say the answer in English (13). In
the following third turn, she herself gave the answer (19) that was a teaching
moment. However, the database did not provide any other instances in the
next teachings demonstrating that the teaching opportunity led to the
learning. That is, the students were not observed to use the names of the

festivals and days mentioned by the teacher in the next recorded teachings.

130



However, in Prep D the next recorded lessons were not about the festivals;
thus this does not show that teacher’s third turns (19, 32 and 38) did not lead

to learning either.

It is clear that students’ clear CIKs and questions show their genuine interest
in participation in the classroom and learning. Thus, the candidate teacher
oriented to the students’ CIKs and turn them into teaching opportunities. The
participants negotiate their personal meanings related to their culture and
appropriate them with the help of the teacher. Employing information seeking
questions inquiring students’ knowledge on festivals repeatedly (1-8; 20; 34)
and asking follow up questions (13, 24, 30) to initiate repair from students
and reminding the language policy implicitly and using wait-time effectively
(8, 15, 25, 33, 39 and 43) PT 7 successfully established and maintained her
pedagogical focus and opened spaced for negotiation of the meaning and
teaching opportunities. The use of interactional resources such as information
seeking questions, wait time and follow-up moves exemplify the Classroom
Interactional Competence (Walsh, 2006) in this negotiation of the meaning

sequence.
4.3.1. Summary and Discussion of Focus on Meaning

Pre-service teachers established and maintained focus on meaning through
elicitation of the target word or phrases’ meanings. To achieve this, they used
the coursebook or slides to initiate the elicitation move and support the
meaning of the word at the same time. The meaning context is constructed in a
freer environment which gives the message that students have space to
manipulate and appropriate the meanings. The design of the questions such as
“what can it be” (Ex: FM 3); pursuit questions “why do you think so? (Ex: FM
1); “do you have any guess” (Ex: FM 2), “do you think that’s correct?” (Ex: FM
4) imply that the learners are provided with the space to offer their candidate
answers in a more uncontrolled discourse compared to focus on form. The use

of wait time after the follow up questions also open the space for the
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negotiation and facilitate the participation of the students; and thereby, the

PTs manage to maintain the context.

In addition to the question design and wait time as interactional and
pedagogical resource, the maintenance of the context involves the ability to
manage learners’ contributions, which are questions, CIKs, word searches and
candidate answers. The data revealed that when the learners go into word
search PTs use L1 (Ex: FM 1) or offer definition (Ex: FM 2) which maintain the
inter-subjectivity and convey the meaning. Students’ claims of insufficient
knowledge as represented in Extract FM 6, are successfully oriented and they

are scaffolded to contribute to the ongoing interaction.

In extracts 3, 4 and 5; it is apparent that PTs are not able make full use of
teaching opportunities. In salad dressing example, managing student
contributions becomes complex and complicated since a number students self-
selected themselves as next speakers and shouted their answers out at the
same time. Pt5 was not able to orient to all the answers and then took up one
inappropriate answer (equipment) considering the target word negotiated
(salad dressing) and embedded it into her next follow up question. In other
words, she echoed the inappropriate response from the learner and used it as
a follow up. In heart rate example, learners who take the turn pronounced the
target phrase in completely different ways. Pt 11 uttered the phrase in the last
turn in embedded repair form without any elaboration. It is possible that no

one in the class was able to orient it as a repair.

In both cases, Pts preferred progressivity of the task over teaching
opportunities. In sequential unfolding of interaction, both instances represent
participants’ mutual achievement to negotiate and reach a conclusion about
the meaning and form of the phrases. Since nor the teacher or the student
orient to the inappropriate and irrelevant use of the word in the ongoing
interaction, it could be represented as a successful co-constructed meaning
context. However, considering instructional value, it could be argued that

teaching space is limited.
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Thus, it should be underlined that at some points the interaction between PTs
and learners in the classroom is similar to the one called as English as a Lingua
Franca context (Seidlhofer, 2005). In other words, the participants manage to
interact with each other to achieve their momentary goals ignoring the
broader institutional goals. It is similar to the interaction between L1 and L2
users in conversations for learning contexts documented by Kim and Kasper
(2007). The participants also avoid repairs to maintain their conversation and
inter-subjectivity is achieved which may result in missed learning
opportunities. Hence, this dissertation as a comprehensive micro-analytic
study on 16 Pts teaching in 43 lessons show that the applied CA should value

and acknowledge analysts’ etic perspective to better inform the practice.

It is actually well-documented in the studies on novice teachers that (Tsui,
2003, Fagan, 2012, Waring & Hruska, 2011) novice teachers are unsure about
how to handle the multi dimensionality, immediacy and unpredictability of
learners’ contributions to the classroom interaction. Drawing from CA studies,
Waring (2015) suggested a theory of teaching characterized by competence,
complexity and contingency. Waring (2015) defines contingency as “being
responsive to the moment; that is tuning into the simultaneous happenings of
that moment and attending to such simultaneity to the best of one’s abilities”
(pp.133). This requires expertise in managing and carrying the interaction and
monitoring the emerging learning opportunities simultaneously which can be
considered as a very unrealistic expectation from the pre-service teachers in

their practicum year.

Nonetheless, one needs to look at the pre-service teacher led interaction to
understand its peculiarities and moment by moment unfolding nature to
inform and improve the practice to reach expertise. All in all, this section
reported on the interactional and pedagogical resources to establish and
maintain meaning context and methodological concerns to analyse the teacher

talk in classroom discourse.
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Table 4.3: Interactional and Pedagogical Resources in Focus on Meaning

Context Interactional and Pedagogical Resources
Maintaining Focus Evaluation Turn
e Negotiatory Questions e Paraphrase
Next Turn Repair Initiations: .

* xt oy b e Embedded repair
o Pursuit Questions

Focus on o UseofL1 e EPA

Meaning o Peer Repalr .
e Use of visuals, materials
e Teacher echo
e Use of wait time

Please see table 4.4 below for summary of interactional and pedagogical
resources used in focus and meaning and their potential to hinder and

facilitate teaching opportunities.

Table 4.4: Teacher Actions hindering and opening space for teaching

Hindering Teaching Space Opening Space for Teaching
Focus on e Embedded repair e Question Design (pursuit
Meaning e Teacher echo of inappropriate and negotiary questions
answer e Paraphrase
e Turn-taking system e Use of wait time

4.4 Focus on Fluency:

The final context emerged from PT led classroom interaction is focus on
fluency. This section displays the representative samples of the teaching
episodes similar to conversational teaching van Lier (1988) suggested. They
can also be called routine inquiries to greet students in the beginning of the
class as Waring (2013) studied. The first six examples were recorded in the
very beginning of the class. Thus, they were implemented as warm up or social
chat just before the class. Still, PTs initiated questions related to topic of this
day (e.g. activities, festivals). The last three examples were initiated as a post-

activity to the reading texts on the coursebook.
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Since 40-minute-class time is shared by two candidate teachers; in other
words one pair teaches the first twenty minute, the second pair teaches the
last twenty minute, some candidate teachers did not have the chance of
starting the class. Some had to continue teaching when their partner finished
his/her planned activities. The data revealed there were five instances in
which candidate teachers began their classes with the questions like “how are
you”, “how was your weekend” or “do you have a plan for the weekend”
designed as information seeking question and open space for interaction.
Extract FLU 1 is taken from Pt 16’s teaching and this is the only time that he
made the introduction. In the other teaching tasks, his partner Pt15 had the

first twenty minutes to teach the class.

The main focus of Pt16 and Pt 15’s class was reading. In the remaining part of
the lesson Pt 16 gave a number of pictures to the students and asked them to
reorder those pictures as he read the story aloud. So the introduction in the
extract was used to greet students and ask about their weekend plans since
both of the pre-service teachers did their four teaching tasks in the last hour of
the school on Friday before the weekend holiday. S1, S2 and S4 participated in

the interaction.

Extract FLU 1:Pt16_Prep K_ST: “any activities”
1 T: okay class (.) how: are you today *?

2 LL: fine thanks and you:::

3 T: any acttivities anythings you doy (.)
4 interesting (.)any tra:vel? any plan-?
5 Sl: no::

o S2: ((shakes her head))

7 T: for the weekend?
+looks at S1
8 Sl: no::

9 T: no::(1.5)for example 1 want to 1 am planning
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to

10 go istanbul (.) fo::r saturday (.) do you have
11 any plans?
12 (2.4)

13 S4: ((laughs)) (work)

+shakes her head

14 T: no okay (0.6) so do you like stories?

15 LL: ye::::s

16 T: do you read stories? okay today we will read
17 a story

Line 1 and 2 show very familiar example of the way the pre-service teacher
and the students greeted each other in the classroom. However, in line 3 PT16
did not answer the students’ question, instead he directed a second question.
This question was a polar question which may elicit yes or no answer. Only
two students answered this question in the class (5 and 6) and PT 16
elaborated on his question and added the time “for the weekend” (line 7)
which helped him to establish his momentary focus. In line 8, s1 repeated her
previous answer which was a minimal response. In fluency context, the goal is
to enable learners to express themselves in longer turns so in line 9, the pre-
service teacher echoed S1 answer and waited for 1.5 seconds. Then he talked
about his own plan which was used as an example and model for the students
to take up and to talk about their own plans. The way the teacher directed the
discourse and started to talk about himself could be an interactional resource
to give students wait time and pedagogical resource to provide students with a

language model.

This resource is frequently used in other pre-service teachers’ classrooms
when the students do not answer the question. However, the example did not
encourage student participation since the class was silent for 2.4 seconds. In

line 13 s4’s laughter broke the silence and she probably said work
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((transcriber note)) and Pt16 said okay to finish the sequence and moved into

the main activity of the class.

The laughter and the student smiles in classroom indicate lack of knowledge
or unwillingness to participate. (Sert and Jacknick, 2015) It is apparent that Pt
16 was not able to maintain his focus and enable student participation so he
decided to end the meaning and fluency context. It may be claimed that Pt 16
was not insistent on his focus or he might have preferred to keep the inquiry
short to move onto the lesson. He probably preferred progressivity of the
lesson and moved to the reading part. In the following extracts, interactions

involving more participation will be presented.

In Pt 9’s case, the similar interactional and pedagogical resource was used to
encourage student participation. However, she managed to move to her main
pedagogical goal using herself as a resource. She started the class twice during
the term and below is the transcript of her first lesson with a meaning and
fluency context in the high school Prep D. The lesson was a reading lesson and
the topic was importance of food for the body as Pt 9 indicated in her lesson

plan.

Extract FLU 2:Pt9_Prep D_FT: “antrenman”
1 T: hi everyone how are you?

2 (0.9)

3 LL: <fi::ne thanks and you::> £1 am (also) fine £

4 T: how was your week? what did you do? (0.8)
5 this week did you have exams? (1l)did you go
6 cinema or somewhere?

7 LL: ((inaudible murmur in Turkish))
8 sl: sinavimiz var miydi?

did we have an exam?

9 T: didnt you do something?
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10

11
12
13
14

15
16
17
18
19

20
21

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

32
33
34

35
36

s2:

LL:

s3:

s4:

s4:

sd:

vardi vardi

yes yes

yes anybody? (3.6) you didnt do anything (1.2)
you just studied? (1.4) all: week(4.6) then (.)
1 am gonna talk about myself if you dont talk
(0.7) err 1 started to do pilates

(peo'la:.ti:z/)

this week (0.4) do you know what pilates means?
(( writes it on board))

(2.2)
do you know the exercise which can be done with
a ball(.)you

+as i1f she is holding one
know ebru salli right?
((laughter))

haa pilates
she does a lot (1.1) er 1 started to do pilates
to be healthy and fit (1.1) err 1 like sports
to be healthy(0.7) do you do anything to be
more healthier

(1.2)
°guys? ° (1.1) do you do any sport?
((raises his hand))
yes
err 1 play basketball (0.8) (yani)

((stands up)) (you know)

(1)
are you in the school team?

(0.7)
no °atil® ®atil® fatildimf ((laughs))
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fire fire I got fired

37 LL: ((laughter))
38 s4: 1: (.) got fired

39 (0.7)
40 T: why? ((laughs))
41 (1.4)
42 s4: errr: 1 didnt came to >°antreman neydi?°<
what was training?
43 ((asks the question to sb))
44 s5: £fantremant
training
45 +opens his hands
46 s6: fantremant
training
47 LL: ((laughter))

48 T: ((nods her head)) okay

Beginning from the fourth line, Pt 9 established fluency context directing a
series of information seeking questions to the students. In line 4, her first two
questions were designed as a content question. After 0.8 seconds of silence,
she began to elaborate on the questions and asked two polar questions
pausing for 1 second in between. However, no one wanted to ask for the turn
to answer the questions. In line 11, Pt 9 used herself as a resource as Pt 16 did
in the Extract 6 and started to talk about her own week. In line 14, she
referred to pilates and in line 15 she initiated knowledge check question to
check whether the students knew about the exercise. Her question was
designed in polar question format. During 2.2 seconds of wait time, nobody in
the class again oriented to teacher’s check. In line 16 Pt 9 wrote the word
“pilates” on the board which was a learning space for all the learners in the

class. In line 18 she first explained the exercise along with her body language
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and talked about a very famous person associated with pilates to make the
concept accessible to the students. A loud laughter came from students (21)
and S3 uttered an acknowledgement token following the Turkish
pronunciation of the word (22). It is apparent that the class understood the
word pilates after the explanation and the familiar example. Between lines 23
and 26, Pt 9 re-established her focus and connected to the main topic “health”.
As soon as she asked the question “do you do any sport?” (28) s4 raised his
hand and gave his answer. After one second of silence, Pt 9 asked another
information seeking question (34) which obviously opens space for an
interaction in the following lines. In line with the goal of the fluency context, Pt
9 did not initiate any repair when s4 used Turkish and in the line 36 s4 himself
did self-initiated self-repair which perfectly suits the pedagogical goal of this
specific context. To maintain the interaction, she asked “why” and waited for
1.4 seconds for s4 to get the turn. In line 40, s4 uttered a grammatically
incorrect sentence “1 did not came to” and asked for the English equivalent of
antreman to his desk mate s5. His desk mate said “antreman” opening his
hands to mean that it is the same in English. In line 48, the pre-service nodded

her hand and said “okay” to close the sequence.

This sequence shows that Pt 9 successfully established fluency focus and
maintained its focus with series of information seeking questions (Lines 28,
34, 40) that helped to open interactional space for the learner. In addition, she
used wait time to get learner response (lines 35, 41). She did not focus on the
form (lines 38 got fired, line 42 did not came to) and correct the students’
grammatical mistakes. The teacher’s use of examples from her own life to
increase participation and the use of information seeking questions
accompanied by wait time apparently open the space for interaction. She
employed different types of questions (polar, content) but her own account
helped her to get students’ talk. Unlike Pt 16, she initiated and elaborated on
her story and she could involve the leaners. However, the teacher’s closing
third turn (line 48) did not turn this interaction into a teaching and learning

opportunity. The interaction between lines 42 and 46 demonstrates that s5
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and s6 helped their friend s4 saying that he could use antrenman. It is
apparent that they thought antrenman is an English word which is actually a
Turkish word originated from the French “entrainement”. Pt 9 did not address
this knowledge gap or did not orient to s4’s word search to fill the knowledge

gap in her third turn.

It could be argued that the teacher creates a fluency context here and avoids
doing repair in order to provide space for extended learner turns. However,
this practice collides with the understanding of social SLA which maintains
that learning occurs in and through interaction (Ellis, 2010). While Pt 9 was
successful in establishing the context and created space for interaction, in the
third turn she failed to make use of this context as an opportunity to show the
knowledge gap and teach word “training” to the class especially when the
participants themselves mark it as learnable. Thus, she was not able to give
appropriate feedback in the third turn and scaffold learners which are the

actions suggested by Walsh (2006) in SETT.

Moreover, Walsh (2006) suggests that managing side sequences and shifts are
the indicators of Classroom Interactional Competence. Thus, a competent
teacher is expected to move smoothly from the fluency to the form and
accuracy context when needed. Here in line 42, student’s question indicated
that there was a lack of knowledge and the following lines demonstrated that
s5 and s6 did not know the appropriate word “training”. Although the students
did not directly ask the word to the pre-service teacher, it was sequentially
evident that they did not know the word. Thus, if Pt 9 could have shifted the
mode and introduced the word to the class, it would have been a learning

opportunity for the learners.

The next extract is taken from the final teaching of Pt 12 in the Prep H. As she
stated in her lesson plan, her pedagogical aim was “to foster students speaking
skills”. “T tries to warm students up by asking them what they did on the

weekend. T elaborates by asking more questions such as “did you do any
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sports? How often do you do sports? What kind of sports? Why? Do you like
doing sports?” Pt 12 started her final teaching with the same question “how
was your weekend?” As it is obvious from her lesson plan, she expected
students to talk about the sports they played at the weekend. Before this
extract, four different students answered her questions and this was the last
student before moving onto the next question about sport activities. Different
from what she expected, in this extract S1 told her that her mobile phone
broke down. Since this was the fluency context, in line 17, she said okay to S1

to go on talking about her weekend.

Extract FLU 3:Pt12_Prep H_TT_ “technician”
1 T: okay1

2 (0.0)

3 Sl: err [and

4 T: [so what did you do?=

5 Sl: = we: (1.4) take him (.)take it (0.5)to:
(0.9)

6 T: [nods her head]

7 Sl: [ ((laughs for 1.5 seconds))

8 T [ ((smiles))

9 Sl: ftamircif
technician

10 (0.9)

11 T: fo:kayft (( she looks up ))

12 (0.3)

13 Sl: and we wait the (0.4) one days (1.0) 1 am

14 bored (0.3) one day|

15 (0.9)

l6 T: okay you didn’t do anything?

