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OLMADIĞINDA: YABANCI DİL OLARAK İNGİLİZCE 

ÖĞRETİMİ YAPILAN SINIFLARDA CEVAP ALMA 
STRATEJİLERİ ÜZERİNE MİKRO-ANALİTİK BİR İNCELEME 
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Erciyes Üniversitesi, Eğitim Bilimleri Enstitüsü 
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Danışman: Dr. Öğr. Üyesi Ufuk GİRGİN  
 

Öğrenme ve öğretme sürecinin öğrenci katılımını destekleyecek şekilde etkili 

yönetilebilmesi için öğretmenlere sınıf içi etkileşimsel yetinin (SİEY) kazandırılması 

yabancı dil eğitimi araştırmalarının odaklarındandır. Dil sınıflarında hedef dili 

konuşmanın öğrenmeye etkisi hakkındaki çalışmalar, öğrenciye cevap üretebilmesi 

için uygun süre tanımanın önemini vurgulamaktadır. Çalışmalar, tanınan bu sürenin 

çoğunlukla öğrenci katılımı ve öğrenci cevabıyla sonuçlandığını belirtmektedir. Ancak 

bu süre öğrenci cevabı ile sonuçlanmadığında öğretmenin cevap almak için neler 

yaptığı da SİEY için araştırılmalıdır. Bu sebeple, bu araştırma dil sınıflarında 

(uzatılmış) bekleme süresi ((U)BS) öğrenci cevaplarını almada başarısız olduğunda bir 

dil öğretmeninin tüm-sınıf konuşma etkinliklerini yönetirken öğrenci cevaplarını 

başlatma ve sürdürmede kullandığı yöntemleri incelemeyi amaçlamaktadır. Veri odaklı 

bakış açısıyla Konuşma Çözümlemesi yöntemini kullanan bu çalışma sonuçları, 

öğretmenin öğrencilere tanıdığı (U)BS başarısız olduğunda daraltılmış tekrar, salt 

tekrar, ipucu ve reformülasyonla öğrenme desteği, açıklama, eylem talebi, yorum, 

muziplik stratejileri ile aynı konuşmacının cevabını sürdürmek için onaylama sesi ve 

baş hareketi, olumlu geribildirim, doğrulama, kasıtlı eksik söz, düzeltme, başla 

onaylama, direkt isimle seslenerek aday gösterme ve söz sırası tamamlama 

stratejilerini kullandığını göstermiştir. Farklı konuşmacılarla cevabı sürdürmek için 

kullanılan stratejilerin aynı konuşmacı için kullanılan olumlu geribildirim, onaylama 

sesi ve baş hareketi, söz sırası tamamlama, teşvik stratejilerine ek olarak mevcut 

konuşmacının bir sonraki konuşmacıyı seçmesi ve bir grubu hedef gösterme şeklinde 

olduğunu göstermiştir. Bu sonuçlar, hizmet-öncesi ve hizmet-içi öğretmenlere SİEY 

konusunda farkındalık kazanarak mesleki olarak gelişmeleri için çıkarımlar sunmuş 

ve ileriki çalışmalarda yararlanılmak üzere tavsiyeler vermiştir. 
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ABSTRACT 
 

WHEN WAITING IS NOT ENOUGH FOR STUDENT 
PARTICIPATION: A MICRO-ANALYTIC INVESTIGATION OF 

RESPONSE ELICITATION STRATEGIES IN EFL 
CLASSROOMS 

 
Duygu GÜNEŞ 

 
Erciyes University, Institute of Educational Sciences 

Master’s Thesis, January 2025 
Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Ufuk GİRGİN 

 

In order to effectively manage learning and teaching processes and encourage student 

participation, equipping teachers with classroom interactional competence (CIC) is 

crucial in foreign-language teaching. Research on target language use in foreign-

language classrooms emphasizes the significance of providing students with sufficient 

time to produce answers and suggests that this provision mostly results in students’ 

responses. However, what teachers do when (extended) wait-time ((E)WT) does not 

result in student responses remains underexplored. This study investigated a second-

language (L2) teacher’s response initiation and pursue strategies in managing whole-

class speaking activities when (E)WTs failed to initiate responses from students. 

Adopting conversation analysis (CA), the findings of this study show that when 

(E)WTs failed to initiate student responses, the teacher deployed several strategies, 

such as pure repetitions, narrowed-down repetitions, hinting and reformulation, 

clarification, producing requests for action, commentary and teasing to facilitate 

participation. To pursue interaction with the same interactant, she utilized continuers, 

nodding, positive feedback, confirmation check, repair and designedly incomplete 

utterances (DIU), nominating students by using explicit address terms, and turn 

completion. Her strategies to pursue more talk from different interactants were in the 

form of current-speaker-selects-next, targeting a group in addition to positive 

feedback, turn completion and continuer and nodding strategies. This study has 

important pedagogical implications for both pre- and in-service teachers and 

underscores the importance of CIC awareness in L2 English-teacher training. 

Keywords: Classroom Interactional Competence, Conversation Analysis, Extended 

Wait-Time, Whole-Class Speaking Activity 
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CHAPTER I 

 

INTRODUCTION 

This study explored teachers’ management of initiation and pursue strategies 

in the English as a Foreign Language (EFL) classroom. The purpose was to adopt 

Conversation Analysis (CA) to explore a second-language teacher’s strategies to 

initiate and pursue interaction when (extended) wait-times ((E)WTs) fail to lead to 

student involvement during whole-class speaking activities. This chapter first 

introduces the significance and purpose of this study and then the assumptions and 

limitations of the study will be discussed. This chapter will also briefly define the key 

terms and definitions related to the study to enable readers to follow the course of the 

study.  

1.1. The Background and Significance of the Study 

Classrooms create a crucial opportunity to provide one of the most natural and 

social places where unique interactions occur. These social interactional contexts pave 

the way for learning and understanding for interactants who try to find their own ways 

of organizing and shaping the given information in order to make sense of it (Roehler 

& Cantlon, 1996). It can therefore be claimed that learning is an interactive process in 

which interactants restructure the provided knowledge which leads to understanding. 

In relation to language learning, Walsh (2006) stated that such interactions are the focal 

points of second-language classrooms, which are considered to be dynamic contexts. 

Van Lier (1996) considered interaction as “the most important element of the 

curriculum” (p.5), whereas Ellis (2000) commented on socio-cultural theory by 

arguing that “learning arises not through interaction, but in interaction” (p.209) and 

suggested that social interaction is the medium of learning. Walsh (2011) also 

considered learning as a process in which the interactants participate not to “have or 

own” (p.49) and suggested focusing on the “doing” (p.49) aspect which is more 

observable and amenable to analysis. 
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By means of learner-centered language teaching methods, the focus was 

directed onto learners’ communicative needs and led the way to a learning environment 

in which meaningful interaction was established through the target language between 

interactants (Kumaravadivelu, 2003). This approach considers teachers as not only 

knowledge transmitters but also as creative problem-solvers through meaningful 

interactions (Kumaravadivelu, 2003). Walsh (2011) commented that out of the many 

significant factors affecting classroom interaction, teachers play a crucial role during 

a lesson. Creating learning opportunities by making informed interactive decisions 

requires time and effort to be invested in professional development (Walsh, 2011). 

With regard to teachers’ orchestrating roles, it would be to the benefit of everyone 

involved to take various factors into consideration to manage classroom interaction 

effectively to create learning opportunities, such as activities, turn-taking, feedback, 

giving enough time and setting examples (Walsh & Sert, 2019). 

Originally designed in the 1960s by Moskowitz (1976), the ‘Flint’ system 

(Foreign Language Interaction) (p.139) focused on analyzing classroom interaction 

data by examining both verbal and non-verbal aspects of the target language in use, 

and she sought to enable teachers to reflect on their talk during the course of teaching. 