17 (1.0)

18 S1: 1:: did (1.6) vya 1 play hih hih £flaptoptf
hih
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19 hih (0.5)
20 T: ((smiles)) fokayf

After 0.6 seconds of silence, s1 started with a hesitation marker and Pt 12
asked her a follow up question to understand what she did after her mobile
phone broke down (4). In line 5, she started to narrate; she did self-initiate a
self-repair by replacing him with it. In line with the pedagogical purpose of the
segment, the PT 12 provided no correction and only nodded her head to
approve self-repair (6). In the line 7, S1 indicated a trouble by laughing. S1
started laughing and the pre-service teacher simultaneously smiled for 1.5
seconds. It is apparent that S1 was in word search sequence to complete her
utterance. The student could not continue her talk and it is clear that inter-
subjectivity and the progressivity of the talk was not maintained (Kitzinger,
2013). Then, in line 9 the turn was taken by S1 and she resorted to Turkish.
Use of the smiley voice indicated that she problematized her use of L1 (9).
After nearly one second of silence, Pt 12 took the turn and she uttered “okay”
in smiley voice too. And then she looked up, which may show she was also in
word search sequence. In line 13, s1 took the turn and continued to talk about
her weekend. It is clear that the teacher’s okay (11) maintained the
progressivity of the student talk which was the pedagogical goal of the fluency

context.

This extract shows that the student resorts to Turkish when there is an
interactional trouble stemming from epistemic stance. Being aware of the
language policy in the class, she marked it as a trouble by laughing. On the
other hand, the teacher tried to resolve the interactional trouble by accepting
the violation of the language policy in the class and uttering okay as a go ahead
response. Thus, the teacher passed up the repair immediately as PT 9 did in
the previous extract. Pt 12 also did not address the lack of knowledge in the
extract and missed the opportunity to teach the word technician. It could be

argued that the teacher creates fluency context here and avoids doing repair in
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order to provide space for extended learner turns. As mentioned previously in
Pt 9’s case, passing up the repair means losing the teaching and learning
opportunities in the class. Especially when students themselves indicate their
lack of knowledge or mark it using some interactional resources, it is obvious
that the teacher should orient to these clues and attempt to make use of these

moments.

Moreover, it might be sequentially evident that the pre-service teacher is also
in word search sequence as she looks up (11) which might be an indication of
word search sequence. Goodwin & Goodwin (1986) showed that speakers
“frequently gaze away from their recipients” (p.57) when they are involved in
word search. In addition Goodwin & Goodwin (1986) refer to the
psychologists who showed that speakers turn their head in different
directions when engaged in word search. A number of conversation analytic
studies in language classrooms (Greer, 2013; Mori, 2004) yielded similar
results. Eye contact and gaze directions could be significant indicators of the

word search in classroom contexts.

Along with word searches designed as a response to the information-seeking
questions, students may offer unexpected and inappropriate candidate
answers Since Pts cannot predict the answers or there is no one correct
answer as in the form and accuracy context; they cannot deal with the
students’ contributions. (Fagan, 2012) or shape them (Walsh, 2006). The

following extract will demonstrate one representative instance.

The episode shows Pt 15’S (Pt 16’s partner) first teaching. She greeted the
class and, unlike Pt 16, she got response from the class. However, it is obvious
that she cannot handle the unpredictable responses and even echoed the
inappropriate response. In this extract, there were many students who
contributed to this interaction. Those are Pt 15 (T) the teacher and the
students, S1, S2, S3 and S4 as participants in this extract. It was the beginning

of the class.
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Extract FLU 4: Pt 15_Prep K_ FT_one_"teethache”

1

0 < o oo w N

10
11
12
13
14

15

16

17
18

19
20
21

22
23
24

T:

LL:

Sl
S2:

S1:

LL:

S2:

S3:

Sl:

S2:

Sl

LL:
S2:

S4:

sot(.) how are you this week?
+opens her arms
(1)
baa:d
((moves her head and hand to the right side of
the class))
toothache
examming
+ points to gzd
bad? aa yes
and /' tu:Bex/
((laughs))

huh?
what?
°teethache mi toothache mi?
teethache or toothache

teethache

/ti: e ext/
teethache

/ti: e ext(/

+points to her mouth
stomachache yok
no

((laughs))
/ti: 0 ext(/
haaa (.) teeth ACHE you have teethache >thats

/etk/

really bad< 1 know err do you use anything/()
pills?
su

water
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25 ((unintelligible talk in class))
26 Sl: err monday

27 T: on monday °?

28 Sl: vyes

29 T: okay| please get well soon.

Pt 15 is the one of the candidate teachers who attempt to go into relatively
longer routine inquires which are not necessarily relevant to the main aim of
the lesson. Her question in the very beginning of the lesson (1) got a response
from the whole class and S1 also said that he had a toothache (6). Pt 15 did not
orient to S1’s answer and also she did not orient to s2’s answer (7). It might be
because she could not hear all the answers as students self-selected
themselves and took the turns in a row as in salad dressing example. Although
at first s1 uttered the word correctly (6), in 9 his utterance was not intelligible
enough for Pt 15 to understand. Thus, she asked for clarification in the next
line (13) which prompted other students to think about s1’s answer. S3 (13)
initiated a repair in the form of a tag question. In the following, S1 and S2 took
up the wrong word (teethache) and incorrect pronunciation (/ti:6
ert[/). The s2 used her body language to make a clarification (17).
However, this other-repair teethache instead of toothache was not correct in
grammatical sense. Interestingly, the pre-service teacher uttered a change of
state token (haaa) to demonstrate her understanding and echoed the
grammatically incorrect response twice but, correcting the pronunciation of
the word ache (21). She uttered the grammatically incorrect word with
emphasis addressing the whole class. In order to continue with the fluency
context, she asked a further question (22-23) and got a response (24) from S4
In line 26, S1 participated in interaction and said Monday. Pt 15 initiated
embedded correction and added the preposition echoing back the response to
request for clarification. However, s1 only said yes and PT 15 closed the

sequence in line 29.
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In this extract, Pt 15 established the fluency context successfully and engaged
students in the context. Since more than one student self-selected themselves
to take the turn, the pre-service teacher could not pick one student to respond
at first as it was obvious from her body language (4, 5). In the next line, she
oriented to one student’s answer who actually took initiative and repeated his
answer for many times (6, 10). In line 14, the S3 asked a question about the
word and initiated a similar word search sequence demonstrated in the
extracts 2 and 3 in the fluency contexts. As in Pt 9’s class (extract 2), students
went into a collaborative guessing sequence and offered a non-existing word
“teethache” pronounced incorrectly (ext ) and an alternative word (18)
stomach ache which might have been introduced to the class together with the
word toothache. In the third turn, Pt 15 could not handle the students’
incorrect answers and she herself echoed the grammatically incorrect word
only repairing the pronunciation error. Thus, it could be argued that she could
not give appropriate feedback and even reinforced the incorrect word.
Similarly, Fagan (2012) found out that for novice teachers it is a very complex
and demanding task to deal with unexpected learner contributions. The last
part of the extract is also significant. Although the Pt 15 initiated clarification
requests to stimulate and elicit further talk; S1 and S2 uttered single words
which could not turn into a genuine interaction. In the final turn, Pt 16 said
okay to end the sequence and said get well soon which still maintained the

fluency focus.

Extract 5 shows a more controlled fluency context compared to the previous
ones. This was Pt 3’s third teaching in the high school prep B. Pt 3 aimed to
revise past tense and past continuous tense in the final teaching. In order not
to introduce the topic directly and enable students be aware of the tense
themselves, she initiated the context with an information- seeking question to
create a context for students to use the target tenses. The interaction involves

Pt 3 (T), Alper (A) and 5 unidentified students.
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Extract FLU 5 Pt3_Prep B_TT_"earthquake”

1 T: err (0.5) what happened err how was your
2 weekend?

3 LL: Dba::d

4 T what were you doing? (1.4) for example (.)
5 sunday night (1.1) what happened?

6 (2.4)

7 A: ((raises his hand))

8 T: ((points to Alper))

9 A: 1 play computer games=

10 S2: =1 was sleeping

11 T: you were sleeping (1) what else?

12 (1.6)

13 T: ((points to the S3 who raised her hand))

14 S3: 1 did homework

15 T: you did homework

16 ((t bent down))

17 S4: 1 watched tv series

18 T: you watched tv series and did you feel the
19 earthquake?

20 S5: aa

21 LL: vyes ((in chorus))

22 LL: no ((in chorus))

23 T: 1 felt (.)1 felt (.) at that time 1 was
24 drinking my coffee

25 S5: off

26 T: 1 dropped my cup (.)and burnt my hand (.) but
27 now it is okay (1.4)what were you ()?

28 Sb5: ()

29 So: ((raise her finger))

30 S5: poor you
31 T: thank you very much
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32 T: ((gives turn to s6))

33 s6: err my aunt and her husband came err to our
34 house=

35 T: =came to your house

36 s6: and we were drinking tea

37 T: you were drinking your tea

38 S6: first my uncle felt (0.7) the [earthquake

39 T: [earthquake

40 (0.3)

41 So6: and (1 also felt) 1 looked at the glasses

and
42 they were shaking
43 (0.4)
44 T: f£they were shakingf (.) it was frightening
45 right?
46 but it is over(.) today 1 have a man

To establish her focus, Pt 3 first asked a known-answer question what
happened and then she repaired her own utterance and turned this question
into an information seeking one (2). She was expecting students to talk about
the earthquake; thus this context is more guided. However, until line 18, the
students did not give the answer Pt 3 was waiting for. In line 4, she again
changed the structure of her question and used present continuous tense (the
target structure that she was expecting from the students) and tried to elicit
the answer earthquake. A raised his hand but his answer was not related to
the hidden agenda of the teacher. Hence, she did not orient to A’s answer in
present tense. She maintained the context and she only echoed the answers
which were formulated in past continuous (11) and past tense (15, 17). In line
18, she asked the main question designed in yes/no form so the students
answered in chorus. This response from the class is not surprising since polar

questions (yes/no questions) elicit this kind of answer in most of the time
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(Raymond, 2003). In line 23, she started to talk about her evening when she
felt the earthquake. The Pt3 also used her own story both as a pedagogical and
interactional resource as Pt 16 and Pt 9 did in their teachings (Extracts 1 and
2). S5 reacted to the story (30) which shows S5’s listenership and s5 (34)
responded to the teacher’s story which made the interaction authentic and
different from the IRF pattern in which teacher closed the sequence. Then in
line 33, S6 started to talk about her own experience. In the third turns, Pt 3
echoed the student’s story line by line (37, 39, and 44). S6é’s story was
grammatically correct and suited to the main aim of the lesson. Pt 3 only

echoed the answers and closed the turn without asking further questions (48).

When the fluency context is initiated for a preparation for the upcoming main
activity, it is designed in a more controlled manner. It is evident that every
information seeking question or known information question asked by the
teacher is aimed to direct and control the classroom interaction. However,
candidate teachers attempt to ask more controlled questions to establish the
context. In order to prevent deviation from the agenda, they only oriented to
the answers in preferred form and content. The narration of their own stories
enables participation and engagement of the students into the interaction.
Thus, it is one of the frequently employed actions by the candidate teachers to
maintain the pedagogical focus. In addition, in line with Park (2014)’s findings
Pts repetitions in the third turns (11, 15, 35, and 39) facilitated the

participation and elicited longer turns in fluency context.

The next example comes from the young learners’ classroom in 5B. Pt 2 in her
third teaching attempted to introduce the words related to the illness and
used her own story to initiate the context. Actually this could be a meaning
context but the participants’ orientations turned it into a fluency context. T

refers to PT2, SE is Serdar and S1, S4 and S6 are unidentified students.
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Extract FLU 6_Pt2 5B TT: “illness”

10
11
12
13
14
15

16

17
18

19

20
21

22

T:

11:

sl:

SE:

SE:

LL:

SE:

S1:

SE:

sl:

hi class (.)how are you?
(0.8)

°fine thanks and you®

actually 1 am not fine as you see

am very very ill (0.9)

+takes a pocket of tissues

err do you know what is the meaning of il11l?

gecmis olsun ne demek
what does get well soon mean?

(2.1)

what is it? (1.3) gec¢mis olsun?

fgecmis olsunf

((t and class laughs))

what is it in english?

(0.6)

he in english? (0.8) what
neydi?

get well soon okay ?

[get well soon

[aa dodru

oh that’s true

yes thank you (0.5) do you know what is the

meaning of 111(1.9) in turkish?

((raises her finger))
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23
24

25

26
27
28
29

30

31
32
33
34

35

36
37
38
39

40

41

42

43

44

sl:

skE:

sl:

S4:

S1:

yes
(hasta)
gecmis olsun
get well soon
yes lets write it let s write it on the board
(( writes ill=hasta on the board))
hasta (.) yess err 1 think the weather is very
cold (1) and when you come to the school

and go outside (2) 1 think you should wear

your
coat (2) and scarf err don’t be ill okay? (.)
be careful (1.2) err is there anybody who is
ill in the class (1.2) is there anybody who is
ill? (0.9) in the class?

kim hasta

who 1is 111

yes

((s4 and s7 raise their hands))

(1.2)

you? you are 1ill? (1.3) err do you know what
is

the name of your illness?

(ne)?

(what)

illness

adi ne

what 1is 1its name

yves (0.9) what is the meaning of illness?
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45

46

47

48

49

50
51
52

53

54
55
56

57

58
59

60

S4:

S4:

S4:

S4:

ay pardon ben karistirdim

ay I am sorry I confused it with something
else

illness (( writes “illness” on the board))
illness mi1 yoksa-?

is it illness or ?
the name of (.) your illness
ha hastalidininin adi mi?

ohh is it the name of the illness?
yes ((writes hastalik on the board)) do you
know?
yani sadece (.) nezle gibi (.) ingilizcesini
bilmiyorum
you know it is something like cold but I
don’t know how to say it in English

do you know what is it in English?

((looks at the whole class))
ben hasta dedilim baskasi hasta soyleyebilir
miyim?

I am not ill someone else is 11l can I say
it?

yes err (.) don’t worry we will learn it
together today (0.6) we will learn(0.5)

illnesses today(.) okay?

It is sequentially evident that pre-service teachers use their own stories to

establish the meaning and fluency context as Pt 2 did in the beginning of the

extract (3, 4). After she said that she was ill and used other contextual clues
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(4) she asked a knowledge check question to see whether students knew this
word which could have initiated a meaning sequence. However, in line 6, it is
evident that at least S1 oriented to the fluency context initiated by the
teacher’s story and wanted to participate in this interaction expressing her
wish. However, she lacked the language resource to convey her message so
she asked a counter question to the teacher and initiated a word search in
Turkish. After 2.1 seconds of silence, the teacher directed this question to the
class in English. Pt2 did not answer this question, instead she repeated s1’s
question in English and directed it to the class (8). With this action, she gained
the control of the interaction (Markee, 2000, p.64), and set the language policy
in an implicit way. In line 9, s2 uttered something unintelligible to the
transcriber and the teacher selected s2 as the next speaker. He uttered “gecmis
olsun” and all the class including the teacher laughed at him. In line 14, the
teacher repeated her question and reminded the language policy implicitly. In
line 16, s2 self -selected himself; however, he could not answer the question.
Finally, the teacher herself gave the answer in the next line (17). In line 20, she
repeated her previous question, but this time she wanted an answer in
Turkish and a preferred response came without a delay (24). In the next lines,
the teacher used the blackboard to make the word ill visible to everyone in the
class. Then she continued her story and asked an information seeking question
(32-33-34) designed in polar yes/ no question form. After 1.2 seconds of
silence she repeated her question (38). S1 translated this question for the
class (35) and the pre-service teacher displayed her acceptance in line 44. It is
sequentially evident that after S1’s translation, the rest of the class oriented to
the teacher’s question and two students who were ill raised their hands. In
line 39, the teacher directed her question to those who raised their hands.
However, her question was not grammatically correct “do you know what is the
name of your illness” and most probably it was not a slip-of-tongue or a
mistake as in line 5 where she asked a similar question formulated in the same
way. However, s4 displayed non-understanding (41) and S1 translated the

question for the students (41). Actually this extract is a good representative of
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the other question answer sequences in this class (5-B, Table 1). Whenever the
teacher asked a question in English, s1 translated the question into Turkish for
the class even when the teacher selected someone else as a next speaker. Thus,
s1 established her identity as a knower and helper in the class. The teacher’s
positive evaluations and remarks (36, 44) strengthened her role. After the
teacher approved s1’s translation, she checked whether the students knew the
word illness. It is apparent that s4 did not know the word and the teacher used
the blackboard to introduce the word to the class (46). The next lines (47, 48,
49, and 50) demonstrated the negotiation of meaning sequence between the
teacher and S4. However, the teacher used English and the student used
Turkish which was not appropriate considering the institutional context of a
language classroom. In line 52, s4 claimed insufficient knowledge; however,
the teacher asked the same question one more time to the class (54). S6 self-
selected herself and asked for permission to say something. This turn shows
S6’s willingness to participate; however, the teacher did not orient to this turn

and closed the sequence (58-60).

This long sequence shows that proficiency of the learners and the language
policy implemented in the class directly affect the quality and the quantity of
the interaction and learning. The teacher used knowledge check questions to
understand students’ knowledge (5, 21, and 39). However, it is obvious that
the language itself is the problem for the learners. The candidate teacher
attempted to make it accessible to the learners with the help of contextual
clues which helped learners to understand the teacher’s agenda. However,
only one student could attempt to interact with the teacher as she was
apparently more knowledgeable than the others. She also displayed her lack of

knowledge to participate in the interaction.

In short, the candidate teacher managed to set up fluency focus without asking
any information seeking question in the beginning. Although students were
willing to participate in the interaction, their language proficiency level was

not that high to carry on the interaction. Thus, the teacher needed to initiate
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knowledge check and the students asked clarification questions in the next
turns. At the end, the teacher could not maintain the context since the students
could not understand teacher talk and did not have the knowledge of related
vocabulary and resorted to Turkish. Hence, when the students use their native
tongue, which is dispreffered by the teacher, the fluency focus cannot be
maintained. However, it is obvious that students’ orientation to the teacher’s
story and willingness to participate in the conversation (6) is crucial in setting

up the fluency context.

The similar case is recorded in Pt 15’s first teaching. Focus on fluency requires
students to express themselves freely and students talked about their own
immediate environment and local culture. In the following extract, due to

lacking language resource, students resort to their L1.

Pt 15 and Pt 16’s focus was on reading and writing in the first teaching. The
students were going to read a text about festivals around the world and create
a poster for a festival in groups. To prepare students for the reading text and
initiate a brainstorming session; Pt15 established meaning focus which was
similar to the one Extract MEA 6: Ba’'raat Night. Thanks to the unfolding
interaction enriched by participants’ momentary foci, it turns into a fluency
context. T refers to PT 15, PT 16 refers to her partner in the classroom. KA

refers to Kaan. There are S2, S3, and S4 as unidentified students.

Extract FLU 7: PT 15_Prep K_ FT: “pickle festival”
T: all right then (0.7)so after exams you are

going to rest(.)you are going to have fun
(0.8) but now we are going to talk about
something really really fun

(2.2)

a now I will write word on the board

[ ((writing festival on the board))

S1l: [festival ((in turkish))

O O J o O b w DD

T: festival (1.3)so (1.1) what(0.8) what comes
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

S2:

S2:

KA:

KA:

KA:

LL:

KA:

KA:

(/' festzv(a)l/)

to your mind(.)when I say festival?(1.6)I

want (0.5) words from you(0.2)like for

example when I say festival

music

(0.6)

((writes music on the board))

((raises her hand))

what do you think of?

I think of

+turns to the students and points to s3

dance1

(0.7)

dance (.) perfect

((writes dance on the board))

((raises his hand))

you (.) you what was your name?

err kaan

kaan?

ingilizcesini bilmiyorum da

geliyor aklima

(0.4)

tursu

1 don’t know how to say it in English but

prickle comes to

((laughs))

are you from cubuk?

no

(0.9)

do you know cubuk=

=[my (.) my mother

[in cubuk there is

°pickle®

my mind

((turns to the blackboard to write the

word) )

pickle mi ?
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38
39
40
41
42
43
44

45
46

47
48
49

50
51

52
53
54
55

In lines 1-5, Pt 15 did a pre-expansion to her instruction and attempted to
motivate learners to participate. In line 6, she started to write a word on the
board. Before she completed writing the key word on the board (7), sl
guessed the word and said it aloud in Turkish. Although it was uttered in
Turkish, it shows that the teacher’s use of board helped learners to participate
in the context. In line 9, the teacher used embedded repair and uttered the

word in English. Then, she directed the information seeking question in the

PT16

S3:
S4:

S3:

LL:

S3:

is it pickle?
(( looks at her teaching partner, Pt 16))
((nods his head)) °pickle®
((writes pickle on the board))
now in cubuk (0.4) do you know cubuk in
Ankara®?
yes ((raises her hand))
hocam memleket
teacher my hometown
ohhh
benimki de benimki de
mine mine
I have friend from cubuk I love cubuk (0.3)
and once last year we went to cubuk tursu
festivali
festival of pickles
((points to the board))
bu sene olmada
it did not take place this year
( (laughter))
I went last year\
((raises her hand)) concert and enjoyable

show
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same line and stated what students were required to say (9-13). With this
clear instruction, PT 15 established her focus and one-word response came
from the class immediately which shows their involvement (17). In line 21, KA
self-selected himself and raised his hand. The teacher approved his selection
and asked his name at first. In line 25, KA started his turn with a CIK but
oriented to teacher’s question using the same structure as the teacher used in
her question (t: what comes to your mind s:tursu geliyor aklima). His initiative
to speak and his turn showed that he understood the teacher’s question and
was willing to participate in the interaction. However, he violated the language
policy. His answer made everyone laugh as in the previous extract. From the
laughter (27), it is clear that most of the students know the local prickle
festival in Cubuk. It is interesting that the things that belong to Turkish culture
create a humorous atmosphere in the foreign language classroom. The pre-
service teacher understood the relationship between prickle and the festival
and asked a follow up question to KA (28) which maintained the interaction.
This follow up information seeking question could be given as an example to
what Waring (2015) described as validating learner responses and responsive
to the moment. Unlike Pt 7 (Extract MEA 6: Ba’raat Night), she did not provide
English word immediately; instead she maintained the interaction with an
information seeking question (28). However, she oriented to student’s CIK and
gave the English word for tursu a few lines after. It is sequentially evident that
she was not sure about her knowledge so she consulted her teaching partner
(37). After Pt 16 showed his agreement, she wrote the word on the board (40)
which could be marked as “teaching moment”. In the next line, she addressed
to the whole class and initiated an ESC (epistemic status check) to make sure
that other students were following the interaction. The responses (43, 44, and
46) showed that some of them knew the festival. In line 47, Pt 15 initiated her
story as a post expansion and S3 oriented to that story in Turkish (51). In the
following line Pt 15 ended the interaction marking her last comment with a

falling intonation (53).
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The episode above also represented a co-constructed fluency context with the
mutual orientations of the interlocutors. Pt 15 could seize the teaching
opportunity and provide space for the learners to converse at the same time.
She also used her own stories and information seeking questions to achieve

the pedagogical purpose.

The next extract was taken from Pt 13’s second teaching. She initiated fluency
context as a post reading activity as she stated in her lesson plan. The students
read a text about “mall of America” and answered the comprehension
questions in the coursebook. And then, Pt 13 herself created a post reading
activity and prepared a power point presentation showing three famous
shopping malls around the world. Showing the photos of these different malls,
she introduced these malls and talked about the things that make them special
and popular. This presentation was also done to prepare students for the next
writing task in which students themselves created their own shopping malls.
Hence, focus on fluency sequence transcribed below both functioned as a post-

reading and pre-writing activity. T is Pt 13, NS is Nisa and BL is Bilal.

Extract FLU 8: PT 13_ Prep H_ ST: “shopping mall”
T: so who can tell me which one is your (0.3)

which one did you like the most?

1
2
3 (0.6) and why why do you think?
4 ((two students raise their hands))
5 (3) which one? (0.9) >first one second
6 one third one?<

+points to the pictures on the slide
7 (1) yes nisa
8 NS: err third one
9 T: yes (( points to first picture))
10 the aqua park one yes
11 NS: Dbecause I like swimming

12 T: yes you like swimming (1.4) okay it will be
13 fun right? (0.9) at the mall(0.8) when
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14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
28
29

30

31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

BL:

BL:

BL:

BL:

BL:

BL:

BL:

you are shopping you can also enjoy the
aqua park(0.9)yes
(1.3)
yes bilal
err
[what is your favourite?
[ first one
first one (0.3)skiing one?
(0.8)
yes
(1.4)
do you like skiing?
err
you like snow ?
err (0.5) no ay sey I like s::now errr but
(0.6) err (0.4) 1:: (0.5) err 1: (1)
°nasi diyim® (0.8)
how can I say
hi¢ kaymadim (yani)
I ve never skied (I mean)
(0.6)
you want to try it?
yeah
it will be fun
err [and-
[think about it for example in ankamall
(0.4)
((stop looking at bilal and looks at the
other side of the class))
there is a skiing part(1.5) it would be very
fun right? (0.9)people go there enjo:yy
(1.4)
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43 okay any ideas?

Pt 13 initiated two information seeking questions in a row. She clarified the
question pointing to each of the pictures (6). Two students volunteered to
answer the questions. NS gave grammatically and pedagogically appropriate
answer (8, 11) and in the next line, PT13 first echoed NS ‘s answer, after 1,4
seconds of silence, she elaborated on s1’s answer (12-15). BL uttered his
choice in line 20 and the teacher also initiated confirmation check (21) to
make sure that they understood the same thing. After BL’s confirmation (23)
and waiting for 1, 4 seconds of silence, the PT 13 initiated a follow-up
information seeking question (25). While BL was apparently thinking about
his answer, in line 27 she asked a further question to elicit an answer from
him. The following lines (28-31) showed that BL wanted to participate in the
interaction; however, he did not know how to express himself in English.
Then, he violated the language policy and expressed himself in his native
tongue (30). In line 32, the teacher attempted to continue the interaction and
asked a yes/no question without using the word BL had difficulty to find in the
previous line (30). Thus, it may be claimed that the teacher could have
designed her turn in order not to miss the opportunity to teach the verb “ski”.
However, she continued the interaction (32) and in the next line (35-36) the
teacher and student overlapped. In line 36, the overlap resolved when the
teacher continued to elaborate on BL’s answer. Normally, the teachers are
expected to use wait time to encourage student talk and the overlaps are
avoided to open space for student turns in fluency context. In the closing turn,
Pt 13 addressed the whole class and invited other students to continue with
the context. The teacher candidate did not orient to the student’s CIK and did
not initiate a repair sequence. Rather, she preferred to elaborate on BL'’s

answer and closed the interaction as shown in the next lines (36-43).

The final extract also shows a fluency focus initiated in Prep D in the high

school. PT 6 was told to follow the course book by her mentor in her first
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teaching. (APPENDIX ] ) In the course book, there was a short survey asking
about “are you a good citizen”. There were nine items in the survey and each
question was answered by a different student after s/he read it. In the

following extract, S7 self-selected himself to answer the fifth question.

Extract FLU 9: Pt 6_ Prep D_FT: “good citizen”

1 T: fifth one? (0.8) yes

2 s7: I volunteer my time to help others eg

3 helping at a community centre or kids’ club
4 a::

5 ((reads it from the text book))

6 T: al::ways? (0.7) then you go to community

7 centre

8 s7: ((nods his head))

9 T: what do you do?

10 (1.9)

11 s7: play games

12 (1.1)

13 T: then how would you help others? how do you
14 help? (0.8) playing games? by playing games?
15 s7: sometimes

16 T: hum

17 s7: I see errr little kid

18 T: yes

19 s7: err I got helped to (go on) information

20 (0.5)

21 T: okay yes then you are a good citizen (.)and

22 next one who wants to read?

The episode above also shows pre-service teachers did not continue initiating
repair sequences when students uttered grammatically incorrect even

unintelligible sentences when focus was on fluency. The first two lines are
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examples of initiation and response turns. And then, Pt 6 did not give any
feedback in the next line but asked a follow up question which opened space
for the interaction (6-7). The next lines demonstrate a negotiation of meaning
sequence since Pt 6 was trying to understand S7’s activities in the community
centre. As a result, she asked further questions (13-14) which gave s7 an
opportunity to express himself more. In line 15, he attempted to clarify
himself and in the next line the pre-service teacher showed that she was
listening to him (16) and wanted him to go on speaking (18). In line 19, S7’s
utterance was ungrammatical and unintelligible. He most probably meant that
he helped little kids to find information on the internet. However, the pre-
service teacher in the next line (21) closed the negotiation of meaning
sequence giving explicit positive feedback and moved onto the next item of the

survey without any clarification.

4.4.1 Discussion of Focus on Fluency

The micro-analytic investigation of focus on fluency in teacher led EFL
classrooms demonstrate that candidate teachers follow the same route while
establishing and maintaining the focus. They use similar interactional and
pedagogical resources to construct the context. No matter which language
proficiency level the students have, students apparently have difficulties in
contributing to the context. In a similar vein, PTs have difficulties in
responding to students’ word searches, incomplete utterances, grammatically

incorrect responses and unwillingness to participate.

Focus on fluency in English as a foreign language classrooms can be discussed
in three parts: the sequence in which candidate teachers set the context and
involve learners, the following sequence in which learners contribute to the

context and the final sequence in which the teacher closes the sequence.

In the first part, in establishing fluency context candidate teachers first have
difficulties in involving learners as in Pt 16’s case. The students may be

unwilling to participate in the lesson (Extract FLU 1). The teachers use their
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own stories both as an interactional and pedagogical resource to engage
learners. These short narrations provide learners with a language model and
time to think. In addition, use of board in the first turn may involve learners as
itis obvious in Pt 15’s case (Extract FLU 7). Before Pt 15 completed writing the
key word “festival” on the board, the students already predicted the word
themselves. It clearly shows their willingness to participate. In the extract 6, Pt
2 also used contextual clues (her pocket of tissues) to establish the meaning
which made relevant for the students go into genuine conversation. Using
these resources accompanied by information seeking questions and wait time,
the students always self-select themselves. The pre-service teachers never
pick those students who do not raise their hands. Hence, in fluency context,
candidate teachers wait for students to self-select themselves for the next

turns.

In the second turn in which students take turns to answer, the significance of
the students’ proficiency level is obvious. It definitely affects the quality and
quantity of the interaction. In addition to being unwilling to participate
(Extract FLU 1), if they cannot answer in English, they stop the interaction
(Extract FLU 3, Extract FLU 6). As a consequence, the pre-service teachers
cannot continue with the context. The students may provide ungrammatical
(Extract FLU 4) or unintelligible answers (Extract FLU 9) or they frequently
give answers in Turkish (except for the extracts FLU 5 and FLU 9). It is
important for a teacher candidate to handle all these responses and shape it
and give it back to the learner, which Walsh (2006) defined as “shaping

learner contribution” in the Classroom Interactional Competence framework.

However, the data reveal that although the pre-service teachers open the
space for interaction directing information seeking questions followed by wait
time and use different resources to establish their pedagogical agenda, they
fail to shape learner contributions and eventually miss the opportunities to
teach in the third turn. Due to the nature of the fluency context, the students

are freely expressing themselves and most of the time they need to seek for
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the words to continue their turns (Extracts FLU 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7). Sometimes
they clearly state that they don’t know how to express themselves in English
(Extracts FLU 6 and 7) These clear CIKs sometimes stem from the concepts
that cannot be easily translated into English (e.g. pickle festival). However, the
PTs cannot always contribute to these word searches and knowledge gaps and
turn them into a learning opportunity for the student and the class in the third
turn. In addition to the word search, the teachers do not orient to students’
clear CIKs (Extracts 4, 6, and 8). In those extracts, students take initiative and
clearly state that they do not know how to express their opinion in English. As
we see in Pt 9 (Extract2: antrenman) and Pt 12 (Extract 3 technician) cases,
students took initiative and asked for the unknown word or indicated their
lack of knowledge with laughter. However, the teacher candidates cannot
handle the students’ unpredictable responses and help learners to find the

appropriate word.

The reason for being unable to help to find correct word and address
knowledge gaps could be the candidate teachers’ incompetence to retrieve the
word at that moment. In Pt 12’s example (Extract 3: technician), averting her
gaze and looking up can be evidence that she is also in word search and cannot
help learners at that point. Furthermore, the candidate teachers may also echo
and reinforce the ungrammatical answers (Extract 4: teethache) as Pt 15 did
in her teaching. This shows the unpredictable nature of the students’ answers
and especially in the absence of turn taking rule, Pts may revoice students’
inappropriate answers. When students raise their hands and take the floor,
the data reveal that PTs manage them more successfully as seen in the

meaning context as well (Extract FM 3 : salad dressing).

Moreover, students may give ungrammatical and unintelligible responses
(Extract FLU 9: good citizen) and the candidate teacher may fail to paraphrase
the learner’s answer to make it clear for the class. Walsh (2006) claims that
reformulation and extension are the interactional features that language

teachers employ to scaffold their learners. Unfortunately, the candidate
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teachers do not initiate any repair or reformulate the students’ utterances that

need clarification.

Kim and Kasper (2007) analysed conversations-for-learning contexts in which
learners of English who don’t share the same language or the native speakers
of the target language come together to provide language practice for the
learners. The results indicated that in those conversation clubs, the native
speakers (which epistemically in K+ position) “used three methods that did
not make the misunderstanding the main business of the interaction-
repairing the problem en passant, initiating other repair in next turn instead,
or passing up the repair immediately” (p.398). By doing that while the
progressivity of talk is maintained and the idea of L2 users as competent
conversationalist is not challenged; “any learning opportunities that might

have arisen from addressing the trouble were also prevented.” (p.398).

Similarly, the teacher candidates pass up the repair or any initiation of repair
when students utter ungrammatical responses in fluency context. This
avoidance of repairing learners could stem from the paradoxical situation
Seedhouse (2004) explored in detail. Based on the humanistic and student
centred language teaching and learning approaches, the teachers are educated
to praise and give positive feedback to the learners, which is thought to
encourage their participation in the interaction. Thus, students’ participation
and utterances are oriented to as preferred by the candidate teachers and they
do not further elaborate on their contributions, which make them design their
closing turns in the form of EPAs. This limits the further clarification requests,

confirmation checks to facilitate and enrich the discussion.

Conversely, this avoidance of repair may block the learning opportunities for
students and collide with the understanding that “learning occurs in and
through interaction”. (Ellis, 2010). Thus, the language teachers should make
use of the fluency context to get extended student talk and turn the interaction
into a learning event. In order to do this, they also need to move between the

contexts (managing mode shifts, Walsh, 2006) as Walsh suggests this as a
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component of Classroom Interactional Competence. Thus, when the teacher
candidates are faced with student CIK or knowledge gaps, they need to alter

the context and their pedagogical aim.

The table 4.5 below summarises the interactional and pedagogical resources
used by pre-service teachers when they focus on fluency. Interactional and
pewdgogical resources are analysed in terms of maintaining the focus and
evaluation turn. In maintaining the focus, question design and handling
learner contributions are significant. In evaluation turn, pre-service teachers
acknowledge students’ contribuitons with EPA or give the turn to other

students in the classroom.

Table 4.5: Interactional and Pedagogical Resources in Focus on Fluency

Context Interactional and Pedagogical Resources

Maintaining Focus Evaluation Turn

e Information -seeking questions

e Use of self-accounts/ self stories

e Use of visuals, materials and
Focus on Contextual Clues
Fluency e Use of wait time

e Passing up repair

e Leave unaddressed learners’ CIKs

or word search
e Teacher echo

e Acknowledge response
&initiate EPA

Table 4.6 Teacher Actions hindering and opening space for teaching

Hindering Teaching Space Opening Space for Teaching
e Leave unaddressed learners’ e Question Design
CIKs or word search (information seeking
e Teacher echo of questions)
Focus on inappropriate answer / e Use of self-accounts/
Fluency incorrect answer self stories
e Passing up the repair e Use of visuals, materials

and Contextual Clues
e Use of wait time
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The table below (Table 4.6) provides the summary of teacher actions in focus

on fluency that hinder teaching space or open space for teaching.

The last table, table 4.7 below provides summary of the teacher actions in

focus on form, focus on meaning and focus on fluency.