Fanselow (1977) developed a framework called ‘FOCUS’ (Foci for Observing 

Communications Used in Settings) to investigate “five characteristics of 

communications” which he identified as “the source, the medium, the use, the content, 

and the pedagogical purpose” (p.19). Introduced as communicative competence by 

Hymes (1972) and named by Kramsch (1986) as interactional competence, Walsh 

(2006) created a framework called ‘Self-Evaluation of Teacher Talk’ (SETT) (p.144) 

to reinforce teachers’ professional development through classroom interaction, 

enabling them to view classroom interaction as a mediator for fostering improvement 

in teaching and learning. Walsh (2011) defined classroom interactional competence 

(CIC) as “teachers’ and learners’ ability to use interaction as a tool for mediating and 

assisting learning” (p.158). Walsh (2013) stated that CIC focuses on enhancing 

learning opportunities, the teacher’s role in managing the pedagogical aim and use of 

language, and learners’ role in participating and contributing to interaction. Sert (2015) 

introduced ‘IMDAT’ (Introducing CIC, Micro-teaching, Dialogic reflection, Actual 

teaching, Teacher collaboration and critical reflection) (p.223) in order to have a better 

understanding of CIC and the “ongoing evolution of language awareness” (p.229). 

Regarding the role of classroom interaction in understanding the teaching and learning 
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processes (Dilber, 2022; Walsh & Mann, 2015), CIC has increased awareness and 

drawn more attention in language education (Can Daşkın, 2015; Girgin & Brandt, 

2020; Seedhouse, 2008; Sert, 2015, 2019; Walsh, 2006, 2011, 2013). In order to raise 

teachers’ awareness of CIC, Huth et al. (2019) introduced ‘Conversation Analysis-

based Interactional Competence’ (p.99) to train teachers on; 

(1) sustained critical reflection of teachers’ conceptions of what language is, 

(2) basic training of pre- and in-service teachers in micro-analytic procedures 

that enable the analysis of actual talk-in-interaction, and (3) models for 

translating and transferring research on spoken communication and interaction 

into pedagogical practice. (p.99) 

 Bearing these concerns in mind, maximizing interactional space and making 

effective strategic decisions to foster student participation through CIC put a 

responsibility on teachers. In addition, CIC enhances both teachers’ and learners’ 

awareness over the course of the teaching and learning process in line with pedagogical 

goals (Walsh, 2006, 2011). It thereby enables both interactants to be “transformative 

intellectuals” by restructuring the information within and beyond the classroom 

(Kumaravadivelu, 2003, p.8). 

Heritage (2005) stated that CA views the context as a project and a product 

affected by the actions of interactants. According to Schegloff and Sacks (1973), CA 

describes “the details of social actions” (p.289) in natural settings. Owing to its data-

driven nature, CA provides an examination of naturally occurring talk-in-interaction 

through detailed transcriptions, including the non-verbal aspects of the interaction 

(Kasper & Wagner, 2011). In terms of the ethno-methodological and epistemological 

perspectives (Heritage, 1984), CA enables a better understanding of the social contexts 

of everyday activities (Sert & Walsh, 2013). From an analytic and emic perspective, 

CA offers a descriptive perspective to show the complexity of language development 

in relation to the contextual and interactional aspects of language acquisition (Kasper 

& Wagner, 2011; Liddicoat, 2007; Sacks et al., 1974; Schegloff, 2007; Sidnell, 2010; 

ten Have, 2007). Following such viewpoints on CA, another field called ‘Conversation 

Analysis for Second Language Acquisition’ (CA-for-SLA) has emerged and has 

provided evidence for comprehending teachers’ teaching practices in L2 classrooms 

(Kasper & Wagner, 2011; Markee & Kasper, 2004). Kasper and Wagner (2011) stated 

that interactional competence serves two purposes in CA-for-SLA. First, it enables the 

interactants to participate in the conversation, and second, it creates conditions for 
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being involved more effectively in language-learning practices. It can therefore be 

claimed that by adopting the CA methodology in this current study, it is possible to 

examine and understand teachers’ interactional competencies in second-language 

classrooms within social contexts. By analyzing interactional processes such as turn-

taking management, sequence organization, initiations, pursues, repairs and feedback 

sequences, it is possible to gain insights into these interactional competencies (Kasper 

& Wagner, 2011; Schegloff, 2007; Seedhouse, 2004). 

Goodwin (1986) stated that “the primary source of the data has typically come 

from the activities of speakers” (p.205), so it can be claimed that teachers carry the 

responsibility of initiating and maintaining classroom interaction as the managers of 

classrooms (Walsh, 2011). Thus, teachers’ professional knowledge, proficiency level, 

motivation, attitudes and beliefs might be teacher-related, affecting the interaction. 

Moreover, teachers’ decisions and choices of strategies and when and where to employ 

them play a crucial role in effectively managing the interaction. Hence, observing, 

analyzing and suggesting the implications of such decisions and strategies might 

reinforce teachers’ professional development, as Sert (2019) suggested: 

We need to make 1) practitioners aware of the importance of classroom 

interaction in relation to learning, 2) provide them with tools to integrate 

classroom interaction in teacher education, and 3) bring developmental 

evidence to illustrate change in teaching practices over time (p.217). 

Farrell (2009) warned about the effects of teachers’ adopted classroom 

interaction routines and suggested that teachers should improve their understanding of 

the relation between classroom methodologies and classroom interaction to provide a 

more effective learning environment. Building on the importance of teachers’ 

management skills, it is essential to recognize their role as orchestrators of the complex 

dynamics within language-learning classrooms and to raise awareness of the 

importance of their professional development. To reinforce CIC in L2 classrooms, 

teachers should be aware of their own interactional practices to create learning 

opportunities. CIC involves various strategies to create engaging L2 classrooms, 

including maximizing interactional space and shaping learner contributions (Atar, 

2020b). Creating a safe and comfortable environment is crucial for encouraging 

students to take risks while using the target language. To promote student participation, 

it is essential to allow students time to process information and formulate responses, 

which Walsh (2006) introduced as extended wait-time (EWT), an interactional feature 
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of the SETT Framework. Numerous studies have identified wait-time as a critical 

aspect of educational research and a key feature of CIC (for example, Alsaadi & Atar, 

2019; Atar, 2016; Atar & Seedhouse, 2018; Barnette et al., 1995; Fowler, 1975; Heinze 

& Erhard, 2006; Holley & King, 1971; Maroni, 2011; Rowe, 1972; Shrum & Tech, 

1985; Süt, 2020; Tobin, 1986; White & Lightbown, 1984; Yaqubi & Rokni, 2012; 

Yatağanbaba & Yıldırım, 2016). Although research on wait-time (WT) revealed that 

extending it can lead to increased student participation, its implementation and 

effectiveness may vary depending on several parameters, such as the context and 

participants, as well as certain strategies that teachers employ in case of its failure.  

This study is significant since it seeks to examine and extend the results of 

previous studies in the literature regarding teachers’ strategies when (E)WT fails to 

lead to student responses and what teachers do in order to promote student involvement 

by enabling them to produce more talk in a specific context and determine if there are 

any similarities and differences in the employment of strategies regarding the same 

and different interactants (for example, Alsaadi & Atar, 2019; Atar, 2016; Atar & 

Seedhouse, 2018; Barnette et al., 1995; Fowler, 1975; Heinze & Erhard, 2006; Holley 

& King, 1971; Maroni, 2011; Rowe, 1972; Shrum & Tech, 1985; Süt, 2020; Tobin, 

1986; White & Lightbown, 1984; Yaqubi & Rokni, 2012; Yatağanbaba & Yıldırım, 

2016). Given the crucial role of teachers in initiating and managing classroom 

interactions, this study explored a second-language teacher’s management of initiation 

and pursue strategies during whole-class speaking activities when (E)WTs failed to 

lead to student responses in an EFL classrooms from a micro-analytic perspective. 

1.2. The Purpose of the Study 

Although many studies have focused on (E)WT in classroom settings, their 

findings suggest that when WT is increased to three to five seconds, it serves the 

purpose of leading to student participation. However, research focusing on the 

strategies used by L2 teachers to initiate and pursue student responses in the case of 

the failure of (E)WTs is limited in terms of different contexts and classroom settings. 

This study therefore questions what happens when (E)WT fails to initiate student 

responses, and after initiating the response sequence, what strategies the teacher 

utilizes to pursue the conversation, and whether there are any differences between the 

pursue strategies in terms of interactants. what  To achieve this, seventeen classroom 
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hours of video-recordings were taken from three EFL classrooms and analyzed through 

the micro-analytic lens of CA. In this scope, this study will address the following 

research questions:   

1. What are a second-language teacher’s initiation strategies in managing 

whole-class speaking activities when (E)WTs fail to initiate responses from 

students? 

2. What are a second-language teacher’s pursue strategies in managing whole-

class speaking activities after initiating the response sequence? 

2.1. What are these pursue strategies with the same interactant? 

2.2. How do these pursue strategies change with different interactants? 

1.3. Assumptions 

The importance of CIC and its effects on learning and teaching have paved the way 

for numerous studies that focus on teachers’ interactive features in teaching. Through 

CIC, it is assumed that participation is crucial in language learning since students are 

actively involved in transferring their passive knowledge into active knowledge or to 

action, which is “the doing” part (Walsh, 2011, p.49). Although its role in learning 

cannot be ignored, student participation should not be forced. Therefore, it can be 

claimed that teachers should be equipped with effective interactional and management 

skills to facilitate student involvement. Effective deployment of wait-time can be 

considered one such skill. Since EWT is initiated and managed by the teacher only, the 

responsibility of conducting it successfully falls heavily on teachers’ shoulders. As 

Atar (2020b) states, being aware of the importance of EWT and managing the 

interaction by effectively employing EWT is essential for teachers. Awareness of the 

value of increasing interaction might reinforce teachers’ interactional skills, leading to 

more learning opportunities in language classrooms (Atar, 2020b). Thus, it is assumed 

that adopting CA as the research methodology will provide insights into interactional 

organizations of the classrooms so that it can help to develop better understanding of 

the details of the classroom talk and its connection to learning a language. It is also 

assumed that this methodology enables the researcher to observe and analyze the 

interaction in an “unmotivated looking” without any prior beliefs or intentions (ten 

Have, 2007) through “emic perspective” focusing on the “internal view, from inside 

the system” (Pike, 1967, p.37).  Making data available to other analysts is assumed to 
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ensure reliability by unmotivated looking by others. The findings based on the 

empirical data are assumed to contribute to language teacher education, both pre- and 

in-service, to raise L2 teachers’ awareness of managing and evaluating their self-talk, 

maximizing learning potential in the classroom, and hence, CIC. 

 1.4. Limitations 

As a case study, the current study presents observations from three different L2 

classrooms, each consisting of 18–25 students and conducted by only one teacher. It 

therefore cannot be denied that the reliability of the study could have been increased 

by including more teachers. If there were more data from different contexts with 

different teachers, the findings could have been different. Also, the student participants 

in this study had the same proficiency levels, but with different proficiency levels, the 

findings may have been different. Another limitation is related to the technical issues 

resulting from the recordings. As will be seen in the following chapters, even though 

two professional cameras were used in the study, what the participants said could not 

be fully captured due to the lack of individual microphones or audio-recorders, which 

would have been helpful in representing every detail of the interactions. 

 1.5. Definitions 

‘Conversation analysis’ (CA) is the micro-analysis of naturally occurring 

interactions from an emic perspective without any prior beliefs, assumptions or 

intentions (ten Have, 2007). 

‘Classroom interactional competence’ (CIC) is “teachers’ and learners’ ability to 

use interaction as a tool for mediating and assisting learning” (Walsh, 2011, p.158). 

‘Extended Wait-Time’ (EWT) one of the interactional features within the SETT 

Framework; it involves “allowing sufficient time (several seconds) for students to 

respond or formulate a response” (Walsh, 2006, p.67).   
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CHAPTER II 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter offers a review of teacher talk, participation and CIC by drawing 

attention to the findings of previous research. The first part of the chapter will focus 

on teacher talk, particularly the self-evaluation of teacher talk, CIC and (E)WT. The 

second part will discuss the role of embodied interaction in L2 English classrooms 

with a particular focus on nodding and the continuer “Mm hm”.  

2.1. Teacher Talk, Participation, and Classroom Interactional Competence 

2.1.1. Teacher talk 

By nature, conversations consist of adjacency in pairs; for example, greeting is 

followed by greeting, a question requires an answer, a request is followed by a response 

such as an agreement or disagreement (Ingram & Elliott, 2014; White & Lightbown, 

1984). As a form of institutional interaction, classrooms display many examples of 

such pairs, with a teacher initiating a sequence with a question and a student answers, 

or a student asks for clarification and the teacher clarifies. The process of teaching and 

learning therefore involves two-way traffic in which all interactants actively 

participate. Since it is a dynamic and social process, language learning is a 

“transactional” (Walsh & Li, 2013, p.249) process in which interactants 

collaboratively internalize, transmit and construct new knowledge by reflecting on 

what has been discussed. Teachers seek to involve students more by asking them to 

transform their passive knowledge into active knowledge by using the target language. 

Using the target language is a productive skill which includes a teacher’s 

management of competences in order to encourage students to participate and produce 

the language like an “expert adult” (Roehler & Cantlon, 1996, p.2). During the course 

of classroom interaction, as the main initiator, the teacher “opens doors” (Saxton et al., 

2018, p.63) for students to process, criticize, discuss and question so that together they 

can produce communication leading to learning.  Vygotsky’s (1978) zone of proximal 
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development (ZPD), which represents the idea of “communication between the child 

and the people in his environment” (p.89), has influenced the importance of 

communication in language learning. Through the change in focus in language 

classrooms from “grammar and formal aspects to communication and interactional 

skills” (Atar, 2016, p.1), communication has become a key point in learning. As 

facilitators in classroom interaction, teachers therefore play a significant role in 

creating and affecting learning opportunities (Walsh, 2006, 2011). For teachers, as the 

more knowledgeable other, it is critical to be equipped with essential knowledge and 

strategies to guide and manage the learning process. Leading this process through the 

effective use of teacher talk requires competence because different variables have to 

be taken into consideration in a very dynamic context, as Nunan (1991) stated:  

Teacher talk is of crucial importance, not only for the organization of the 

classroom but also for the process of the acquisition. It is important for the 

organization and management of the classroom because it is through language 

that teachers either succeed or fail in implementing their teaching plans. In 

terms of acquisition, teacher talk is important because it is probably the major 

source of comprehensible target language input the learner is likely to receive. 

(p.189) 

In the light of this, Walsh (2006) introduced the self-evaluation of teacher talk 

(SETT) as a tool for teachers to self-observe and reflect on their teaching without the 

need for time and meticulous effort requiring transcription. The method involves 

analyzing 10-15-minute snapshot recordings from different classes, along with 

stimulated recall procedures involving an outsider. The importance of classroom 

interaction in shaping teaching practices has led to increased interest in CIC in 

language education (Aşık & Kuru Gönen, 2016; Can Daşkın, 2015; Girgin & Brandt 

2020; Moorhouse, Li, & Walsh, 2021; Seedhouse, 2008; Sert, 2015; Walsh, 2006, 

2011, 2013), which is also the principal focus of the current study. However, the 

challenge of transcribing often discourages teachers from engaging in professional 

development activities (Walsh, 2014). To address this, Walsh (2006) proposed 

particular strategies, including self-observation and the analysis of specific, short (15-

minute) lesson extracts using frameworks such as SETT, without transcription. 

Second, Walsh (2006, 2014) suggested using 10-15-minute snapshot recordings from 

different parts of lessons, classes and times to compare and detect a pattern. Walsh 

(2006, 2014) suggested benefiting from stimulated recall procedures in which teachers 
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analyze recordings with a colleague, enabling immediate feedback and awareness-

raising. These methods leverage teachers’ insider perspective, enabling them to 

analyze interaction details which an outside researcher might miss. Walsh’s approach 

(2006, 2014) emphasizes the critical role of context in classroom interaction and offers 

alternatives to traditional transcription-based analysis. These strategies and the SETT 

framework provide a perspective based on teachers’ reflections and experiences in 

classroom settings. Through the four modes determined by Walsh (2006), SETT 

enables teachers to self-reflect on their classroom practices and processes. These 

modes are “Managerial mode, Materials mode, Skills and system mode, Classroom 

context mode” (Walsh, 2006, p.66) (see Appendix G). Walsh (2006) described each 

step of a lesson as a mode with a set of “interactional features” (p.67) (see Appendix 

H). For instance, in managerial mode, the aim is to convey information, manage the 

physical learning setting and present an activity. The interactional features in the 

managerial mode come in the form of extended teacher turns in which instructions and 

explanations are delivered and transitional markers and confirmation checks are 

expected. In the materials mode, the pedagogical goal is to present and assess language 

practices and elicit responses regarding the material, which can be in the form of text, 

audio or video, through IRF patterns, display questions, form-focused feedback, 

repairs and scaffolding when necessary (Walsh, 2006).  In the skills and systems mode, 

the objective is to enable learners to produce specific items in the target language and 

the teacher mostly resorts to direct repair and form-focused feedback to provide correct 

answers, scaffolding students to produce the correct form, teacher echo and display 

questions (Walsh, 2006). In the classroom context mode, the goal is to establish a 

context in which learners present their opinions fluently. In this mode, there are 

minimal repairs and short teacher turns, questions are referential and feedback is about 

the content (Walsh, 2006). The literature on L2 teacher training shows that frameworks 

such as SETT and IMDAT enhance teachers’ awareness and enable them to detect 

patterns in their own classroom interactional practices and experiences, reflecting and 

making informed choices to construct a learning environment and learner participation 

(Aşık & Kuru Gönen, 2016; Atar, 2017, 2020b; Sert, 2015; Walsh, 2006, 2013, 2014).  