Table 4.7: Summary of the Teacher Actions

Hindering Teaching Space

Opening Space for Teaching

Focus on Form °

Extensive use of DIUs,

Extensive use of Teacher Echo

Extensive use of EPAs
Passing up questions
Passing up evaluation turn

Embodied explanation

Use of the board

Next Turn Repair

Initiations

o Request for full
sentence

o Metalinguistic
explanation

Focus on Meaning

Embedded repair
Teacher echo of
inappropriate answer
Turn-taking system

Question Design (pursuit
and negotiary questions
Paraphrase

Use of wait time

Focus on Fluency

Leave learners’ CIKs or
word search unaddressed
Teacher echo of
inappropriate answer /
incorrect answer

Passing up repair

Question Design
(information seeking
questions)

Use of self-accounts/ self
stories

Use of visuals, materials
and Contextual Clues
Use of wait time
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

5.1 Summary of Findings and Discussion

The main aim of this dissertation is to unearth sequential organization of PT-
led EFL classroom interaction in secondary and high schools in practicum
setting via micro-analysis of PT talk. The first research question aimed to
explore emergent context in PT-led classroom interaction. The results showed
that pedagogical focus of the classroom members shaped and directed the
interaction. Focus on form, focus on meaning and focus on fluency manifested
themselves as sub-discourses. Focus on form refers to the PTs and thereby
learners’ orientation towards accuracy and grammaticality. Focus on meaning
refers to negotiation of meaning of a single word or phrase. The context was
created by PT or classroom members for number of reasons: PTs might want
to introduce a vocabulary item, learners were doing the activities in
coursebook or an unknown word popped up in the contingency of classroom
interaction. Focus on fluency manifested itself a couple of ways. Most of the
time, it was just the beginning of the class and PTs were asking questions to
warm up the class, still the questions were related to the upcoming tasks. PT
also initiated this context as a post-activity to follow the tasks in the

coursebook.

The second research question points to the interactional and pedagogical
resources used by PTs to establish and maintain these aforementioned
contexts. Successful establishment and maintenance of pedagogical focus is

considered to facilitate and open teaching space. In this sense, through
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establishment and maintenance of pedagogical focus, teaching opportunities
were analysed. In order to create teaching opportunities PTs use some
interactional and pedagogical resources in and through their talk. It is found
out that while some resources opened space for teaching, some of them helped
PTs maintain progressivity of the lesson for the expense of teaching

opportunities.

The findings indicate that in focus on form known-answer questions were used
to set the focus. To manage students’ contributions, PTs used request for full
sentence, metalinguistic explanations and DIUs to let learners self-repair in
the next turn. PTs also used teacher initiated teacher repair and gave directly
negative assessment by mitigating it via embodied resources. Embodied
explanations were provided by PTs. In focus on form, students asked
questions related to the task or to consult teachers’ knowledge. To address
those questions, PTs provided answers, invited peer feedback or passed up the
question. In the last turn, they used EPA, echo or the board. Skipping the last

turn, they selected next speaker to continue the task.

Focus on meaning manifested itself with a negotiatory question. As next turn
repair initiators, PTs used pursuit questions, use of L1 to make clarifications
and invited peer repair. To convey the meaning, they used the coursebook and
visuals they prepared. They echoed students’ responses to address them and
used wait time to elicit more response. In the last turn, they paraphrased the

meaning of the word, they initiated embedded repair and EPA.

Focus on fluency was constructed via information-seeking questions. The
most significant way of involving learners into this context was to use of self-
accounts and self-stories. PTs’ telling their own short self stories provided
learners with linguistic and interactional resources and paved the way for
their contribution. Contextual clues and wait time were the other resources to
contribute to the ongoing interaction. However, their word searches and CIKs
were not oriented by PTs. Incorrect usages were echoed by PTs in some

instances. In the last turn, PTs acknowledged learners’ responses via EPAs.
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The overview of contexts and micro-analysis of PTs’ resources to establish and
maintain them show that PTs managed to establish their focus successfully
and involved learners. To maintain their focus was challenging task for them.
Because in order to maintain their focus through sequences of talk, they
needed to respond to learners’ contributions; which were grammatically
incorrect answers, claims of insufficient knowledge, word searches, counter

questions.

These are all make next turn responses relevant for Pts. However, they mostly
preferred progressivity of the ongoing tasks, they initiated minimal responses

or EPAs to end the sequence and move forward.

Drawing on the theories of learning which conceptualise it as “consequences
of participation and use” (van Lier, 2004) and language teachers’ role in
creating optimal environment necessary for learning to take place
(Kumaravadivelu, 2003, as cited in Sert & Walsh, 2010); it is claimed that
teaching opportunities and learning opportunities are closely related. Since
this dissertation focuses on teacher talk, the main aim is to examine arising
teaching opportunities in teacher talk; thereby their potential to lead learning
opportunities. In this respect, Pre-service EFL teachers’ talk in secondary and
high schools in practicum was analysed with respect to their potential to

hinder and /or open space for learning opportunities.

One of the main result of this micro-analysis of Pt talk is they are not fully able
to manage learners’ contribution and address contingency of classroom
interaction. This incompetence manifests itself in three ways. First, Pts cannot
address responses coming from class at the same time. They sometimes do not
set turn taking rule in focus on meaning and fluency or they do not select
speakers when focus is on meaning. Thus, they cannot hear learners’
responses in classrooms which are crowded. Second, they regularly echo the
turn of learners without any adjustment which may mean teacher’s positive
evaluation for class. They do not elaborate, reformulate or change intonation

pattern. Sometimes they echo learners’ inappropriate response or embed it in
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their follow-up turns. Thirdly, Pts skip and pass up repair when necessary. It is
acknowledged that language teachers initiate repair according to their
pedagogical focus and they do not initiate repair it in meaning and fluency
context as they prefer progressivity (Seedhouse, 2004). However, when
learners make it evident through their talk that they are having trouble (e.g.
word search or questions), PT do not take action. They do not adjust their talk
in order to address learners’ contingent needs. That is to say, when focus is on
fluency, they do not address word search and initiate repair. Or, in focus on
form, they do not provide full grammatical sentence. In CA informed
classroom interaction literature, a competent teacher is described as manager
of interaction who is responsive to students’ arising needs (Waring, 2016),
who can make moment-to-moment informed decisions (van Lier, 1988), who
can handle mode-shifts (Walsh, 2006) and address form and meaning at the
same time (Seedhouse, 1998). In this sense, this is one of the important
competence area for them to improve. It is clear that Pt s are beginning
teachers and the practicum is the right place for them to learn the peculiarities

of teaching.

Although data did not give evidence for extensive use of EPAs limiting learning
opportunities, Waring (2008) demonstrated that they would give the message
that there is no need to ask further questions. Hence, overuse of EPAs might
give the same message to the learners in our case especially when PTs ignore
and do not orient to the questions coming from learners. All in all, managing
students’ contributions is the competence are PTs need to improve.
Addressing students’ questions and word searches or initiating mode-shifts
require being aware of contingency of classroom interaction. In that sense,
implications for teacher education will be provided in the next section

regarding this finding.

With regards to Pt s actions that open space for teaching, it is evident that they
are successful in setting the scene and establish their focus. One of the

significant result of this study is to use of self accounts / stories to establish
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their focus on fleuncy. It is sequentially evident that use of short self-stories
involve learners and provide them with linguistic and interactional resources.
When PTs tell their short stories, learners show willingness to participate in
ongoing interaction and want to respond to these stories. van Lier (1996)

emphasised the role of story-telling:

...or any language use which plays with contingencies (story telling for
example) can therefore be expected to be the most stimulating
environment for learning. Conversational interaction naturally links
the known to the new. It creates its own expectancies and its own
context, and offer choices to the participants. In a conversation, we
must continually make decisions on the basis of what other people
mean. We therefore have to listen very carefully (Sacks et al. note that
conversation provides an intrinsic motivation for listening 1974: 43),
and we also have to take great care in constructing our contributions
so that we can be understood (van Lier, 1996, p.171).

To sum up, initiation Pt s own short stories in first pair part (pilates at the
weekend or talking about earthquake) definitely open space for interaction

and thereby teaching opportunities.

» o«

The second finding is potential of “request for full sentence”. “In a full sentence
please” is used by many PTs to remind that their focus is on form. Request for
full sentence in the form of next turn repair initiator conveys the message
immediately and help students self-repair their previous utterance. It could be
an example of shaping learner utterances in Turkish EFL context. As learners
utter part of the sentences, PTs request for full sentence help them
reformulate and even expand on their sentence which is a good example of

scaffolding.

Question design is also significant especially in follow up moves. Rather than
the type of the questions ( yes/ no; wh- or information-seeking, known-
information); their informed use in appropriate sequence is helpful to

maintain focus. As Nassaji and Wells (2000) put it clearly:
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Certainly the choice of initiating question has an important influence
on the way in which a sequence develops; questions that introduce
issues as for negotiation are more likely than known information
questions to elicit substantive student contributions and to encourage
a variety of perspectives. However, the choice of follow up is even
more important (p. 401)

This dissertation does not focus on question design specifically, however,
varied use of questions accompanied with wait time give good results in terms

of students’ participation in fluency context.
5.2 Implications for Classroom Interactional Competence

This dissertation focused on pre-service teachers practices in their practicum
experience. To complete their practicum, they did four teachings in three
months which were observed and graded by their mentors and supervisors.
These four teachings along with observation tasks and material preparation
constituted first teaching experience for them in a real classroom setting. In
this sense, they were learning to teach in the practicum. This study aimed to
gain a better understanding of their current competence for teaching and

insights into competence to be developed.

Walsh (2006) developed a framework for describing teacher competence, that
is Classroom Interactional Competence displaying competence areas such as
shaping learner contribution, opening interactional space, effective use of
eliciting, effective use of mode-switching and interactional awareness. Sert
(2015) introduced managing CIKs, increased awareness of unwillingness to
participate, effective use of gestures and successful management of code-

switching for CIC based on his data from different ESL and EFL classrooms.

This dissertation can expand on and enrich CIC framework based on EFL
classroom interaction led by PTs. The data demonstrate that use of short self-
stories to set the scene and involve learners in fluency context are employed
successfully by PTs. Use of self-accounts and self-stories provide learners with

linguistic and interactional resources and let them listen attentively. It
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definitely opens space for interaction in the follow-up turns. Sequential
unfolding of interaction demonstrate that use of short self accounts make
response relevant on the part of learners and create authentic conversational

exchange.

The second striking finding is request for full sentence in focus on form. This is
an effective next turn repair initiator employed by PTs. It is used when
learners give partial answers (e.g. go to cinema) or one word to complete fill in
the blanks in coursebook. Initiation of request for full sentence clearly conveys

PTs’ momentary focus and shape learner utterances in the next turn.

To sum up, use of self-stories in first pair part in focus on fluency and use of
request for full sentence in focus on form could be added to Classroom
Interactional Competence framework as two potential competent teacher

actions.

As this dissertation shows, teaching competence involves constant monitoring
of emergent and learning opportunities for students in the classroom. When
students go into word search or want to contribute to the ongoing interaction
but claim insufficient knowledge, these are clear indicators of teaching
opportunities for teacher but at the same time learning opportunity for
students. Thus, a competent teacher should manage this teaching process

considering learners’ perspective and their benefit.

In terms of competence to be developed , managing students’ word searches,
questions, claims of insufficient knowledge are found. Managing students’
incorrect and inappropriate answers are also part of the competence areas
that need to be developed. In the next section, suggestions will be provided for

improvement.
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5.3 Implications for Teacher Education

This dissertation’s main aim is to portray pre-service EFL teachers talk in
practicum experience. In light of the study’s findings, implications for teacher

education and practicum will be provided here.

Implication for Teacher Education Courses

Teacher education programs prepare candidate teachers for their future
professional lives in particular political, socio-cultural and educational
contexts. Since every language classroom is unique; one of the tasks of the
teacher education programs is to equip future teachers to handle these
uniqueness and particularities emergent in the unfolding nature of the
classroom interaction. CA’s analytic power provides researchers with analytic
tools to describe micro details of interaction paving the way for understanding
of the macro picture of the classroom interaction. In other words, CA studies
have potential to enrich language teacher education programs by micro-
analytic description of the classroom discourse and documenting interactional
resources that other teachers and students may possibly use in other
classroom settings. In this sense, micro-analysis of 16 Pt s talk in teacher-led
EFL classrooms in practicum presents interactional resources and missed
teaching opportunities in one practicum context and these cases are highly
possible to occur in other practicum contexts. Thus, the results are believed to
provide insights for language teacher educators to explore interactional and
pedagogical resources PTs use, missed teaching opportunities that they create
in the interaction; thereby language teacher educators are provided with a
micro-analytic view of teacher competence that is developing in real classroom
setting. In this sense, the findings of this dissertation are believed to inform

pre-service teacher education courses as explained below.
Role cards in micro-teachings

This section will provide suggestions for specifically ELT Methodology,

Teaching English to Young Learners and Teaching Language Skills courses in
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which student teachers learn teaching techniques and engage in micro-

teaching sessions in class.

Particularly, the findings suggest that pre-service teachers need assistance to
handle “the multi dimensionality, immediacy and unpredictability” (Tsuli,
2003) of the learner contributions. In order to improve handling learner
contributions and shaping them, instances occurring regularly in the data

could be integrated to each and every methodology courses.

In those courses, student teachers in groups of two or three prepare a lesson
plan on an assigned task. For micro-teaching sessions, besides group members
that have micro-teaching task, the instructor can give other student-teachers

role cards asking them to act as a student who:

is talkative and ask questions that are not on the pedagogical agenda of
the teacher

- is using Turkish all the time while answering questions

- is giving incorrect answers

- claims insufficient knowledge

- search for a specific word while giving answers and ask for help

- misunderstands an instruction and initiate clarification requests

- is not willing to participate in interaction

- oragroup of students shout answers at the same time

- gives correct answers in terms of content but in a completely

ungrammatical language

These role cards can be used in micro-teachings and the group members who
perform micro-teachings are asked to manage these learners’ responses. The
student roles are all observed in the data collected for this dissertation. These
cases represent moments that PTs cannot handle student responses and skip
repair. Thus, they can offer relevantly more realistic classroom experience for

student teachers.
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Awareness- raising

In lectures, instructors could emphasise interaction role in teaching practice
and extra role of language teachers’ talk in classrooms. Pre-service teachers
should be aware of the fact that their use of language is significant in two ways
compared to a math teacher. English is both subject and medium of
instruction; thus the language they manage teaching process or routine

inquires is also input for learners in the classroom.
Video clips of experienced or and novice teachers

Sample videos of experienced language teachers in real classroom could be
incorporated in lectures. To the best my knowledge, there are not any videos
for instructional purposes in Turkey but teacher educators can collect and
build collections of practices. There is one collection of Teacher Training DVD
Series (Carr, 2006) that could be used. To address needs of Turkish learners of
English, teacher educators should build their own collections to use in

methodology classes.

The video clips of specific moments out of the data collected for this
dissertation were used in lectures by the researcher to facilitate discussion on
specific teacher actions. The pre-service teachers found it thought- provoking
and useful for their development. It is time-consuming to prepare short video
clips showing critical moments from a large database, but they are very
effective tools in class to create reflection and discussion atmosphere.
Kleinknecht and Gréschner (2016) compared reflection with video feedback
and journal writing practices of pre-service teachers and found out use of
videos for reflection more useful and fostered noticing skills of pre-service
teachers. Walsh and Mann (2015) proposed that videos offer data-led tools for
reflection. Hence, video-use in teacher education programs should be

facilitated.

Videos should be used within guided tasks especially in methodology courses.

Since it would be their first time to observe a classroom for student teachers,
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they need guidance. For each video clip, purpose and observable phenomena
should be determined beforehand to guide pre-service teachers. The
instructor can restart move forward or pause the video as discussion and

reflection opportunities arise.

Videos could be used to observe teacher competences in action. Since CA
research has now focused on multi-modal actions and teacher gestures in
classroom research, gestures could be good starting point. Videos showing
teacher repair, L1-L2 use in EFL classrooms, managing students’ contributions
(e.g. student’s CIKs, word searches) should be observed and used as concrete

tools to reflect.
Practicum

It is also a must that videos should be incorporated into practicum. PTs should
be videotaped and they should be given guidelines how to observe themselves
first. Otherwise, they may lose their focus in the details and may not know
what to focus on. Guided observation tasks can help pre-service teachers.
Normally, they have observation tasks to observe specific teaching practices of
mentors (e.g. questioning, managing breakdowns, L1 / L2 use, wait time). The
similar observation tasks could be prepared for self-reflection or pre-prepared
tools such as SETT (Walsh, 2006) could be used. Since video-records are
available for repeated viewing, self-reflection tasks can be assigned to pre-
service teachers. They can choose critical moments (successful or unsuccessful
moments), produce simple transcripts and write self-reflection on their talk
using basic terminology (such as known-answer question, clarification
request). These are all suggested by Walsh (2006) in SETT model, Sert (2015)
in IMDAT model to be incorporated in practicum. The clips could be one or
two minutes since it would take lots to time to transcribe videos. It is believed
that even choosing critical moments in one-hour of teaching is a very fruitful

task to develop self-reflection.
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As this dissertation findings show, pre-service teachers should focus on
managing student contributions and making use of third turn in their talk. In
light of findings, specific tasks to improve responding to contingencies of
classroom interaction should be developed. They could be immediate word
searches, claims of insufficient knowledge or direct knowledge questions. As
PTs observe these contingencies in their own teachings and mentor teachers’

classrooms, they become more aware and prepare for further future cases.
5.4 Implications for Classroom Research

This dissertation aimed to unearth and portray sequential and pedagogical
organization of Pt talk in EFL classroom in practicum experience. As it is data
driven study, the analysis shaped research questions and missed teaching
opportunities emerged as a phenomenon to investigate. This study is the first
study to mark missed teaching opportunities in PT-led classroom interaction.
Thus, it provides valuable contribution to conversation analytic studies of L2

classrooms.
Missed teaching opportunities are marked when;

-PT s do not show any orientation towards learners’ questions, word

searches and CIKs and leave them unattended
-PTs echo students’ incorrect and inappropriate responses

-PTs initiate embedded repair as a response to incorrect answer but do

not mark it as repair

While the first action is marked as missed teaching opportunity within CA’s
emic perspective, the remaining actions are decided by the researcher with an
outsider point of view. CA claims that speakers are the first analysts of the
interaction and they even do not use introspective data (e.g. stimulated recall)
to supplement findings. For the analysis of data, the researcher’s perspective

and judgements were taken into consideration to determine Pt s’ echo of
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inappropriate answers and embedded repairs as missed teaching

opportunities.