For this study, Walsh’s SETT framework was therefore adopted as a guide for 

detecting and understanding L2 teachers’ classroom interactional practices and 

pedagogical purposes in micro-contexts. Through a micro-analysis of teacher talk in a 
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classroom setting, this study observed, discusses and offers suggestions to raise 

teachers’ awareness of such interactional features as management strategies. 

2.1.2. Participation, learning, and classroom interactional competence 

Pekarek Doehler (2010) stated that “learning a language involves a continuous 

process of adaptation of patterns of language-use-for-action in response to locally 

emergent communicative needs” (p.107). This suggests that addressing such needs 

should consider the perspectives of both parties involved in interactions. To effectively 

meet this requirement, it can be suggested that all participants possess the skills 

necessary to navigate talk-in-interaction. This ability, named by Kramsch (1986) as 

interactional competence (IC), provides learners with opportunities to process and 

navigate their skills and knowledge in order to interact. Young (2008) described this 

ability as the “relationship between the participants’ employment of linguistic and 

interactional resources and the contexts in which they are employed” (p.101). 

The literature shows that numerous researchers have examined L2 interactional 

competence across various settings, including second-language classrooms (for 

example Balaman, 2016; Cekaite, 2007; Girgin, 2017; Pekarek Doehler & Pochon-

Berger, 2011). A key discovery of these studies has been the crucial role of student 

involvement in language learning, and from a CA approach, language learning in 

classroom environments is not viewed as an individual process but as a phenomenon 

that arises from “participation” in turn-by-turn interactions (Seedhouse & Walsh, 

2010). The literature has highlighted how researchers have used CA to examine 

various aspects of L2 teacher talk. This includes studying teacher repetitions and 

assessments (for example Park, 2013; Waring, 2008) as well as analyzing micro-

details such as pauses, prosody and the non-verbal aspects employed by teachers (for 

example Balaman, 2016; Dilber, 2022; Girgin, 2017; Hellermann, 2003; Kääntä, 2010; 

Mortensen, 2012; Sert, 2011; Şimşek, 2022). Through these investigations, scholars 

have uncovered evidence of language-learning-related phenomena within L2 

classroom interactions. Consequently, this research has enhanced our comprehension 

of the resources which either facilitate or obstruct learning opportunities in L2 

educational settings. Walsh (2002) reported that some teaching practices, such as 

direct error correction, content feedback, confirmation checks, EWT and scaffolding, 

can enhance learning opportunities but that practices such as turn completion, teacher 
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echo and teacher interruptions can obstruct these opportunities. Walsh and Li (2013) 

found that deploying techniques such as extended learner turns, scaffolding, 

paraphrasing and increased planning time might create learning spaces. Waring (2008) 

showed that employing explicit positive assessment in the third turn of the IRF 

sequence in specific contexts can limit opportunities for students to express 

comprehension difficulties or to explore alternative correct responses. Sert’s (2011) 

multimodal CA study showed that the teacher resorts to several techniques, such as 

gestures, embodied explanations and code-switching, to involve a student who has 

claimed insufficient knowledge. It can therefore be suggested that previous research 

has provided important findings to give a better understanding of what facilitates 

student participation and what kinds of skill and strategy teachers need to pave the way 

for Walsh’s (2006) concept of CIC. 

CIC was introduced and defined by Walsh (2006) as the ability to facilitate 

language learning through interaction and Walsh’s (2011) concept of CIC was 

subsequently specifically defined as “teachers’ and learners’ ability to use interaction 

as a tool for mediating and assisting learning” (p.158). Placing interaction at the heart 

of the teaching and learning process, CIC is related to how much teachers support 

active student participation in teaching a foreign language, and to what extent they 

encourage students to use that foreign language (Walsh, 2011). Seedhouse and Walsh 

(2010) stated that students’ active participation in the teaching and learning process 

plays an essential role in learning a foreign language, so it can be argued that students 

should develop and enrich their knowledge about CIC since as a locus for institutional 

interaction, classrooms have “extreme flexibility and variability” in terms of 

characteristics (Seedhouse, 2004, p.181). Saxton et al. (2018) described the 

characteristics of effective classroom discussions as “a positive climate for thinking 

and talk, an appreciation of everyone’s ideas, affective responding, the value of 

thinking time, and the courage to wait” (pp.65-67).  

CIC introduces various ways leading “more engaging L2 classrooms such as 

maximizing interactional space, shaping learner contributions, using wait-time 

effectively, and effective elicitation” (Atar, 2020b, p.832), so creating sufficient space 

in which students feel safe and comfortable enough to take risks while using the target 

language is necessary to increase student participation. Deploying EWT effectively, 

one of the practices in the SETT framework of Walsh (2006), therefore plays a crucial 

role in allowing students enough time to process knowledge and form a response, and 
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hence participate. Moreover, the literature suggests that wait-time is one of the focal 

points of educational research, indicating that EWT is a key feature of CIC and has 

effective benefits on students’ responses (for example Alsaadi & Atar, 2019; Atar, 

2016; Atar & Seedhouse, 2018; Barnette et al., 1995; Fowler, 1975; Heinze & Erhard, 

2006; Holley & King, 1971; Maroni, 2011; Rowe, 1972; Shrum & Tech, 1985; Süt, 

2020; White & Lightbown, 1984; Yaqubi & Rokni, 2012; Yatağanbaba & Yıldırım, 

2016). That is, if deployed by teachers, it results in student participation. This current 

study extended the results of previous research by presenting insights into L2 teachers’ 

response initiation and pursue strategies when (E)WTs fail to lead to student 

involvement during whole-class speaking activities from a micro-analytic perspective.  

 The following section will present a review of the literature on (extended) 

wait-time research. Definitions and categorizations regarding (extended) wait-time 

will be explained. Then, the studies which focused on wait-time in classroom 

interactions will be presented.   

 2.1.3. (Extended) wait-time 

Ingram and Elliott (2014) stated that it is possible to witness various types of 

turn-taking in different contexts, which gave birth to unique changes in interactional 

patterns and behaviors. Silences can occur naturally during turn-taking sequences and 

these silences might have different roles in relation to their length, location and 

controller (Fowler, 1975), and might linguistically bear different meanings (Ingram & 

Elliott, 2014). Sacks et al. (1974) categorized silences into three types in order to 

understand the concept in a conversation: “gap, lapse, and pause” (p.715). A gap occurs 

through a change in the speakers. When no speaker change occurs, a pause arises in a 

speaker’s turn in which the turn is continued by the initial speaker, and a lapse exists 

through extended gaps, enabling interactants to take the turn (see also Ingram & Elliott, 

2014). In mundane talk, minimized gaps and one second of silence are commonly 

tolerated (Jefferson, 1989; Sacks et al., 1974). Ingram and Elliott (2014) suggested that 

even though lapses are not usually common in classroom interactions, if they do occur, 

the next turn belongs to the teacher, which draws attention to the importance of 

teachers’ strategies to manage these silences and turns. When the literature was 

reviewed to determine how these silences and turns were managed, wait-time was 

found to be an important aspect of the classroom interaction. Wait-time has been a 
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focus of attention in science, math, social studies and medical education, and not least 

in language education from primary schools to university level in different contexts. 

2.1.3.1. (Extended) Wait-time in science and math lessons 

Coining the term “wait-time” to specify silences, Rowe (1972, p.1) conducted 

pioneering research on the impact of wait-time in classroom interactions, particularly 

in science education, and how increasing the pause between teacher questions and 

student responses, as well as after student responses, affected various aspects of 

classroom dynamics. Based on observations and 84 tape-recordings of 36 classrooms, 

Rowe (1972) reported that when wait-times are extended from the typical one second 

to three to five seconds, several positive outcomes might occur. These outcomes 

included longer student responses, increased unsolicited appropriate responses, higher 

student confidence, more analytic thinking, more student questions and increased 

participation from students who were typically considered “relatively slow” (Rowe, 

1972, p.1). Rowe (1972) also noted changes in teacher behavior, such as increased 

response flexibility and alternative questioning patterns and suggested that managing 

the wait-time along with other factors such as reward patterns and frequencies and 

process facilitation can potentially influence students’ language development, logical 

thinking and sense of control over their learning environment. 

Following that study, Fowler (1975) examined the effects of increased wait-

time on student interactions and cognitive processes in science lessons with 51 pre-

service teachers. Based on tape-recorded and transcribed data, the findings showed 

that increased wait-time led to additional student utterances, more student-to-student 

interactions and more effective science inquiry. Another study of the effect of extended 

teacher wait-time on science achievement was conducted by Tobin (1980) with 23 

classes from eleven middle schools. Based on the analysis of tape-recordings, the 

findings showed that an extended teacher wait-time (beyond three seconds) led to 

higher science achievement scores. These findings were subsequently found to be 

relevant to Stahl’s (1994) concept of wait-time as “think-time” (pp.3-4), serving a 

specific purpose in enhancing teaching and learning in the classroom by facilitating 

information processing, reflection and improved classroom dynamics.  

Another science study was conducted by Cho et al. (2012) who investigated 

wait-time in medical education, focusing on the discrepancy between faculty 



15 
 

members’ perceptions and actual practice. A questionnaire was distributed to 40 faculty 

members, 33 of whom reported an expected wait-time of ten seconds after asking a 

question. However, analysis of the recorded video-tapes to observe the members’ 

actual questioning skills showed that the actual wait-time was only 2.5 seconds, 

highlighting a gap between intention and implementation. Cho et al. (2012) reiterated 

that previous research suggested that longer wait-times of three to five seconds could 

improve student responses and academic achievement, with 10-15 seconds being 

considered ideal for high-level thinking questions common in medical education. Their 

findings therefore underscored the importance of training teachers in implementing 

effective questioning techniques, including skillful and adequate wait-times, to 

enhance student participation and understanding in medical classes.  

After his study on science education, Tobin (1986) investigated extended 

teacher wait-time in mathematics and language lessons. The study involved 20 classes 

in sixth and seventh grades. Based on the measurements of EWTs in the audio tapes, 

the results showed that EWT led to improved quality of teacher and student discourse, 

as well as higher mathematics achievement. Specifically, classes in which EWTs were 

deployed exhibited fewer teacher interruptions, longer student responses, more 

questions and a higher proportion of application-level questions in mathematics. 

Similar results were observed in the language classes with an increase in 

comprehension-level questions. The study replicated Rowe’s (1972) finding that 

maintaining an average teacher wait-time of three to five seconds in the whole class 

setting can enhance the learning environment and improve student outcomes in 

subjects such as mathematics and language.  

In addition to Tobin’s (1986) study, Heinze and Erhard (2006) investigated the 

wait-time between teacher questions and student responses in German mathematics 

classrooms by analyzing 22 videotaped geometry lessons with eighth grade students, 

focusing on classwork. Heinz and Erhard (2006) found that the average wait-time 

between a teacher’s question and a student’s response was 2.5 seconds, with 75% of 

the responses occurring within three seconds. Their findings on this short wait-time 

showed consistency across different types of question and lesson phases, suggesting 

that teachers may not be aware of or were intentionally using wait-time as an 

instructional tool. Their findings showed a pattern which could be part of the routine 

teaching style in German mathematics classrooms. Heinz and Erhard (2006) suggested 

that this limited wait-time could potentially affect students’ ability to process complex 
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mathematical concepts, particularly in reasoning and proof tasks. Ingram and Elliott 

(2014) also examined wait-time in 17 mathematics lessons at four secondary schools 

by employing CA to investigate the structure of turn-taking and its relationship to wait-

time. Their findings showed that EWTs were structurally built into the turn-taking 

sequences of formal classrooms, enabling longer pauses than in ordinary conversation. 

Ingram and Elliott (2014) suggested that this structure explained many of the outcomes 

associated with EWTs, such as students providing longer answers, more explanations 

and increased confidence in responses, thereby suggesting the use of extended silences 

to influence student behavior and participation. 

2.1.3.2. (Extended) Wait-time in language lessons 

Following these studies, the literature review showed that research on EWT 

has not been limited to science and math education. As already mentioned, alongside 

Tobin’s (1986) study of EWT in both mathematics and language classes, several 

studies have focused on language education. White and Lightbown (1984) focused on 

the analysis of question-and-answer exchanges in ESL classrooms. They examined 

transcripts from recordings of four ESL classes in a secondary school near Montreal. 

They counted and timed the questions and answers by teachers and students, 

measuring wait-time which they defined as the duration between questions and 

answers. The findings showed that the teachers asked an average of 200 questions per 

class period (approximately four per minute), with 41% of these questions receiving 

no response. The average wait-time provided by the teachers was only 2.1 seconds. 

The findings also showed that the teachers frequently repeated or rephrased questions 

when answers were not immediately forthcoming, but that this did not lead to an 

increased student response rate. These findings highlighted the dominance of teacher-

centered interactions in these classrooms, so White and Lightbown (1984) reiterated 

the results of previous research and suggested that longer wait-times might be 

beneficial for student participation and language learning. 

After White and Lightbown’s study (1984), Shrum and Tech (1985) examined 

wait-time in L2 classrooms in first-year high school Spanish and French classes, 

focusing on the duration of pauses after questions (post-solicitation wait-time) and 

responses (post-response wait-time). The average post-solicitation wait-time was 

found to be 1.91 seconds, whilst post-response wait-time averaged 0.73 seconds in 
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7,500 classroom events. Notably, wait-time was significantly longer after questions 

were asked in their native language compared with the target language. Based on 

audio-recorded data, their descriptive study also found that teachers made most of the 

solicitations (95%), whereas students provided most of the responses (89%). 

There have also been studies which have investigated the effect of extended 

teacher wait-time on student participation in English language classes in Türkiye. Aras 

(2007) conducted one of these studies in a primary school with two fifth-grade classes 

in Ankara. Aras (2007) adopted a quasi-experimental design in which one class 

received EWT treatment and the other served as a control group. Data were collected 

through classroom observations, pre- and post-tests of student participation, and 

questionnaires administered to both students and teachers. The findings showed that 

extending the teacher wait-time from an average of 1.79 seconds to 7 seconds led to a 

statistically significant increase in student participation, especially among less 

talkative students. Analysis of the student questionnaire responses showed that most 

students were aware of the positive effects of EWT although many did not consciously 

notice the change. The teacher questionnaire responses showed that although most 

teachers were familiar with the concept of wait-time, it was not widely implemented 

in practice, so Aras (2007) suggested that EWT could be an effective strategy for 

increasing student participation in primary ELT classes. 

In addition to these studies on EWT in language classes, Mak (2011) focused 

on the importance of wait-time in reducing speaking-in-class anxiety among Chinese 

ESL learners. Based on a quantitative analysis of the questionnaire data, Mak (2011) 

found that the Chinese students usually required longer wait-time to speak up and 

respond compared with their European counterparts, as “group unity” and “face” 

(p.211) are important elements in their culture. Mak (2011) suggested that such cultural 

aspects are threatened when students feel pressured to speak without adequate 

preparation time, and emphasized that not giving enough time for learners to process 

a question and formulate an answer was a reason for the lack of response from students. 

Mak (2011) also noted, however, that the excessive lengthening of wait-time can 

exacerbate anxiety among students and therefore suggested that teachers should be 

mindful of providing appropriate wait-time to reduce anxiety and encourage 

participation in ESL classrooms particularly for Chinese learners. 