The Pt- led classroom interaction data revealed that although the teacher
candidates co-construct and establish their pedagogical focus, the
maintenance of the focus through addressing students’ contributions is
problematic and it won’t be fully informative for pre-service teacher education
if analysed within boundaries of the CA’s emic perspective. In this sense, CA as
research method to investigate classroom interaction should be reconsidered.
Based on ethno methodological understanding, CA attempts to unearth
speakers’ own orientations and achievements in talk-in interaction through
emic perspective. However, in a teacher education perspective, CA is a
powerful tool for teachers and teacher educators to inform practice through
micro analysis and reflection on teacher talk. Thus, as many others (Kitzinger,
2011 applying CA to train call-takers for better communication; Lazaraton &
[shihara, 2005 to improve self-reflection of L2 teacher) suggested, outsider
perspective should supplement CA to inform practice. To conclude, this study
can bring a new perspective and expand our understanding of classroom

research focusing on missed teaching opportunities.
5.5 Limitations of the Study and Recommendations for Future Research

This section will provide readers with limitations of the study and
recommendations for future research in Pt-led L2 classroom interaction. First
of all, the participants of the study were assigned to two different schools and
the secondary school could only host two Pt s as it was relatively smaller
school. 2 PTs went to secondary and 14 Pt s went to high school. Thus, the
comparison of high school and secondary school data was not possible. In
addition, the first teachings of 2 PTs in secondary school was excluded from

data since all the interaction was in Turkish.

In data collection process, two cameras were used to record classroom

interaction. Since the focus on Pt talk, it did not lead to critical problems but it
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was very difficult to hear and identify students’ voices in very crowded

classrooms. Thus, it could be better if microphones had been used as well.

Since one academic term lasts for 14 weeks, Pt s were able to teach for four
times in practice schools in 14 weeks. In the second term, most of Pt s changed
their practicum schools to observe different contexts or some of them
participated in international exchange programs. Thus, the researcher was not
able to record teaching practices of the same Pt s in the second academic term.
It would definitely give a broader picture and it might give evidence of

developmental pattern of interactional competence for teaching.

For future studies, more data in different settings (Pt s teaching in younger
learners’ class or tertiary levels) are needed to be collected to analyse pre-
service EFL teachers’ practices. As the teacher education program (TE
programs) where the data were collected strongly support L2 use in
classrooms, Pt s were warned about over-use of Turkish. In that sense, TE
programs that have different policies could be studied to analyse teaching

practices of Pts.

One or two pre-service teachers’ one year in practicum could be tracked to
analyse development of interactional competence over time. Conversation
analysis focuses on good teaching practices but there is a need to document
novice or beginning teachers’ practices as well to see developing nature of

competence for teaching.
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cezaya maruz kalmadan ¢alismaya katilmay1 reddedebilir veya ¢alismay1 birakabilirsiniz.
Arastirmaya katilanlardan toplanan veriler tamamen gizli tutulacak, veriler ve kimlik bilgileri
herhangi bir sekilde eslestirilmeyecektir. Katilimcilarin isimleri bagimsiz bir listede
toplanacaktir. Ayrica toplanan verilere sadece arastirmacilar ulasabilecektir. Bu arastirmanin

sonuclari bilimsel ve profesyonel yayinlarda veya egitim amagch kullanilabilir, fakat
katilimcilarin kimligi gizli tutulacaktir.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:

Calismayla ilgili soru ve yorumlarinizi arastirmaciya balikci@metu.edu.tr adresinden
iletebilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu calismaya tamamen goéniillii olarak
katiliyorum.
(Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Isim Soyad Tarih Imza

___/____/____
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Appendix D: The Database

£E |
5% |3 E E 2
29T | 5% £ £ o
& 25339 | 28 % 8 28 £ 3
[a B Hwnn O awn =l — N o =
Cmar (1) & | Primary School | excluded 3.12.15 24.12.15 14.01.16 120
Sitheyla (2) 5B 6.11.15 (c) mn
31.12.15
)
Arzu (3)& Ceyda | High School 6.11.15 27.11.15 18.12.15 15.01.16 160
4) Prep B mn
B1
Semra (5) High school 9.11.15 23.11.15 14.12.15 14.01.16 80
Prep B mn
Cicek (6) High School 12.11.15 3.12.15 24.12.15 07.01.16 80
Prep D mn
Pre-Interme.
Selvi (7)& Ceylan | High School 16.11.15 14.12.15 28.12.15 11.01.16 160
(8) Prep D mn
Pre-Interme.
Necmiye (9) High School 13.11.15 4.12.15 18.12.15 18.01.16 80
Prep D ? Prep D Prep D Prep D mn
Sara (10) High School 4.11.15 2.12.15 16.12.15 06.01.16 80
Prep H mn
Niliifer (11)& | High School 3.11.15 08.12.2015 | 22.12.2015 | 05.01.16 160
Leyla (12) Prep H (A) Prep H | Prep F | PrepH mn
17.11.15 (ele) (ele)
(B)
Prep H
Nermin (13) High School | 6.11.15 | 27.11.15 | 18.12.15 | 08.01.16 | 80
Prep H mn
Engin (14) High School | 4.11.15 | 2.12.15 16.12.15 | 15.01.16 | 80
Prep K mn
Intermediate
Leylanur(15)& | High School | 13.11.15 | 27.11.15 | 18.12.15 | 15.01.16 | 160
Mehmet (16) Prep K mn
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Appendix E: Coursebook Page

\V oY W

jghton (v) 2 turn 3 enter(X) 4 turn
aight on. left (X) right (V)

Prepositions of ma

a) () Listen and say. Find examples in the
text.

Sa —»—)»’\

down along across into
\
\ —_—
put of over under  through past

IOTE: go on foot  BUT go by plane/train/bus/ car

b) Look at the pictures and write the
correct preposition.
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Appendix F: Coursebook Page

oublic services & facilities

., isten and say. In which place can we:

+depositorvithdraw some money?| (e ‘
» take up 2 new hobloy? ’
» borrow of retur baoks? B
» buy a stamp?
+ take someone who i ll?

» report a crime?

» check our car tyres?

* buy a train ticket?

citizen, community, respect, obey laws, be

W can depasitorwithdraw some
involved, wait my tur, queue, in need,

money dtabank , ;
public ransport, volunteer, obey signs,

2 |, Listen to the short public place, report crimes, care for

dialogues (1-4). In which of
the places (1-8) in Ex. 1
does each take place?
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Appendix G: Coursebook Page

) filln the gap n the rece with verbs from Ex. 1.

(. Listen and check.  Note:
ths = tablespoon 15 = e2spoon

) Ity bakingsodaW
| Itsge— 1Rtat
e Ttpamann —egg
'''''' Dosbuter e sorgeam
laphbwr ik

3 Wilistento Frank talking about
TV programme and for

e

0| e

fogether nalorge howl.
'5)...&eaﬁ...........,. 0

s
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! ?i( ,,,,, the cooke
) Gl
s atoaiol |
ik mnnnh]\s Of the m“ﬂUle \‘M afew

1] F]
I sebaninn
Listening

v

questons 110 5 tck (/) the
correct box Yes or No.

{ frank realy enjoyed
watching Chefef last ‘
night |

) Cefleffwettos |
restaurant that only |
serves steak.

3 Maria nevereatsmeat,

4 Chef Jof losed down ,
the restaurant s they |
(ould cean . |
5 Once, Chef Jef |
shoved a Spnih el ‘ |
howtocook paela.

Speaking
Giving Instructions

Tell your partner howto

maka annla.cinnamon blinis, Use

. —




Appendix H: Coursebook Page

Pilgrims, sail, newly-discovered, land,
ship, captain, voyage, ill, settle, survive,
tive, hunt, crops, corn, celebrate
Voyago o America (. ol
feast, harvest, celebration, tradition
On September 6th 1620,

100 people saed from England for a better ife in North America, & %
nay-discovere and. They calld tis land ‘he New Word. Thel &
ship was caled the Mayflowsr and s captain was Christopher
Jones. Bad weather made the voyage very difficut and many peaple &
became il After 66 days, tese first ‘Pilgrims’ finally saw land.
They settled in an area where they started a new town, Plymouth.

Life in the New World

Atfirst. ffe wasn't easy for the Pilgrims, and only about half of them
sunvived their firet winter, The Native Americans who fived there
taught them howi 0 fish and hunt and grosy crops, such as com.

Wh.o were the Pilgrin;s? Dec)ided Celbratingthe First Hanes

TR Rl 1 ol of 1621 the Pt ad i sty al e s

which are F (false). from their first harvest. Every year after that, the people had & |
similar celobration, and this harvest feast soon became a very @

important American tradition called Thanksqiving. &,

The Pilgrims salled to Nerth
America from Spain;

They sailed on the Mayflower
The journey took one year
Many Pilgrims died during their

: l ) Use words from the ICHEEES box in the
1St winter . i
SIS oct form to complete the summary, Then, explain
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Appendix I: Coursebook Page

Fithess and exercise

T e ———

Cross-curricular - Physical Education (PE)
Basic concepts A We do this afrer phesic

“ slow down oyr }

helps stop problems afrer everci
1 Lookat the picture. What are the children doing? Do you have a do this is by nunning vers
similar class? do gentle strerching

se. The idea is eo

LNC our bee

g lralso
ood way 1o
wiv and gentdy, Then

2 Workwith a partner. Look at these concepts, They are all very B This means exercise with v
importantin PE. Do you know what the concepts are? Guess. enough oxygen 1o do 1k
1 Aerobic exerciss 3 (Cooldown 5 Warmup hmg?m“d The & example
2 Anaerabic exe 4 Heartrate O thistype of exercy 2 slowly for 30

% & minures.

3 Read definitions of the concepts in 2 from a PE textbook. C This means exerchs R da: The body A
Match the concepts 1-5 with the definitions A~E on the right. nor got enough oxveen 1o d type of activity
Use a dictionary if necessary. for g I]un:L- period. At Fehis typeof

4 Read the definitions again. Are these statements true (T) or B o e poslile
false (F)? D '”'"S isithe number of rimes your heart rwmn.a g
1 Itisimportant to stretch before and after you do sport i I':':'r"”fx.\' ing heart caie s your minimum
2 or 30 minutes is an anaerobic exercise TE \(‘Tl‘:v‘.,u: RS By + and doing n(_\lhing.
3 ifyou cyce for 20 minutes at medium speed, your bady has heast-when vou asc d ' op speed of your

enough oxygen. i STy A T : 44
4 Yourresting heart rate & similar ta your minimum heart rate iF Ihe ideais ro

illy make your
scles and joints

5 Runninyg fast is a gond way to warm g, i

W, gentle funning can

o INSIDE INFORMATION
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Appendix J: Coursebook Page

T2 LU LEUUMTCUT TP WTY 9V T T H
oneyatade A0/t involved, wait mytur, quede, inneed, 2
oublic ransport, vluntee,obey signs
0 the she  publec plce, report cimes, carefor
U1dI0Gue ( ‘ g ] ,
dVe (gl (0 ¢ OUT {red
0 08 0000 C/TiZen, Y0 Wiy
aNa NEIn tners, ONe 85 ana 1aWws, nd e
Read the aictionary @ OIVRd N your (0 0. 15Y0 \
Al oninio ( Detter necase oryou O WOre A B c
65 2 0000/ag 1|l e e ko ot ffe
U0 You tAImK you aré ) ety v boks nd ey my il nie
joo clizen? U the 3 | ampolte tostalfnchop hnks, e .
gl 0 | el popeinnee e e et e
dtien foemn 1) cfens o ublc ransr,
g ol 5 Ivlrtermy et el o hefingtz
sty o conminty cente o i cub,
. 6 followdes and oy sgns i pulc plces, v

210



1ons

Examples for Teacher Acti

Appendix K
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Appendix L: The Jefferson Transcription System

The transcription system uses standard punctuation marks (comma, stop,
question mark); however, in the system they mark intonation rather than
syntax. Arrows are used for more extreme intonational contours and should
be used sparingly. The system marks noticeable emphasis, volume shifts, and
so on. A generally loud speaker should not be rendered in capitals throughout.

[ ]

™

Underlining

CAPITALS

M know it,”

that’s r*ight.

(0.4)

@)

((stoccato))

Square brackets mark the start and end of overlapping
speech. They are aligned to mark the precise position of
overlap as in the example below.

Vertical arrows precede marked pitch movement, over
and above normal rhythms of speech. They are used for
notable changes in pitch beyond those represented by
stops, commas and question marks.

Side arrows are used to draw attention to features of talk
that are relevant to the current analysis.

indicates emphasis; the extent of underlining within
individual words locates emphasis and also indicates
how heavy it is.

mark speech that is hearably louder than surrounding
speech. This is beyond the increase in volume that comes
as a by product of emphasis.

‘degree’ signs enclose hearably quieter speech.

Asterisks precede a ‘squeaky’ vocal delivery.

Numbers in round brackets measure pauses in seconds
(in this case, 4 tenths of a second). If they are not part of
a particular speaker’s talk they should be on a new line.
If in doubt use a new line.

A micropause, hearable but too short to measure.

Additional comments from the transcriber, e.g. about
features of context or delivery.
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she wa::nted

hhh

.hhh

Yeh,

y’know?

Yeh.

bu-u-

>he said<

solid.= =We had

heh heh

sto(h)p i(h)t

Colons show degrees of elongation of the prior sound;
the more colons, the more elongation.

Aspiration (out-breaths); proportionally as for colons.
Inspiration (in-breaths); proportionally as for colons.
‘Continuation’ marker, speaker has not finished; marked
by fall-rise or weak rising intonation, as when delivering

a list.

Question marks signal stronger, ‘questioning’ intonation,
irrespective of grammar.

Full stops mark falling, stopping intonation (‘final
contour’), irrespective of grammar, and not necessarily
followed by a pause.

hyphens mark a cut-off of the preceding sound.

‘greater than’ and ‘lesser than’ signs enclose speeded-up
talk. Occasionally they are used the other way round for

slower talk.

‘Equals’ signs mark the immediate ‘latching’ of successive
talk, whether of one or more speakers, with no interval.

Voiced laughter. Can have other symbols added, such as
underlinings, pitch movement, extra aspiration, etc.

Laughter within speech is signalled by h’s in round
brackets.
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Appendix M: Vita

PERSONAL INFORMATION

Surname, Name: BALIKCI, Gozde
Nationality: Turkish (TC)

Date and Place of Birth: 14.08.1987, Datga
e-mail: gozdebalikci2@gmail.com

EDUCATION
Degree Institution Year of Graduation
PhD Middle East Technical University 2018
English Language Teaching
MA Middle East Technical University 2012
English Language Teaching
BA Mugla Sitki Kogman University 2009
English Language Teaching
High School Mugla Anatolian High School, 2005
WORK EXPERIENCE
Year Place Enrollment
2018-2010 Middle East Technical University, Research Assistant
Dept. of Foreign Language Education
2010-2009 Kahramanmaras Siitcii Imam Research Assistant
University
Dept. of Foreign Language Education
FOREIGN LANGUAGES
Advanced English (C2)
PUBLICATIONS

Rakicioglu-Soylemez, A., Olgii Dinger, Z., Balikgi, G., Taner, G and Akayoglu, S. (2018).
Professional learning with and from peers: Pre-service EFL teachers’ collaborative lesson-
planning reflections. Abant Izzet Baysal Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 18 (1), pp- 392-
415

Balikg, G. ; Daloglu, A. (2016). Critical Reading Discourse of Pre Service English Teachers in
Turkey. TESL- E], 20(1).

Akkus, M., Balikel, G. (2015) Critical Pedagogy and Language Teaching In Betil Eroz Tuga
(Ed). Theoretical considerations in language education Implications for English Language
Teaching. Ankara: Niians Yayincilik
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CONFERENCE PAPERS

Balikel, G. Seferoglu, G. (2018). Pre service Teachers’ Management of Word Searches of Learners
in Teacher Led EFL Classrooms. Poster presentation presented at 5% International
Conference on Conversation Analysis, Loughborough University, UK.

Balikgl, G. & Taner, G. (2017) Needs-based course design. Paper presentation at: The European
Conference on Educational Research, Kopenhagen, Denmark.

Balike1 G., Seferoglu G. (2017). Conversation Analytic Look into an EFL class: Instruction
Giving as a Collaborative Task Accomplished by the Teacher and the Students. Paper
Presented at AAAL 2017 Portland, USA

Balik¢i G., Seferoglu G. (2016). Teachers as reflective practitioners: CA-informed pedagogy in
practicum, GlobELT, Antalya, Turkey

Akayoglu S., Rakicioglu S6ylemez, A. Ol(;ij Dinger Z., Taner, G. & Balikgi, G. (2015). A
Phenomenological study of an online peer mentoring experience on lesson planning.
Paper presentation at: ATEE 40th Annual Conference. University of Glasgow, Scotland.

Taner, G. & Balikey, G. (2013) Designing an oral communication course for ELT students. Paper
presentation at: 13. Uluslararasi Dil, Yazin ve Deyis Bilim Sempozyumu. Kafkas
University, Kars.

Balikei G., Karaman C. (2012). Competencies and Performance Indicators for Teachers of
English in Turkey A Critical Content Analysis. Paper Presented at IlIrd International
Conference on Critical Education.Ankara University, Ankara.

EDITORIAL & ORGANIZATIONAL EXPERIENCE

Editorial Board Member for 7th and 8th International METU Postgraduate Conference on
Linguistics and Language Teaching: Selected Papers, 2013. Gazi Kitabevi: Ankara.

Organizing committee member in The 16th International Conference on Turkish Linguistics
September 18-21, 2012 - Ankara.

Organizing committee member in The 8th International METU Postgraduate Conference on
Linguistics and Language Teaching. November 24-25,2011 - Ankara.

Assistant to organizing committee in The 6t International Symposium on Politeness: Corpus
Approaches. July 11-13, 2011 - Ankara.

Assistant to organizing committee in 24. Ulusal Dilbilim Kurultay: (The 24t National
Linguistics Symposium). May 17-18, 2010 - Ankara.

215



Appendix N: Turkish Summary / Tiirkce Ozet

Giris

Ingilizce nin ilkokuldan baslayarak tiim egitim kademelerinde yabanci dil olarak
ogretilmesi bircok acidan ( 6rn. Ingilizce 6grenmeye baslama yasi, ders saatleri
v.b.) tartisilagelmistir. Liseden mezun olan bir 6grencinin 1000 saate yakin
Ingilizce dersi almis olmasima ragmen dil yeterligi agisindan iyi olmadig1 da birgok
rapor tarafindan one siiriilmiistiir. (TEPAV, 2014; Ingilizce Yeterlik Endeksi,
2017). TEPAV’in Tiirkiye’deki devlet okullarinda Ingilizce 6gretimine iliskin
ulusal ihtiyac analizi okullarda Ingilizce’nin bir iletisim aract olarak
Ogretilmesinden ziyade ezbere ve gramere dayali olarak Ogretildigini ortaya
koymustur. Sinif i¢cinde de dilin iletisim arac1 olarak kullanilmadigi sonuglardan bir

digeridir.

Tiirkiye’nin Ingilizcenin yabanci dil olarak konusuldugu ve ogretildigi bir iilke
oldugu gergegini géz oniinde bulundurdugumuzda ingilizce 6gretiminin yapildig
siniflarin 6nemi bir kez daha anlasilmaktadir. Zira 6grenciler bu dili cogunlukla
sadece siniflarda duymakta ve siif ici iletisim vasitasiyla 6grenmektedir. Bu
nedenle sinif i¢inde egitim ve 6gretim pratiklerinin nasil gerceklestigi, 6gretmen ve
Ogrenci tarafindan nasil uygulandigi ve gercek hayata yansimalari Gnem
tasimaktadir. Ote yandan smif igi gdzlemler ve arastirmalar Ogrencilerin

Ingilizce’de nigin basarisiz oldugu konusunda da nemli ipuglar1 verecektir.

Ancak tilkemizde sinif baglami ¢aligmalarinda mikro analitik ¢alismalarin eksikligi
gdze carpmaktadir (Aydinli & Ortactepe; 2018). Ulkemizde genelde simf igi
aragtirmalarda sOylem analizi (discourse analysis) arastirma yontemi olarak
kullanilagelmistir. Soylem analizinde de Onceden belirlenmis kodlar analiz
yapilirken kullanilir. Onceden belirlenmis kodlarin smif igi etkilesiminin (
classroom interaction) zenginligini ve baglama gore degisken dogasim
yansitmadigi bir¢oklari tarafindan savunulmustur (Seedhouse, 2004). Bu baglamda

sosyal etkilesimin aarastirma metodu olarak ortaya ¢ikan konusma ¢6ziimlemesinin
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(conversation analysis) kullandigi ¢ozlimsel yontemlerin smif i¢i etkilesimsel

yapiy1 daha iyi aciklayacagi savunulmustur.

Smif i¢i etkilesimin Ogretmenler tarafindan yonetildigi agik bir gergektir.
Ogretmenlerin kullandig1 dilin ve kaynaklarin etkilesimin gidisatini iyi ya da kotii
yonde yonlendirecegi diistiniilmektedir. Bu nedenle 6gretmenin diline ve dili nasil
kullandigim1 temel alarak yabanci dil smiflarindaki etkilesimi arastirmak igin
yapilacak mikro-analitik arastirmalarin egitim-6gretimin ger¢ek hayatta nasil

gerceklestigine dair gercekei bir tablo ortaya koyacagina inanilmaktadir.

Ogretmen adaylarinin  (pre-service teachers) {iniversite egitimlerinin son
asamasinda aldiklari, profesyonel meslege gecisin ilk adimi olarak sayilacak okul
deneyimi (school experience) dersi kapsaminda uygulama okullarinda isledikleri
dersler onlarin meslege attiklar ilk adim olmasi1 bakimindan 6nemlidir. Ayrica okul
deneyimi dersinin 6gretmen adaylarinin 6gretmenligi 6grenmesi bakimidan da

onemli bir yeri vardir.

Bu baglamda bu doktora tezi bir grup Ingilizce Ogretmenligi béliimii son sinif
ogrencisinin okul deneyimi dersi kapsaminda uygulama okullarinda (orta okul ve
lise) isledikleri derslerin etkilesimsel yapisini konusma ¢oziimlemesinin mikro-
analitik yontemleri ile ortaya koymayr amaglamistir. Hem 6gretmen adaylarinin
sinif i¢i konusmalarinin dizisel diizeni hem de bu dizisel diizen ile iliskili olarak
pedagojik diizeninin ¢oziimlenmesi yapilacaktir. Siif i¢i sdylemde dominant olan
3 basamakli 6gretmen baglatimi- yanit- doniit / degerlendirme diizeninde (IRF
pattern) 6gretmen adayinin pedagojik (6gretimsel) hedefini nasil ortaya koydugu ve
nasil devam ettirdigi arastirilacaktir. Hedef koyma ve devam ettirme siireglerinde
kullandig: etkilesimsel kaynaklarin anlik 6gretime olan etkisi arastirilacaktir. Bu
cozlimleme sonucunda Ogretmen adaymnin etkilesim sirasinda olusan Ogretme
imkanlarin1 kullanma ve / veya kacirma anlar1 da kesitler halinde sunulup detayli

bir sekilde incelenecektir.

Ogretmen adaylarinin okul deneyimi derslerinde isledikleri derslerin konusma
cozlimlemesi ile incelenmesi bakimindan bu doktora tezi Tiirkiye’deki az sayidaki

caligmalardan biridir. Ogretmen adaylarinin ders isledigi yabanci dil smiflarinda
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kacirilan 6gretme firsatlari (missed teaching opportunities) da ilk kez ¢alisilan bir
alandir. Bu bakimdan bu doktora tezinin yabanci dil 6gretmeni yetistirme alanina,
smif i¢i sdylemi c¢alismalarina ve simif i¢i arastirma metodu olarak konusma

coziimlemesine katki saglayacagi diisliniilmektedir.

Alan Taramasi

Alan taramasi kapsaminda smif i¢i sdylemde yapilan ¢aligmalar sozlii etkilesimin
O0grenme ve Ogretme siirecindeki yerini gostermistir. Cazden (2001) “okulun en
temel amacinin iletisim yoluyla kazanildigin1” belirtmistir. Ingilizce nin yabanci dil
olarak okutuldugu sinflarda Ingilizce’nin hem dersin kendisi olmas1 hem de dersin
islenildigi dil olmasit smif i¢i etkilesimi karmasik hale getirmektedir. Ayrica
ogrencilerin heniliz yetersiz diizeyde olan dil becerileri de 6gretmenin bu siireci

daha da dikkatli yiiriitmesini gerektirir.

Sosyo-etkilesimsel Yaklasim

Bu doktora tezi dil ve dil edinimi/ kullanimi baglaminda sosyo-etkilesimsel
yaklagimi benimsemistir. Yabanci dil siiflarinda aragtirma yaparken belirli bir dil
edinimi yaklasimi olmas1 gereklidir. Bu farkli geleneklerin farklilasma noktasinm
dile ve ikinci dil edinimine olan yaklasimlari olusturur. Bu baglamda sosyo-
etkilesimsel yaklasim Markee ve Kasper (2004)’in belirttigi gibi dili, karsilikl
birbirini tanityan toplumsal ve sosyal olarak dilsel kaynaklar1 paylasan gruplarin
isbirlik¢i ve dznelerarasi basarisi olarak goriirler. Ogrenmeyi ise dilin 6grenildigi
ve kullanildg1 ortamlara katilim olarak tanimlarlar. Lave (1993) dgrenme yerine
kiiltiirel alt yapisi olan giinlik ortamlara katilmay: kullanmistir. Yabanci dil
ogrenimi / edinimi kapsaminda ise Firth and Wagner’in 1997 ve 2007 ‘deki
cagrilart ikinci dil edinimi ¢aligmalarinin sosyal teorilere kaymasi gerektigi ve dilin
giinliik hayatta degisik baglamlarda kullanimma bakilmas1 gerektigi iizerine
olmustur. Dil ediniminden (language acquisition) ziyade dil kullanimi (language
use) iizerine yogunlasan sosyo-etkilesimsel yaklasim etkilesimsel yeti nin (Young,
1999) dil kullanimindaki Onemini vurgulamistir Kisaca sosyo-etkilesimsel
yaklagima gore katilimcilar etkilesime girerek ve etkilesim icinde yeni bir dili

ogrenirler. Dil de bu durumda bu katilim1 ve etkilesimi siirdiirmek i¢in kullanilan
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bir kaynak ve eylemdir. Dil 6greniminde Ogrencilerin kendilerinin ders igi
pratiklere ogrenebilir (learnable) olarak yonelimlerinden ve tanimlamalarindan
ogrenmelerinin takip edilebilecegi 6ne siiriilmiistiir ( Eskildsen ve Majlesi, 2018).
Bu baglamda ikinci dil ediniminde konusma ¢dziimlemesinin kullanimi bir ivme
kazanmistir. Sosyoloji alaninda Sacks ve Schegloff'un ¢alismalarindan ortaya ¢ikan
konugma ¢oziimlemesi yontemi konusmanin dizisel diizeni ortaya ¢ikarmak igin
insanlar arasindaki dogal gelisen etkilesimi analiz eder. Temel amag, insanlarin
konusmalarini nasil diizenlediklerini anlamak ve 6znelerarasilig (intersubjectivity)
saglama yollarin1 kesfetmektir. Bunu yapmak i¢in herhangi bir etkilesimin dizisel
diizeni (sequential organization), yegleme diizeni (preference organization) ve
onarim diizeni (repair organization) ortaya ¢ikarilir. Konusma ¢oziimlemesi,
etkilesimi diizenli ve kurallar1 olan konusan kisilerin anlik eylemlerine gore
degisen ve o anki duruma gore diizenlenen (situated) pratik olarak goriir. Etkilesim
bir onceki soz sirasinda yapilan katkilardan etkilenir ve bir sonrakinde ortaya
cikacak katkiy1 da etkiler. Konusmacinin her s6z sirasi bir 6nceki s6z sirasini nasil
anlamlandirdiginin da bir kanitidir. Konusma ¢oziimlemesine ¢alismanin yontemi
kisminda daha genis yer verilecektir. Simdi konusma ¢6ziimlemesi yonteminin

ogrenmeye karsi bakis agisina yer verilecektir.

Konusma Céziimlenmesi ve ikinci Dil Edinimi

[lk baslarda konusma ¢odziimlemesi smif ici etkilesimi herhangi bir sosyal
ortamdaki etkilesim olarak goriip sinif i¢i etkilesimin etkilesimsel diizenini mikro
analitik yontemler ile ortaya koymay1 hedef edinmistir. Ornegin McHoul’un (1978)
s0z sirast alma eylemininin dizisel diizenini ¢ikardigi calisma bu yaklasimin ilk ve
en onemli orneklerinden biridir. Bu tip budun yontembilim (ethnomethodology)
caligmalarinin  6grenme 1ile ilgili herhangi bir iddiasi ya da ulastigt sonug
bulunmamaktadir. Katilimcilarin iceriden bakis agisint (emic perspective) temele
alarak smif i¢i dogal olarak gelisen etkilesimin dizisel diizenini ortaya ¢ikarmayi

amaclamiglardir.

Daha sonra konusma ¢oziimlemesi yonteminin 6grenme eylemlerini takip etmedeki
potansiyeli kesfedilmistir. Hellerman (2008) katilimcilarin zaman iginde gelisen

etkilesimsel eylemlerini kanit gostererek konusma ¢oziimlemesi yontemiyle
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ogrenmeyi belgelemistir. Genelde bunu katilimcilarin zaman iginde gelisen onarim
eylemlerini gostererek yapmistir. Watanabe (2007) 6grencilerin konusmalarinda
art-genisletme (post-expansion) yaparak etkilesimsel yetilerini gelistirdigini
bulmustur. Hauser ( 2010) birebir yapilan kurslarda 6grencinin dilde olumsuzlama
(L2 negation) yapmay1 6grendigini uzun siireli ¢aligmasinda gostermistir. Eskildsen
ve Wagner (2015) 6grencilerin viicut dillerinin el kol hareketlerinin belirli edatlarin
(prepositions) ogrenimine nasil eslik ettigi ve bu edatlarin zaman iginde
Ogrenildigine konusma c¢oziimlemesi yoluyla kanit getirmislerdir. Sinif iginde
giinliik rutin konusmalara 6grencilerin yabanci dilde cevap verme ve etkilesimsel

yetilerinin de zaman i¢i gelismesi ¢alisilan alanlar arasindadir (Waring, 2013).

Etkilesimsel yetinin gelisiminin yan1 sira Ikinci Dil Ediniminde Konusma
Coztimlemesi ( Conversation Analysis for Second Language Acquisition) de
Markee ‘nin (2008) iddia ettigi lizere konusucularin ikinci dili nasil 6grendiklerini
takip etmeyi ve belgelemeyi amaglar. Konusma ¢oziimlemesi dogal olarak
konugmada gelisen etkilesim i¢inde (talk-in interaction) konusucularin belirli
sosyal eylemleri gergeklestirmek i¢in (6rnegin yeni bir dili 6grenmek) birbirlerinin
iletisimsel eylemlerini nasil analiz ettiklerini ve anlamlandirdiklarin1 ortaya koyar.
Diger bir deyisle, konusma ¢oziimlemesi konusucularin gozle goriilebilir ve kanit
getirilebilir yonelimlerini ve davraniglarini dogal olarak gelisen etkilesim iginde
ortaya koymay1 ve bu davraniglar igerisinde 6grenme pratiklerini de belgelemeyi
amaclar. Ikinci Dil Ediniminde Konusma Céziimlemesi i¢in gdze goriilebilir
ogrenme davranislari: onarim diizeni, epistemik durumunun degistigini belirten
alindilma isareti kullanim1 ( changes of epistemic state displayed through
acknowledgement token e.g. oh), bir dilden digerine yapilan geviri, ve goniilli
olarak yeni bir bilgiyi kullanmaya yonelme gibi ve yeni bilgiyi kullanmadir.

(Markee ve Seo; 2009).

Siradaki boliimde 6gretmen yonlendirmeli sinif i¢i etkilesim alaninda konugma

¢Oziimlemesi yoluyla yapilmis arastirmalardan bahsedilecektir.
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Ogretmen Yénlendirmeli Sinif i¢i Etkilesim

Ogretmen yonlendirmeli sinif i¢i etkilesim ( teacher led classroom interaction)
ogretmen baslatimli etkilesimleri kapsar. Gorev temelli aktiviteler (task-based) ya
da grup i¢i calismalar bu smif i¢i sOylemin disinda kalir. Sert (2015) smif i¢i
sOylemi soyle tanimlar: yabanci dil sinflar1 , 6gretmen ve Ogrencilerin bir araya
gelip dilin kullanirken ve kullanmalarmin sonucu olarak beraber olusturduklar
yeni bilgi ve anlamlarin temsil edildigi sosyo-etkilesimsel pratiklerin olusturdugu
bir soylemdir. Bu sOylemi daha iyi anlayabilmek icin onun temel ozellikleri

asagida siralanacaktir:

- 3 basamakli 6gretmen baslatimi- yanit- doniit / degerlendirme diizeni
(Initiation- Respone Evaluation/ Follow-up)

- durumsallik (contingency )

- pedagoji ve etkilesim arasindaki doniislii iliski (reflexive relationship

between pedagogy and interaction) ve

sinif i¢i etkilesime katilim yapisi ( participation framework)

Uc basamakl1 diizen sdylem analizi calismalariyla sinif i¢i etkilesim ¢aligmalarinda
bulunumus bir diizendir (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975). Bu diizende 6gretmen bir
soru sorar, 6grenci yanit verir ve en son dizide 6gretmen cevabi degerlendirir ve bir

geri doniit verir ya da takip eden baska bir soru sorar.

Durumsallik ise smif ici etkilesimde dizisel diizenin dogal akisimi ifade eder.
Ogretmenin baglatim1 6nceki séz sirasindan etkilenmistir ve bir sonraki sz sirasini
da etkileyecektir. Bir sonraki soz sirasi kendisinden oOnceki s6z sirasina gore
tasarlanacak ve dizisel eylem (sequential action) ortaya konacaktir. Van Lier
(1996) sinif i¢i etkilesimin dogasini olusturan durumsalligin sosyal etkilesimin
cesitliligin ve zenginliginin kapilarint ve aym zamanda Ggrencinin 6grenme
potansiyelinin kapilarini agtigini belirtmistir. Ayrica van Lier ( 1996) ve diger sinif
ici etkilesim ¢alisan bilim insanlar1 (Walsh, 2006; Lee, 2010, Waring, 2016)
ogretmeyi “anlik etkilesimsel kararlar alma siireci” olarak tanimlamiglardir. Bu da
siif ici etkilesimin durumlara bagli olarak anlik olarak degisebileceginin altini

¢izen bir tanim olmustur.
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Pedagoji ve etkilesim arasindaki doniislii iliskiyi Seedhouse (2004) ortaya
koymustur. Seedhouse’a gore Ozellikle yabancit dil smiflarinda dilin hem
ogretilecek akademik konu olmasi hem de etkilesimin gergeklestigi arag olmasi
sebebiyle smif i¢i sdylem karmasik yapidadir. Seedhouse (2004) anlik pedagojik
hedefler cesitlendik¢e agiga cikan etkilesim de cesitlenir; ayni sekilde sinif ici
etkilesimin planlanan 6gretimsel hedefleri sinif i¢i yansimalarini farklilastiran br
rolii de oldugunun altin1 ¢izer. (Seedhouse, 2005, s. 172). Bu baglamda Seedhouse
(2004) sinif igi etkilesiminde yapt ve dogruluk ( form and accuracy) , anlam ve
akicilik ( meaning and fluency), yonetsel (procedural) ve gorev odakli (task-
oriented) adli mikro baglamlarin oldugunu savunmustur. Her baglamin kendine

0zgli yegleme, onarim ve dizisel diizeni vardir.