With a specific focus on the importance of wait-time in developing young 

students’ language and vocabulary skills, Wasik and Hindman (2018) emphasized the 
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findings of previous studies that implementing wait-time can lead to increased student 

participation, longer and more accurate responses and improved language 

development. Even so, they reported that wait-time was rarely used in pre-school 

classrooms, with teachers often quickly following up with closed questions or 

answering their own questions because of concerns about disrupting lesson pacing and 

pupils’ attention span. Despite these challenges, they argued that the benefits of wait-

time, particularly in promoting language development and providing opportunities for 

students to talk and receive feedback, outweigh such obstacles, emphasizing that wait-

time can be especially beneficial for English-language learners who need additional 

time to process and formulate responses in their L2. 

Another study conducted in an EFL context investigated the impact of EWT on 

promoting Iranian EFL learners’ willingness to communicate (Kamdideh & Barjesteh, 

2019). The study repeated the findings of previous research that extending the wait-

time to three to five seconds had a significant positive effect on learners’ willingness 

to communicate compared with a control group that was given limited wait-time (less 

than three seconds). The experimental group showed a higher willingness to 

communicate after the intervention. According to the findings from a questionnaire, 

Kamdideh and Barjesteh (2019) suggested that giving students more time to think 

before responding can increase their willingness to communicate in the second 

language, and that extending the wait-time could be an effective strategy for EFL 

teachers to foster student participation and communication in the classroom. 

2.1.3.3. (Extended) Wait-time in language lessons from a CA perspective 

The literature review showed that the number of studies focusing on EWT in 

language education has increased since 2000 (for example Alsaadi & Atar, 2019; Aras, 

2007; Atar, 2020a; 2020b; Kamdideh & Barjesteh, 2019; Mak, 2011; Süt, 2020; Wasik 

& Hindman, 2018). It was found that post-2000, research started to increasingly adopt 

CA as a methodology to investigate EWT in language education from a micro-analytic 

perspective.  

Yaqubi and Rokni (2012) also examined the impact of teachers’ limited wait-

time practice on learners’ participation opportunities in EFL classroom settings. They 

examined ten EFL teachers’ classroom interactions using CA to investigate how 

limited wait-time structured classroom discourse. Their findings suggested that a 
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limited wait-time reduced learners’ interactional space and triggered interactive 

practices which diverted teacher talk from the goal of increasing learner participation, 

such as self-elaboration, self-answering, extended teacher turns, interruptions, turn 

completion, teacher echo, closed questions and explicit positive assessment. Yaqubi 

and Rokni (2012) suggested that EWT implementation could enhance learners’ 

participation opportunities, improve the quality of teacher questions and develop 

teachers’ CIC. 

Following these studies, Yatağanbaba and Yıldırım (2016) focused on the effect 

of limited wait-time on student participation. They conducted research in three young 

EFL learner classrooms with three EFL teachers. Based on the analysis of video-

recorded data by CA, their findings showed that limited wait-time, along with teacher 

interruptions, often obstructed learner participation and reduced learning opportunities 

in both form-and-accuracy and meaning-and-fluency contexts. Yatağanbaba and 

Yıldırım (2016) therefore suggested that increased wait-time, along with other 

strategies such as acknowledgment of contributions and minimization of interruptions, 

could enhance CIC and facilitate greater learner engagement. Yatağanbaba and 

Yıldırım (2016) repeated the importance of teachers’ awareness of their wait-time 

practices and their potential impact on student participation and learning outcomes. 

Another study investigating wait-time in EFL classrooms was conducted by 

Alsaadi and Atar (2019). They particularly focused on student reaction wait-time in 

high school EFL classrooms in Saudi Arabia in two specific classroom micro-contexts: 

the classroom context mode and the material mode. After analyzing the audio-

recordings of natural classroom interactions using CA, Alsaadi and Atar (2019) 

suggested that an EWT of three to five seconds could enhance learning opportunities, 

especially when aligned with pedagogical goals and language use. They found wait-

time to be particularly effective following referential or analytical questions, as these 

questions require students to produce original responses. They also noted that EWT 

might not always be beneficial, particularly for display questions or when there was a 

mismatch between institutional aims and language use. Alsaadi and Atar (2019) 

highlighted the importance of the context-specific nature of wait-time effectiveness 

and its potential impact on classroom interaction, teacher talk and student involvement. 

Atar (2020a) carried out another study of EWT in EFL classrooms, particularly 

on how pre-service teachers interrupt it. Atar (2020a) reiterated previous studies’ 

findings that EWT can have beneficial impacts on teaching, such as decreasing the 
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lack of responses from students and increasing student self-selection; it was also found, 

however, that teachers often utilized “wait-time of only around 1 second” (p.277). Atar 

(2020a) investigated how pre-service teachers interrupt EWT through practices such 

as rephrasing, repetition, providing candidate responses, giving verbal and non-verbal 

cues and changing activities. Based on the analysis of five video-recordings using CA, 

Atar (2020a) argued that these interruptions could limit students’ opportunities to 

elaborate on their responses and self-selected turns, suggesting that awareness of such 

practices could be incorporated into pre-service teacher training programs to improve 

classroom interaction management and promote more effective use of waiting time. In 

his next study, Atar (2020b) focused on the effect of awareness raising on pre-service 

English teachers’ utilization of EWTs in an EFL context. Based on a qualitative 

research design, the data of seven classroom video-recordings were analyzed using CA 

and two feedback interviews with the pre-service teachers were analyzed using 

descriptive analysis, which concentrated on participants’ views and perceptions about 

the implementation. The results showed that the implementation of awareness raising 

improved participants’ efficient use of EWT as part of CIC. The findings showed that 

EWT use increased students’ participation and self-selection, leading to more elaborate 

responses. The development of EWT use was observed to occur gradually. The pre-

service teachers reported that implementation was beneficial for their teaching skills 

and increased student participation. However, the results also showed that students’ 

low proficiency levels and anxiety sometimes affected the effectiveness of EWT use. 

Following these studies, in a specific context, Süt (2020) examined the use of 

wait-time by native ESL teachers in the UK and its impact on student contributions in 

English for Academic Purposes (EAP) classes. After using CA to analyze six 

classroom hours of recordings from three different teachers, the findings showed that 

the teachers frequently implemented wait-time, with a total of 47 instances observed 

across the sessions, generally leading to increased student contributions and 

interactions. In some cases, however, the findings showed that EWT did not elicit 

student responses, thereby prompting teachers to employ additional strategies, such as 

rephrasing, making clarifications and asking more questions. Süt (2020) suggested that 

wait-time can be a beneficial tool for enhancing classroom interaction and facilitating 

student participation in language classes, although its effectiveness can vary depending 

on factors such as student proficiency and anxiety levels. 
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Investigating the wait-time in English-language classrooms, Daslin and Zainil 

(2020) conducted research with twelve English teachers in SMAN Padang, Indonesia. 

Using CA on transcribed video-recordings and stimulated recall interviews (SRI), they 

reported that most teachers provided only one to two seconds of wait-time, falling 

short of the recommended three to five seconds. Daslin and Zainil (2020) identified 

several factors limiting wait-time, including teacher echoing, interruptions, 

elaborations and self-answering, while implementing sufficient wait-time, potentially 

limiting students’ opportunities to think and respond elaborately. Following that study, 

Zainil et al. (2023) conducted another study focusing on wait-times in EFL classrooms, 

particularly in junior high schools, with 18 teachers in Kota Padang, Indonesia. Using 

CA to analyse video-recorded classroom interactions and SRI, they found that most 

teachers provided shorter wait-times (1-2 seconds) than the recommended 3-5 

seconds; on average, the teachers waited 3.49 seconds, with only 33.1% giving the 

ideal wait-time. The findings showed an interesting result that the teachers tended to 

provide longer wait-times for questions asked in English (4.18 seconds) than for those 

in Indonesian (3.19 seconds). The findings also showed that many teachers were 

unaware of their wait-time practices and the importance of this strategy in encouraging 

students’ thinking and participation. Zainil et al. (2023) therefore emphasized the need 

for teachers to be more conscious of wait-time as it can significantly impact student 

learning and classroom interaction. 