Smif igi etkilesimde katilim yapist ise Schwab (2011) tarafindan “multilogue”
olarak tanimlanmigtir. Yani 6gretmen ya da bir 6grenci her zaman smif iginde
birden ¢ok kisiye hitap eder. Her zaman aktif olarak katilmasalar da siniftaki diger
iiyeler de etkilesimin bir pargasidir. Bu nedenle c¢oklu katilim yapis1 6gretmen

yonlendirmeli siniflarda dahi hakimdir.

Smif ici etkilesimde Ogretmenin etkilesimsel kaynaklarimi ve dili kullanimina
yonelen calismalar ise genelde Ogretmenin s6z siras1 dagilimini nasil yaptigr ve
istekli Ogrencileri nasil sectigi (Mortensen, 2008); cok-kipli kaynaklari (multi-
modality) nasil kullandig1 (Seo ve Koshik, 2010); iki dil aras1 gecisleri yapmalari
(code-switching) (Ustiinel ve Seedhouse, 2005); soru tasarimlar: (Mehan, 1979); ve

onarim (Fagan, 2015) {izerine odaklanmustir.

Ogretmenlerin  ¢esitli  etkilesimsel ~ kaynaklar1  kullanarak  6grenmeyi
kolaylastirdiklar1 ve 6grenme firsat1 yarattiklar1 kaynaklar Walsh ( 2006) tarafindan
kapsamli bir sekilde tartisilmistir. Walsh’a ( 2006) gore eger dgretmen dili o anki
pedagojik hedeflere uygun ve etkilesimin gerektirdigi sekilde kullanirsa 6grenmeyi
kolaylastirir, aksi hallerde ise 6grenmeye ket vurmus olur. Walsh (2006) 6zellikle
ogretmenler i¢in swuf i¢i etkilesimsel yeti (SEY) (classroom interactional
competence) yi ortaya atmistir. Sert (2016) SEY in iddia ettigi O6grenmeyi

kolaylastirict eylemleri soyle siralamistir: “SEY’e gore (a) etkilesimsel alani
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genisletme; (b) Ogrenci katilimlarmi sekillendirme (6rnegin yapisal destek,
modelleme, ya da onarim ile); (¢) etkili 6grenci katilmi alma (eliciting); (d)
ogretim bireydili ( bir 6gretmenin konusma aligkanliklari); ve (e) etkilesimsel
farkindaliktir. Tiim bu 6zellikler dogru mikro baglamda ve ortiisen pedagojik hedef
ile kullanildiginda 6grenme kolaylagmis olur.” (Sert, 2016, s. 30)

Ogrenmeyi kolaylastiric: etkilesimsel kaynaklarin yaninda, 6gretmenlerin 6grenme
firsatlarin1 degerlendiremedikleri durumlar da sinif i¢i arastirmalarda mikro analitik
yontemlerle arastirilmistir. Waring ve Wong (2009) son dizide dgretmenin agik
olumlu degerlendirmelerin (Explicit Positive Assessment, EPA) aslinda
ogrencilerin sormak istedikleri sorular1 sormay1 engelledigini ortaya koymustur.
Cok iyi (very good) gibi degerlendirmeler Ogrencinin art-genigletme (post-

expansion) yapmasini engellemistir.

Li (2013) ise Cince’nin yabanci dil olarak o6gretildigi bir smifta 6grencilerin
sorularini es gegerek cevaplamadigi boylece kacirilmig bir 6grenme firsatina neden

oldugunu konusma ¢dzlimlemesinin mikro-analitik yontemleri ile gostermistir.

Yukarida s6zii gecen calismalar genelde deneyimli 6gretmenlerin sinifinda yapilan
caligmalardir. Ogretmen aday1 olarak adlandirilan ve heniiz stajin1 yapan hizmet
oncesi 6gretmenler ile ilgili Tiirkiye’de mikroanalitik diizeyde sinif i¢i etkilesim
caligmalar1 heniiz yeni yeni baslamistir (Bozbiyik, 2017; Karadag, 2017). Yurt
disinda ise durum pek farkli degildir. Fagan (2012) deneyimsiz 6gretmenlerin

ogrenci katkilarinm sekillendiremedigini bulmustur.

Yontem

Bu boéliimde doktora tezinin amaci, aragtirma sorulari, arastirmanin énemi ve alana
katkis1 anlatilacaktir. Daha sonra arastirmanin katilimcilari, verinin toplandig
okullar veri toplama siireci ve yontemleri agiklanacaktir. Veri analizi kisminda ise
konusma ¢6ziimlemesi yontemi kisa bir sekilde 6zetlenecek ve veri analizinde takip
edilen yol agiklanacaktir. Arastirmanin gegerlik ve gilivenirliginin saglanma yollar1

ile bolum bitirilecektir.
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Bu doktora tezinin genel amaci hizmet Oncesi Ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin
yonlendirdikleri smif igi etkilesimin dizisel ve pedagojik diizenini ortaya
cikarmaktir. Ogretmen adaylarinin staj kapsamlarinda isledikleri derslerde
pedagojik hedeflerini ilk dizide ortaya koyma ve ¢esitli etkilesimsel kaynaklarla
takip eden sz siralarinda devam ettirme ve son soz sirasinda degerlendirme ile
sonlandirma yollar1 konusma ¢6ziimlemesi yoluyla incelenecektir. Diger bir deyisle
bu ¢alismanin odak noktas1 hizmet dncesi Ingilizce dgretmenlerinin kendilerinin
yonlendirdikleri ve staj kapsaminda isledikleri derslerin dizisel ve pedagojik

diizenini ortaya ¢ikarmaktir.

Bu calismanin arastirma sorular1 veri analiz edildik¢e ortaya ¢ikmistir. Ogretmen
ve Ogrencilerin anlik Ogretimsel hedeflerinin degistirdigi ve zenginlestirdigi
etkilesimsel yap1 3 biiyiik alt baglam ortaya c¢ikarmistir. Bunlar 6gretmen ve
ogrencilerin odaklandig1 noktalar1 temel alarak soyle olmustur: : odak noktasinin
yvapi ve dogruluk oldugu baglam, odak noktasinin anlam oldugu baglam ve odagin
akicilik oldugu baglam. Bu baglamlar bulunduktan sonra arastirma sorulari yeniden

sekillenmistir. Asagida bu doktora tezinin arastirma sorular1 verilmistir:

Arastirma Sorulari
1. Ogretmen adaylarinin yonlendirdigi Ingilizce nin yabanci dil olarak 6gretildigi
siiflarda sinif i¢i etkilesim sonucu ¢ikan baglamlar nelerdir?

2. Ogretmen adaylart;

- yap1 ve dogruluga
-anlama
-akiciliga

odaklandiklarinda 6gretim hedeflerini nasil koyup siirdiiriiyorlar?

2.1 Ogretim hedeflerini koyup siirdiirmek icin hangi etkilesimsel kaynaklari

kullaniyorlar ve bunun sonucu olarak 6gretme firsatlarini nasil yaratiyorlar?
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Calismanin Alana Katkisi

Konugma ¢ozlimlemesi, dil 6gretmenlerinin dil kullanimin1 ger¢ek zamanli olarak
arastiran ve dil 6gretmenlerinin 6grenmeyi iyilestirme ¢abalarini ortaya koyan ¢ok
saylda caligma ile smif arastirmalarindaki yerini giiclendirdi.( Baz1 6rnekler igin:
Waring, 2009; Lee, 2007; Walsh, 2002, Sert, 2015; Seedhouse, 2004; Markee
2015; Kéénti, 2012) Ancak hizmet Oncesi 6gretmenlerin diger bir deyisle 6gretmen
adaylariin dil kullanimini arastiran arastirma sayisi halen yeterli degildir. Bu
bakimdan bu doktora tezi 16 6gretmen adaymin 43 farkli derste dil kullanimini
mikro-analitik yontemlerle incelemektedir. Bu kadar farkli derste ve kalabalik bir

grup 6gretmen adayini incelemesi bakimindan bu tezin alana yapacagi katki agiktir.

Bu c¢alismanin sonuglart ve sonuglari, hizmet oncesi dil 6gretmenlerinin
uygulamalarin1 anlamak i¢in degerlidir ve Tiirkiye'deki yabanci dil &gretimi ve

Ogretmen egitimi hakkindaki bilgi birikimine katkida bulunacagina inanilmaktadir.

Bu baglamda, 16 6gretmen adaymin 43 farkli dersinin video kayitlar1 6gretmen
adaylarinin yonlendirdigi yabanci dil siniflarinin dizisel ve pedagojik diizenini

gosterecek ve bu sonuglar 1g181inda egitimle ilgili paydaslara bilgi verilecektir.

Konusma ¢oziimlemesinden dgretmen egitiminde faydalanmak ve 6gretmenlerin 6z
degerlendirmesinde kullanmak i¢in siirekli tekrarlanan c¢agrilar vardir (Sert, 2010,

2015; Seedhouse, 2008; Walsh, 2006)

Ancak, konusma ¢ozliimlemesini 6gretmen egitimine dahil etmek i¢in, 6gretmen
adaylarinin gergek zamanli uygulamalarini siifta ilk adim olarak analiz etmek ve
tamimlamak &nemlidir.Oncelikle dogal akan smif ici etkilesimde ogretmen
adaylarin1 dil kullanim durumuna bakarak gelecekteki Ogretmenleri egitmek

amaciyla konugma ¢oziimlemesinden faydalanilan bir miifredat olusturulabilir.

Bu nedenle, bu ¢alismanin sonuglarinin 6gretmen egitim programlarinin 6gretmen
adaylarmin uygulamalarin1 gergek zamanli olarak gormesini ve dersleri buna gore

tasarlamasini saglayacak bir geri bildirim saglayacagi umulmaktadir.
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Son olarak, bu doktora tezi O6gretmen adaylarimin yonlendirdigi yabanci dil
siniflarinda  kagirilan  6gretim  firsatlart  lzerine yapilan ilk mikro-analitik
caligmadir. Bu, kagirilan 6gretim firsatlarin1 tanimlamak ve konugma ¢oziimlemesi
smirlari iginde kullanmak i¢in yapilan ilk girisimdir. Kacirilmis 6gretim firsatlarini
bulabilmek konusma ¢oziimlemesini uzman tavsiyeleriyle destekleyecek bazi

Oneriler olacaktir. Bunlar bir sonraki boliimlerde agiklanacaktir.

Arastirma Alani, Katilimcilar ve Veri Toplama Siireci

Bu aragtirma bir devlet {iniversitesinin egitim fakiiltesi yabanci diller egitimi
boliimiindeki bir grup son smif Ingilizce Ogretmeni ile gerceklestirilmistir.
Arastirmact ingilizce 6gretmeni adaylarinin stajlar1 kapsaminda aldiklar1 okul
deneyimi dersinde gorevli arastirma gorevlisi olup dersin her asamasinda
ogrenciler ile birlikte ders gozlemleri yapmus, fakiiltedeki derslerde tartismalara
katilmis ve Ogretmen adaylarinin derslerini gozlemlemis ve video kamera
araciligtyla kaydetmistir. Aragtirmact herhangi bir sekilde 6gretmen adaylarina not
vermemis ve degerlendirme yapmamistir. Arastirmact veri toplama siirecinden 6nce
Milli Egitim Bakanliginin ilgili bolimiine basvurup belirli okullarda veri toplama

iznini almastir.

Katilimcilar bir devlet iiniversitesinin yabanci diller egitimi boliimiindeki son sinif
ogrencileridir. Universiteden mezun olmak ve devlet ya da o6zel okullarda
ogretmenlik yapabilmek icin 2014-2015 giiz yariyilinda 10 haftalik staj dersini (
okul deneyimi) Milli Egitim Bakanligi’nin izin verdigi ve fakiiltenin isbirligi
yaptifi bir okulda tamamlamak zorundadirlar. Bu dersin amaci adindan da
anlasilacagr iizre Ogretmen adaylarma smf ortamimi gostermek, smif ici
gerceklesen Ogrenme pratiklerini  fakiiltede Ogrenilen egitim teorileri ile
aciklayabilmek, ders islemek, 6gretmen kimligi edinmek ve son olarak kendi
ogretmenlik performansini 6grencilerinden, diger 6gretmen aday1 arkadaslarindan,
mentorlerinden ve de fakiiltedeki Ogretim elemanindan aldigi geri doniitlerle
degerlendirebilmektir. (Dersin akademik katalogundaki hedeflerinden alinmistir).
Bu ders kapsaminda 6gretmen adaylar1 yanlarina atandiklar1 mentor 6gretmenlerin
derslerini izleyip belli konularda gozlem yapip gézlem formlar1 doldurmakta, yine

mentor dgretmenlerinin verdigi bazi gorevleri yapma (gézetmenlik, quiz okuma,
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materyal hazirlama v.b.) ve 40 dakikalik biitiin bir dersi ¢ift oldugu 6gretmen aday1
arkadast ile beraber anlatmaktadir. Iste bu doktora tezinin veritabanini da 6gretmen

adayinin staj kapsaminda isledikleri derslerinin video kayitlar1 olusturmaktadir.

Ders basinda 30 kisilik okul deneyimi 6grencilerine tez ¢aligmasindan bahsedilmis
ve 16 Ogretmen adayr gonillii olarak arastirmaya katilacagini sdylemistir.16
ogretmen adaymdan 14°ii Ingilizce hazirlik programi olan bir liseye, 2 si ise bir

ortaokula staj i¢in gonderilmistir.

Arastirmaci, 6gretmen adaylarinin ders isleyecekleri giinlerde onceden sinifa
girerek 2 adet kamerayr smifa yerlestirmistir. Siiflar kalabalik ve genis
oldugundan dolayr bir kamerayr sinif tahtasinin yanmna digerini de en arkaya
yerlestirmistir.Sonug olarak 3 aylik bir siire i¢inde 16 6gretmen adayinin 4 er kez
isledigi dersler kayit altina alinmistir. Veri analizine gegmeden Once, konusma
¢oziimlemesinin ¢ikist ilkeleri, analitik ¢oziimleme aracglari ve yabanci dil

siniflarinda kullanimi anlatilacaktir.

Konusma Coziimlemesi

Konusma c¢oziimlemesi insanlarin belli bir diizeni ve kurallar1 olan etkilesimi
iiretme ve siirdiirme yollarmi arastirir. Harvey Sacks etkilesimdeki konusmanin
belli bir diizeni oldugunu savunmustur. Sacks’in ortaya koydugu konusma

coziimlemesinin genel prensipleri sunlardir:
-etkilesim sistematik bir sekilde organize ve bir diizen icindedir

-konusucularin etkilesimi siirdiirmek ve Oznelerarasiligi saglamak icin

metodlar1 vardir

-konugsma c¢oziimlemesi veri olarak dogal olarak gelisen etkilesimi

kullanmalidir.

-analiz asamasinda disaridan bir kisinin diisiincesi ya da bir teoriden ziyade

katilimcilarin bakig acis1 (emic perspective) kullanilmalidir.

Bu temel ilkeler 15181inda Hutchby ve Wooffitt (1998) konusma ¢oziimlemesinin iki

temel soruyu cevapladigini belirtmistir:
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-hangi etkilesimsel gorevler dizisel yapi1 kullanilarak basariliyor ve

katilimcilar bu gorevlere kendi aktif yonelimlerini nasil gosteriyorlar?

Seedhouse (2004) daha kisa ve net bir sekilde etkilesimin her bir yapis1 igin niye,
bu bicimde ve bu swrada diye sormamiz gerektigini belirtmistir. Bu sorulari

yanitlamak i¢in s6z sirasi alma, yegleme ve onarim diizenlerine analitik olarak

bakalir.

Bu doktora tezinde yabanci dil simiflarinin zenginligini ve dogal olarak gelisen
etkilesimin dil sinifi olmasi sebebiyle karmasikligini daha iyi yansitmasi
bakimindan konusma ¢Oziimlemesi kullanilmistir. Konusma ¢6ziimlemesi
Seedhouse (2004) un da belirttigi iizere sdylem analizine kiyasla yabanci dil
siiflarmin etkilesim yapisini daha iyi inceler ve 3 basamakli dizi diizeninin
aralarinda kacirilan katilimeilarin kullandig etkilesimsel kaynaklar1 daha iyi ortaya
koyar. Ayrica viicut dili, tonlama, duraksamalar, sessizlikler Ortiigmeler v.b gibi
etkilesimdeki detaylar1 kendine 6zgii ¢eviriyazi sistemi ile daha ayrintili bir sekilde

yansttir (Sert, 2011).

Bu tezde ilk kez calisilacak olan kacirilmig 6gretim firsatlar1 konusma ¢oziimlemesi

cergevesinde incelenmeye calisilmigtir. Bu baglamda eger;

1. Ogretmen aday1 &grencilerin yetersiz bilgi iddialarina (claims of
insufficient knowledge; Sert, 2011), bilinmeyen sozciik arayislarina ve

sorularina yonelmeyip onlar1 cevapsiz birakiyorsa

2. Ogretmen aday1 6grencilerin dersin amacina uygun diismeyen ve gramer

acisindan yanlis olan cevaplarin tekrar ediyorsa

3. Ogretmen aday1 6grencinin yanlis cevabina gizli onarim (embedded repair)

yaparak cevap veriyor ancak bunu agik¢a belli etmiyorsa

Bu kesitler kacirilmig 6gretim firsatlari olarak analiz asamasinda degerlendirilmistir
Ilk sirada belirtilen durumlar konusma ¢oziimlemesinin analitik ve teorik
cercevesinde kagirilmig bir Ogretim firsati olarak degerlendirmeye uygundur.

Ciinkii etkilesim sekteye ugramis, Ogrencilerin yegledigi cevap 0Ogretmen
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adayindan gelmemistir. Ancak diger iki durumda Oznelerarasilik korunmus
katilimcilar etkilesimi sekteye ugratmadan devam etmislerdir. Bu durum konusma
coziimlemesinin teorik c¢ercevesinde basarili bir etkilesimin gerceklestigine
isarettir. Ancak Ogretmen adaylarinin da ayni zamanda 6grenmek ve Ogretmek
amaciyla smifta bulunmasi géz Oniine alindiginda sinif i¢i etkilesimin en temel
hedefi olan O6gretim gerceklememis demektir. Bu nedenle bu doktora tezinde
konusma ¢o6ziimlemesinin teorik simirlarini biraz asarak arastirmaci uzmanlik

alanina dayanarak disaridan bir gozle kagirilmis 6gretim firsatlarini analiz etmistir.