2.1.3.4. (Extended) Wait-time in some other contexts  

As well as these studies, the literature reviewed also showed that there were 

several studies investigating EWT and underlining the complex nature of 

implementing it. For example, Duell (1994) examined the effects of EWT on 

university student achievement by conducting two experiments comparing different 

wait-times (1, 3 and 6 seconds) between teacher questions and student responses by 

considering variables such as the number and type of questions asked, which differed 

from previous research. Contrary to previous studies with younger students, Duell 

(1994) found no evidence from tape-recorded data that EWT enhanced either low-level 

or higher-level achievement for university students. Duell (1994) interestingly 

reported that extending the wait-time from three to six seconds led to a significant 

decrease in higher-level achievement. Duell (1994) suggested that university students 
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might not benefit from EWT in the same way as younger students, possibly because 

of their ability to use strategies which provide additional processing time even after 

being nominated. Duell (1994) highlighted the complexity of studying isolated 

variables such as wait-time in classroom settings and suggested caution in generalizing 

these results to typical university classrooms. 

Baysen et al. (2003) focused on wait-time in science, social studies, 

mathematics and Turkish lessons at primary school level in Türkiye. They studied 

twelve teachers, each teaching two lessons: one as the control group and the other as 

the experimental group. The audio-recorded lessons were examined in terms of various 

aspects such as wait-times for each question, question frequency, student response 

duration, student participation and dialogue patterns. The findings showed that 

increasing the wait-time from an average of 2.3 seconds to 20.6 seconds led to 

significant improvements in student engagement and learning outcomes, such as 

longer student responses, increased student-initiated questions, more frequent 

expression of ideas, and enhanced teacher/student and student/student dialogues. 

Baysen et al. (2003) concluded that EWTs transform the classroom environment into 

a more student-centered, interactive space which promotes critical and creative 

thinking, aligning with discovery-based learning approaches. 

Maroni (2011) focused on the concept of wait-time in classroom interactions 

in twelve Italian primary schools. Her findings, drawn from 15 hours of video-

recording analysis using CA, suggested that longer wait-times could foster students’ 

involvement and improve the quality of their answers. The findings also showed that 

simply waiting for a long time did not always result in coherent and relevant student 

answers. Maroni (2011) therefore suggested that the effective use of wait-time required 

teachers to combine long pauses with relevant verbal turns and calibrate these pauses 

appropriately. Maroni (2011) emphasized the delicate nature of pauses as resources in 

classroom discourse and suggested that when used correctly, they could enhance the 

teaching-learning process. 

The literature also contained a study specifically focusing on the effectiveness 

of wait-time in classroom questioning and its trainability through a staff development 

program called QUILT (Questioning and Understanding to Improve Learning and 

Thinking) (Barnette et al., p.1). The study examined variables related to higher levels 

of wait-time I, which is defined as “the time a teacher pauses after asking a question 

before acknowledging a student’s response” (Barnette et al., 1995, p.1), usage by 
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elementary and secondary school teachers, and whether knowledge and skill in using 

wait-time could be improved through professional development. After analyzing 9,595 

teacher-initiated questioning episodes from 254 coded videotapes, Barnette et al. 

(1995) found several variables significantly related to wait-time I, including the 

cognitive level of questions, student designation and teacher behaviors, such as 

probing and redirecting questions. The findings showed that teachers who participated 

in the full QUILT program showed significant gains in knowledge and in the use of 

wait-time I, indicating that concentrated and focused staff development can effectively 

improve this skill. Barnette et al. (1995) highlighted the importance of wait-time in 

stimulating reflective thinking and student involvement and suggested that increasing 

teachers’ use of wait-time might have positive effects on various aspects of classroom 

questioning and student learning. 

Although previous studies have primarily focused on the implementation and 

duration of EWT, key differences such as contexts, definitions, types of wait-times and 

methodologies were detected in their research design. In summary, pioneering studies 

conducted by Rowe (1972) focused on wait-time in science education and found that 

extending the wait-time from one second to three to five seconds led to positive 

outcomes such as longer student responses and increased participation. Tobin (1980; 

1986) examined the effects of extended wait-time in math and science classes and 

found that three to five seconds of wait-times improved discourse quality and 

achievement. Fowler (1975) categorized wait-time into four types based on who 

controls the silence and found that increased wait-time led to more student interactions 

but fewer inferences, again in science lessons. White and Lightbown (1984) analyzed 

ESL classrooms, finding very short average wait-times of 2.1 seconds; they therefore 

suggested that longer wait-times could be beneficial. Maroni (2011) drew attention to 

combining relevant verbal turns with longer wait-times to foster student involvement. 

Ingram and Elliott (2014) employed CA to examine wait-time and its effect on student 

and teacher behavior in math classes, and interestingly found that EWT was 

structurally built into classroom turn-taking, which differs from ordinary conversation. 

Alsaadi and Atar (2019) focused on student reaction wait-time in Saudi EFL classes 

and underlined the effectiveness of a three to five seconds of wait-time, especially for 

referential questions. Süt (2020) examined native ESL teachers’ use of wait-time in 

UK and found that frequent implementation of wait-time generally led to increased 

student contributions. Collectively, these studies highlighted the significant impact of 
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EWTs on student engagement and participation in various educational settings. Studies 

have consistently shown that an EWT of three to five seconds can lead to numerous 

positive outcomes, including longer student responses, increased participation, and 

improved discourse quality (for example, Atar, 2020a, 2020b; Barnette et al., 1995; 

Cotton, 1988; Duell; 1994; Rowe, 1972; Tobin, 1980, 1986). These consistent findings 

across different contexts underscore the importance of incorporating longer wait-times 

as a strategic pedagogical tool to enhance classroom interaction and learning 

outcomes. The current study, however, focused on and empirically and sequentially 

examined the specific strategies employed by teachers when (E)WTs fail to lead to 

student involvement during whole-class speaking activities within an EFL classroom 

setting from a micro-analytic perspective. The study specifically adopted Walsh’s 

(2006) definition of extended wait-time which is “allowing sufficient time (several 

seconds) for students to respond or formulate a response” (Walsh, 2006, p.67) and the 

multimodal CA approach to include embodied resources while investigating the 

specific strategies which the teacher employed when (E)WT failed to generate student 

responses and involvement. Although Walsh (2006) did not explicitly establish a 

duration boundary between WT and EWT, based on the literature summarized above, 

this study considers three seconds or above as an EWT. Since the study presents the 

data sequentially, the teacher’s WT practices were not isolated from the analysis. As 

such, the acronym, (E)WT, was used to mark the duration boundary and to refer to 

both. 

As highlighted by the research discussed in this literature review, many 

teachers are unaware of their wait-time practices or struggle to implement them 

effectively. Teacher training for CIC is therefore essential for raising awareness of the 

effective implementation of wait-time in order to avoid the anxiety caused by 

prolonged silences and disruption of the flow of the lesson. Training programs focused 

on CIC, such as those proposed by Walsh (2006, 2011) and Sert (2015), can help 

teachers to develop the skills needed to manage classroom interaction more effectively. 

By raising teachers’ awareness of the importance of wait-time and providing them with 

strategies to integrate it into their practice when (E)WTs fail to lead to student 

involvement, such training can enhance learning opportunities and foster greater 

student engagement in second-language classrooms. The current study used empirical 

data to address this gap by examining teachers’ strategies and their impact on 
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classroom interaction, and potentially contributes to informing future teacher training 

programs and enhancing classroom interaction practices. 

2.2. Embodiment, Nodding, and the Continuer “Mm hm” 

 The concept of embodiment has attracted significant attention in L2 classroom 

interaction research. Embodiment refers to the use of non-verbal resources such as 

gaze, gestures, head nods and body posture in meaning-making processes. Teachers 

use several embodied resources to support their messages, maintain learner 

participation, and monitor and maintain fluid interaction, which helps to reinforce the 

comprehension of L2 input to explain vocabulary, clarify grammar structures and 

manage classroom dynamics (Girgin, 2017; Girgin & Brandt, 2020; Hazel et al., 2014; 

Kääntä, 2010, 2012; Mortensen, 2012, 2016; Rasmussen, 2013; Sert, 2011, 2013, 

2015; Şimşek, 2022). Additionally, embodiment plays a crucial role in L2 classroom 

interactional organization, contributing to turn allocation, repair initiation and the 

projection of preferred or dispreferred actions (Girgin, 2017; Girgin & Brandt, 2020; 

Hazel et al., 2014; Kääntä, 2010, 2012; Mortensen, 2012, 2016; Rasmussen, 2013; 

Sert, 2011, 2013, 2015; Şimşek, 2022). For instance, Kääntä (2010, 2012) showed how 

teachers use gaze, head nods and pointing gestures to allocate turns to students. Even 

a teacher’s silence after a student’s second turn, or gaze orientation towards a student, 

can convey the message of dispreference, thereby suggesting a repair from the students 

(Kääntä, 2010). Sert (2011, 2013, 2015) showed how teachers use embodied resources 

(such as leaning towards the student) to conduct epistemic status checks and provide 

feedback (see also Girgin, 2017).  