Bu boliimde analizin nasil yapildig1 asama asama ozetlenecektir. Hutchby and
Wooffitt (1998) analiz asamasinda s6z sirasi baslangict bitisi, Ortlismeler,
sessizlikler ve duraksamalarin ceviriyazida detayli bir sekilde belirtilmesinin
onemini belirtmistir. Daha sonra konusmadaki tonlama vurgu ve stresin de
belirtilmesi gerektigi ve bunun yani sira katilimcilarin her tiirlii yiiz ifadesi ve

viicut dilinin de ¢eviriyazi yoluyla aktarilmasinin gerekliliginin altin1 ¢izer.

Bu ¢aligmada ayn1 ekranda video ceviriyazi (transcription) ve ¢eviriyaziyl yapacak
bazi butonlarin oldugu Transana isimli bir program kullanilmistir.Her bir 6gretmen
adayimnin videosu bu programa yiiklenmis ve konusma ¢odziimlemesinin kullandigi
Jefferson (2004) ceviriyazin sistemiyle c¢eviriyaziya aktarilmistir. Daha sonra her
bir bir dizi (sequence) nin nerde baslayip nerde bittigi belirlenmistir. Bu dizilerde
her s6z sirasinda konusucunun ne yapmaya ¢alistig1 gelisen etkilesime bakilarak
analiz edilmistir. Bununla beraber katilimcilarin s6z siralarini nasil tasarladiklari ve
viicut dili ile nasil destekledikleri de ¢eviriyaziya aktarilmistir. Ceviriyazi sonrasi
alt baglamlar ve Ogretmen ve Ogrencilerin Ggretimsel hedefleri etkilesimdeki
kanitlara dayali bir sekilde belirlenmis ve kullanilan etkilesimsel kaynaklar son

olarak analiz edilmistir.

Gecerlik ve Giivenirligin Saglanmasi

Konugma ¢oziimlemesi gegerliligi saglamak i¢in katilimcilarin bakis agisini temele
almay1 ve bir sonraki siranin kanit getirme islemi (next turn proof procedure)

prensibini kullanarak katilimeilarin yonelimlerine kanit getirmeyi planlamistir.
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Gegerlik ayn1 zamanda bulgularin farkli sinif ortamlarina da genellenebilir olmasini
gerektirir. Seedhouse ( 2004) bu genellemenin yapilabilmesi igin 10-15 ders saati
verinin yeterli olabilecegini belirtmistir. Bu bakimdan bu tezin veritabanim
olusturan 43 ders bu calismay1 gecerli kilar. Ayrica gegerlilik i¢in g¢eviriyazinin
kalitesi etkilesimi olabildigince tiim ayrintilariyla yansitmasi da gegerligi arttiran

faktorlerdendir.

Konugma ¢oziimlemesinin kullandig1 video kayitlarin isteyen herkese ulasilabilir
olmas1 giivenirligi arttiran faktorlerdendir. Ayrica bu tez ¢alismasi 6zelinde okul
deneyimi dersi kapsaminda baslangicindan bitisine kadar islenen her dersin kayit
edilmesi de gilivenirligi arttirmistir. Derste kullanilan ders kitabi, akilli tahta v.b
gibi materyallerin c¢eviriyazida gerektiginde belirtilmesi de giivenirligi arttirir.
Birden fazla videokayit cihazi kullanilmasi, aragtirmacinin veri oturumlarina katilip
verisini alandaki uzmanlarla paylasip ceviriyazinin kontrolii ve diger uzman
aragtirmacilarin da veri analizine katilmasi giivenirligi arttiran etmenlerden

digerleridir.

Bulgular

Bu boliimde arastirma sonucunda ortaya c¢ikan bulgular Ozetlenecektir.
Ingilizce’nin yabanci dil olarak gretildigi aday 6gretmenlerin stajlar1 kapsaminda
isledikleri derslerdeki dizisel ve pedagojik diizen 3 farkli Ogretimsel odagin
oldugunu ve ogretimsel odaklarin da farkli etkilesimler ortaya ¢ikarttigin
belirtmistir. Bunlar soyledir: odagin yap1 oldugu baglam, odagin anlam oldugu
baglam ve odagin akicilik oldugu baglam. Bu baglamlar 6gretimsel hedefin ortaya
konmas1 ve siirdiiriilmesi ve 6grenci katkilarina cevap verilmesi sekillendirilmesi

ve bunun sonucunda dgretim firsatlarinin dogusu bakimindan incelenecektir.

Odagin Yapi1 Oldugu Baglam

Bu baglamda 6gretmen adaylart ve ogrenciler yapt ve dogrulugu hedef olarak
ortaya koymuslardir. Dilin dilbilgisi agisindan dogu kullanimi en 6nemli hedeftir.

Bu baglami baslatmak i¢in 6gretmen adaylar1 cevabi bilinen bilgi sorusu ( kKnown-
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information question) sormuslardir. Cevabi bilinen bilgi sorularini takiben
Ogretmen adaylar1 Ogrencilerden gelen katkilar1 6gretmen baslatimli onarimla
sekillendirme yoluna gitmislerdir. Takip eden s6z sirasinda Ogrencinin onarim
yapmasi icin etkilesimsel kaynaklar kullanmiglardir Bir sonraki s6z sirasinda
Ogrencinin onarim yapmasi i¢in 6gretmenin kullandig1 etkilesimsel ve 6gretimsel
kaynaklar sunlardir: eksik tasarlanmis sozce (designedly incomplete utterance),
cimlenin tamamini Ogrenciden talep etme (request for full sentence) ve
metalinguistik agiklamalar. Eksik tasarlanmis sézceler 6gretmenler tarafindan yap1
ve dogruluga odaklandiklar1 zaman en ¢ok kullanilan kaynak olmustur. Ogrenciden
biitiin climleyi talep etme de dgretmen adayinin anlik hedefini agiga ¢ikarmis ve
ogrencilerin takip eden s6z siralarinda yanit olarak cilimleyi biitiin olarak
vermelerini saglamistir. Viicut dili yardimiyla yapilan agiklamalar (embodied
explanations) edatlar1 (prepositions) ogretirken 6gretmen aday: tarafindan siklikla
kullanilmistir. Ogretmenin son soz sirasinda ise agik olumlu degerlendirmelerde
bulundugu ya da 6grencilerin bir dnceki s6z sirasinda verdikleri yanitlar1 tekrar
ettigi bulunmustur. Bazi durumlarda ise Ogretmen adayr herhangi bir sey
sOylemeden baska bir 6grenciye soz sirasi vererek yeni bir soruya gecmistir. Diger
bir deyisle son diziyi atlamistir. Yap1 ve dogruluk baglami 6gretmen adaylariin
dersin ve etkilesimin devamliligini 6gretim firsatlarin1 degerlendirmeye yegledigini
gostermistir. Ciinkli cogu zaman degerlendirme yapmalari geri doniit vermeleri ya
da detaylandirma sorular1 (elaboration questions) sormalar1 beklenen yerlerde
ogretmen adaylar1 diger bir soruya ya da konuya gecmeyi yeglemis ve yeni bir dizi

baslatmiglardir.

Ogretmen adaylarinmn yap1 ve dogruluga odaklandiklarinda 6grencilerden aldiklari
sorulara ydnelme bigimleri dikkat g¢ekicidir. Ogrenciler 6gretmen adaylarma
genelde aktivite ile ilgili ya da bilgi sorular1 yoneltmislerdir. Ogretmen adaylar1 bu
sorulart hemen cevaplama, sorular1 atlama ve yanit vermeme ve son olarak da
soruyu sinifa geri yoneltme gibi yollar izlemistir. Sorulara yonelmeyip yanit
vermedikleri durumlar dogal olarak 6gretme firsatlarinin kacgirildigr anlar olarak

analize katilmistir.
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Yap1 ve dogrulugun hedef oldugu durumlarda 6gretimi kolaylagtiran 6gretmen
hareketleri viicut dilini kullanma, tahtay1 kullanma, climlenin tamamini 6grenciden

talep etme ve metalinguistik agiklamalard bulunma olmustur.

Ogretim firsatlarin1 kagirmalarma yol acan hareketler ise gereginden fazla eksik
tasarlanmig sézce kullanimi, 6gretmen yankisi (teacher echo), gereginden fazla
okay gibi diziyi kapatici sdzce kullanimi, Ogrenci sorularmi gegme ya da

degerlendirme yapmadan bir sonraki soruya gegme olarak bulunmustur.

Odagin Anlam Oldugu Baglam

Odagin anlam oldugu baglamda 6gretmen adayi genelde bir kelimenin anlamini
siifa sorarak bir diziyi baslatir. Bu soru tasarimi ise cevabi bilinen bilgi sorusu
gibi tasarlanmaz. Genelde Ogretmen adayi su sozciigiin anlami ne olabilir, ne
diigiiniiyorsunuz gibi sorular tasarlayarak (negotiary question) siniftaki herkesin
fikrini almay1 hedeflemistir. Bu bakimdan odagin anlam oldugu baglam cevabi
bilinen bilgi sorulariyla baslatilan dizilerden farkli olmustur. Ogretmen adaylar
kelimelerin anlamini1 6grencilerin bulmasini desteklemek amaciyla ders kitabindan
ve de hazirladiklar1 sunulardan faydalanmislardir. Sorulardan sonra gelen bekleme
zamani ve detaylandirma sorular1 da 6grencinin katilimini saglama yolunda faydali

olmustur.

Odagin anlam oldugu baglami siirdiirebilmesi i¢in 0gretmen adayinin 6grenci
katkilarini sekillendirme, sorularin, yetersiz bilgi iddialarina ve bilinmeyen kelime
arayislarina yonelmesi gerekmistir. Ogrenciler bilinmeyen kelime arayigina girdigi
zaman Ogretmen adayinin cevabi hemen verdigi durumlar olmustur ki bu hem
dersin devamliligimmi saglamis hem de Ogretimsel hedeflerin ulasildigi anlar
olmustur. Bazi durumlarda 6gretmen Ogrencilerin bir agizdan verdigi yanitlarin
hepsine yonelemeyip yanlis cevaplaru tekrar ettigi de analitik ¢oziimlemede ortaya
cikmistir. Bu durumda Ogretmen adaymin dersin devamliligini yegledikleri
bulunmustur. Ozetlemek gerekirse dgretmen adaylarmin sakli onarim yapmasi ama
bunu dgrencilerin anlayacagi bir sekilde tasarlamamasi, yanlis cevaplart 6gretmen
adaymnin tekrar etmesi ve s0z sirasi almayr Ogretmen adaymin yonetememesi

ogretme firsatlariin kagirilmasima yol agmustir. Ogretim firsatlarmin gogaltildig
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durumlar ise soru tasariminin uygun olmasi, égretmen adayinin soru sorduktan
sonra beklemesi ve baska sozciiklerle yeniden aciklama yapmast oldugu

gbozlemlenmistir.

Odagin Akicilik oldugu Baglam

Odagin akicilik oldugu baglamda 6gretmen adaylar1 van Lier’in (1988) konusarak
ogretme —konusurken Ogretme (conversational teaching) diye tanimladigr ya da
olmustur. Bu baglamlar sinifta derse baslamadan once 6grencilerle sohbet etme
amaci da tasimaktadir. Ancak iletisim dili Ingilizce oldugundan &gretim

firsatlarinin da dogacag asikardir.

Akicilik baglaminda 6gretmen adaylarinin 6grencilerin katkilarini etkili bir sekilde
almak igin siklikla kullandig1 etkilesimsel kaynak kendi kisa hikayelerini anlatmak
olmustur. Bu hikayeler haftasonu yaptiklar1 aktiviteler, yapmaktan zevk aldiklari
sporlar, baslarina gelen olaylar seklinde ¢esitlendirilebilir. Bu kisa ve 6gretmenin
kendisi ile ilgili olan hikayeler 6grencilerin dikkatini ¢ekmis onlar1 dersi dinlemeye
ve katilmaya motive etmistir. Bunlar 6grencilerin sz siras1 almak istemesi i¢in
parmak kaldirma davraniglarindan ve kendi hikayelerini anlatmalarindan
anlasilabilir. Ogretmen adaylarinin bu kisa anlatilar1 dgrenciyi derse katmak icin
giidiileyen ve katilmlarin1 saglayan oOgretimsel ve pedagojik bir kaynak
olmustur.Béylece soru tasarimi ve sorulardan sonra cevaplarin gelmesi igin

ogretmen adaylar1 bekleyerek akicilik hedefini tutturmay1 amaclamislardir.

Ancak 6grenci katkisi geldikge onu sekillendirmesi , 6grencilerin yetersiz bilgi
iddialarina cevap verebilmek, bilinmeyen kelime arayislarina yardim etmek
kisminda Ogretmen adaylarinin dersin devamliligini tercih edip Ogrenciye
yonelmedigi veride ortaya ¢ikmustir. Ozellikle akiciligi hedeflendigi durumlarda
ogrencinin kelime arayislarinda yardim etmemek 6gretim firsatlarinin kagirilmasi

anlamina gelmektedir.

Son kisimda tez ¢aligmasindan ¢ikan sonuglar 1s181inda sinif ici arastirmalar, siif
ici etkilesimsel yeti, 6gretmen egitimi ve sif i¢i arastirma konusunda Oneriler

sunulacaktir.
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Oneriler ve Sonug

Sinif i¢i etkilesimsel yap1 baglaminda bu tez 6gretmen adaylarmin kullandigi iki
yeni etkilesimsel kaynak ortaya koymustur. Bunlardan biri ogrencilerden bir
ctimleyi biitiin olarak soylemelerini talep etmek digeri de dgretmenlerin kendi
hikayelerini anlatmalaridir. Odagin yap1 ve dogruluk oldugu smif i¢i etkilesim
sirasinda Ogretmen adayinin 6grencilerden bir ciimleyi biitiin olarak sdylemesini
istemesi O0grencilerin takip eden soz siralarinda onarim yapmalarini ve 6gretmenin
talebine yoneldigini agikca ortaya koymustur. Ogrencilerin cevap olarak genelde
yarim ya da tek kelimelik cevaplar verdigi durumlarda 6gretmen adaymnin tiim
climleyi istemesi Ogrencilerin takip eden s0z sirasinda onarim yapmasini

saglamigtir.

Bu doktora tezinin smif i¢i etkilesimsel yetiye diger bir katkisi ise 6gretmenlerin
kendi hikaye ve anlatilarin1 ilk s6z sirasinda anlatmalart olmustur. Ogretmen
adaylarinin akiciligl hedefledigi durumlarda 6grencilerin katkilarini almak onlarin
istekliligini saglamak i¢in 6gretmen adaylar1 kendi kisa hikayelerini anlatmistir.Bu
kisa anlatilar1 6grenciler ilgi ile dinlemis ve kendileri de daha sonra sz sirasi
almak istemislerdir. Bu hikayeler hem 6grencilere dil olarak bir model saglamis

hem de diistinme zamani vermistir.

Ayn1 zamanda sinif i¢i etkilesimsel yetinin énemli bir kisminin da 6grencilerin
cevaplarini sekillendirmek, onlara geri doniit vermek oldugu bu tez sonucunda
ortaya ¢ikmistir. Ayrica 6grencilerin sorularini cevaplamak, bilmedikleri bir kelime
arayisina gectikleri zaman 0gretmenin etkilesim icinde ona yardim etmesi de siif

ici etkilesimsel yetinin 6nemli bir par¢asini olusturur.

Bu doktora tezinin sonuglar diisiiniildiiglinde 6zellikle konusma ¢odziimlemesinin
hizmet Oncesi Ogretmen egitimi derslerinde kullanilmasi agisindan bazi Oneriler
olacaktir. Ozellikle fakiilte icinde metodoloji derslerinde 6gretmen adaylarmin
yaptiklar1 mikro-6gretimlerin daha gercek¢i olmasi i¢in bu tez verisinin de
gosterdigi dgretmen adaylarmin zorlandig1 bazi durumlar kullamlabilir. Ornegin
baz1 roller mikro-6gretim sirasinda siniftaki diger 0gretmen adaylarna verilip o

roldeki gibi davranmasi istenebilir. Ornegin bu rollerden bazilari sunlar olabilir:
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ogretmenin anlik hedefinin disinda konu disina ¢ikan sorular soran bir dgrenci,
derste siirekli Tiirkge konusan bir 6grenci, yanlis cevaplar veren bir 6grenci,
yetersiz bilgi iddialarinda bulunan bir 6grenci, belli bir kelime arayisina giren ve

yardim isteyen bir 6grenci v.b. gibi roller diger 6gretmen adaylarina verilebilir.

Ote yandan farkli kademelerde ve farkli baglamlarda ingilizce dgretmenlerinin
isledikleri derslerin bazi boliimleri kisa klipler halinde 6grencilere fakiiltelerde
gosterilip bu kliplerin ardindan 6grenme / 6gretme firsatlart analiz edilebilir. Okul
deneyimi dersi i¢in de d6gretmen adaylarinin kendi pratiklerini videoya ¢ekmesi ve
o kayitlari izleyip 6z degerlendirme yapmalar1 mesleki gelisimleri agisindan yararh
olacaktir. Video kayitlart ayn1 zamanda onlar i¢in tizerlerine fikir yiirtiitebilecekleri
kendilerini tekrar tekrar izleyip daha iyi 6z degerlendirme yapacaklari bir
materyaldir. Kendilerini basarili ya da basarisiz bulduklart 6gretme firsatlarini
yakaladiklar1 ya da kagirdiklarimi diislindiikleri kesitleri konusma coziimlemesi
yolu ile incelemek onlarin mikro detaylara odaklanmalarini saglayacak ve kendi 6z

farkindaliklarini arttiracaktir.

Smif i¢i etkilesim aragtirmalari bakimindan da kacgirilan 6gretim firsatlari ilk kez
caligilan bir konu olmustur. Konusma c¢oziimlemesini yabanci dil &gretiminde
uygulanmasi ve kacirilan 6gretim firsatlarina disaridan bir uzman goriisiiniin de
getirilmesinin gerekli oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu baglamda konusma ¢oziimlemesi ile

yapilacak gelecekteki caligsmalar i¢in bu doktora tezi bir 6rnek teskil edecektir.
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