Research has shown that head nods serve important functions in turn-taking 

and structuring participation. In L2 classrooms, teachers’ head nods have been 

observed to be utilized for various communicative purposes, as a way of agreeing, 

showing recipiency (Goodwin, 1986; Heath, 1992), nominating the next speaker 

(Kääntä, 2010, 2012), display acknowledgment of student responses, confirmation 

(Girgin & Brandt, 2020; Wang & Loewen; 2016) and encouragement of further student 

talk-turn allocation, often in conjunction with verbal tokens or as part of “embodied 

allocation” (Kääntä, 2010, 2012; Margutti 2004; Mehan 1979; Sert, 2015; Şimşek, 

2022). The shape and timing of head nods can convey different meanings in projecting 

and shaping upcoming actions; for instance, more expansive nods can register 
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information as news, whilst less expansive nods simply acknowledge receipt (Kääntä, 

2010, 2012). Heath (1992) demonstrated how speakers’ head nods during an utterance 

could solicit co-participation from recipients, prompting them to exhibit affiliation 

through reciprocal nodding. The timing of these nods can indicate how the speaker’s 

turn should be responded to. An absence of reciprocal nodding from recipients may 

indicate a disaffiliating stance. 

Wang and Loewen (2016) found that nodding was one of the most commonly 

employed embodied actions by teachers when providing oral corrective feedback in 

ESL classrooms. Nodding was frequently used to confirm students’ utterances and 

emphasize important words. This suggests that nodding can serve as a non-verbal form 

of positive reinforcement and positive evaluation and draws attention to key 

information. Even so, Girgin and Brandt (2020) observed a teacher to be employing 

rapid head nods in conjunction with deploying the continuer “Mm hm” to signal that 

the students can elaborate further on their turns. Such nodding with a rising intonation 

was found to encourage the students to expand on their answers. Their findings also 

showed that nodding can function as a form of acknowledgment of students’ intention 

to continue. Similarly, Mortensen (2016) reported that cupping the hand behind the 

ear, often accompanied by leaning forward and nodding, can initiate repair in the 

absence of speech. This suggests that nodding can be integrated with other embodied 

actions to make meaning in L2 classroom interaction. 

Overall, research has shown that head nods serve as a flexible and versatile 

embodied resource which teachers draw on to facilitate interaction, provide feedback, 

manage turn-taking, repair and shape student participation in classroom interaction. 

As an embodied resource, nodding enables teachers to convey their messages in ways 

that complement and enhance verbal instruction. As will be shown in the analysis 

chapter, the findings of the current study also are in line with the findings of the 

previous research in that non-verbal resources, specifically head nods performed by 

the teacher and accompanied by the continuer “Mm hm”, contribute to meaning-

making and hence the teaching process (Girgin, 2017; Kääntä, 2010, 2012; McHoul 

1978; van Lier 1994).  
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CHAPTER III 

 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter presents the details of the study in terms of its purpose, research 

questions, research context, participants, data collection procedures, research 

methodology, data analysis, validity and reliability, and ethical issues. In Section 3.1, 

the purpose and research questions of this study will be explained. Section 3.2 will 

introduce details regarding the research context, participants, and data collection 

procedures. In Section 3.3, the ethical considerations will be discussed.  Section 3.4 

will present the research methodology, CA, and will explain why it was adopted as the 

research methodology for this study. Section 3.5 will focus on the details of the data-

analysis process. In Section 3.6, issues regarding validity and reliability will be 

discussed. 

3.1. The Purpose and Research Questions of the Study 

 This study investigated the initiation and pursue strategies that an EFL teacher 

resorted to when (E)WTs failed to lead to student responses during the whole-class 

speaking activities by utilizing multimodal CA. As discussed in the literature review, 

although (E)WT has been studied previously, extant research has mostly focused on 

whether the (E)WT has been deployed or its duration when employed. However, the 

gap in the literature regarding the specific strategies of an (E)WT’s failure, the 

strategies utilized by teachers in such cases, and whether the strategies used by teachers 

vary in relation to interactants and contexts have informed the research questions of 

this study. The questions of this study were therefore devised to determine what 

happens when (E)WTs fail to lead to student involvement, regardless of their duration. 

The CA methodology was adopted for the study from a multimodal perspective to 

answer the following research questions: 

1. What are a second-language teacher’s initiation strategies in managing 

whole-class speaking activities when (E)WTs fail to initiate responses from 

students? 
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2. What are a second-language teacher’s pursue strategies in managing whole-

class speaking activities after initiating the response sequence?  

2.1. What are these pursue strategies with the same interactant? 

2.2. How do these pursue strategies change with different interactants? 

 The objective of the first question was to explore how the teacher initiates a 

response sequence when an (E)WT fails to serve its purpose of giving students 

sufficient time to formulate an answer. This question explores the ways in which the 

teacher manages the initiation sequence during the whole-class speaking activities. 

The second question explores how the teacher pursues the response sequence after the 

first initiation. Its objective is to discover what strategies the teacher employs to enable 

interactants to continue their talk after initiating the response sequence. The two sub-

questions were designed to determine whether there are any differences between these 

pursue strategies in terms of interactants and whether these strategies vary from one 

interactant to another. 

3.2. The Research Context, Participants, and Data Collection Procedures 

3.2.1. The research context 

The data for this thesis were collected in the School of Foreign Languages of 

Erciyes University, a state university in Türkiye, in the fall semester of the 2022-2023 

academic year. The English preparatory program contained different students from 

various majors. Its aim is to enable students to use English in their vocational training 

and complete their undergraduate studies with sufficient language skills after one year 

of an intensive language program. The school’s vision is to teach foreign languages 

according to the levels determined by the Common European Framework of Reference 

for Language (CEFR) (Council of Europe, 2001) by following recent technological, 

scientific and academic developments. After a proficiency exam administered by the 

School of Foreign Languages, the students are placed according to their majors and 

levels. A score of 60 or above out of 100 is considered to be adequate for them to 

pursue their studies in their own departments. For students who do not score 60 or 

above, the School of Foreign Languages has different follow-up classes depending on 

the results of the proficiency exam. These classes include coursebook and skill-based 

lessons.  
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The data for this study came from lessons taught using the New Language 

Leader Pre-Intermediate English Coursebook published by Pearson with three 

different groups of students from the English Language Teaching (ELT) and English 

Language and Literature (ELL) Departments in the fall semester of 2022-2023. This 

course is a 14-hour lesson delivered on a weekly basis during the fall term conducted 

jointly by three to four EFL teachers at the time of the recordings, one of whom 

voluntarily participated in this study. During the lessons, the teacher followed the 

coursebook and resorted to several teaching materials such as worksheets, online web 

tools and a smart board to benefit from the e-book. The data, in the form of 17 

classroom hours (45 minutes from each class) of video-recordings, consisted of the 

coursebook activities varying from language reference sections to study skills sections 

and from reading to speaking sections. As the focus of this study was to examine a 

second-language teacher’s initiation and pursue strategies when (E)WTs fail to initiate 

responses from the students during whole-class speaking activities, it was considered 

appropriate to analyze all 17 hours of video-recordings. Although some of these 

activities did not originally belong to speaking sections (see Appendices D and E), the 

teacher modified them into whole-class speaking activities and created a classroom 

context mode “to enable learners to express themselves clearly, to establish a context, 

and to promote oral fluency” (Walsh, 2006, p.66). 

 3.2.2. The participants 

As explained in the previous subsection, the participants of this study 

comprised of three different groups of students registered at ELT and ELL: two of 

these groups took lessons during the day time, one group in the evening1.  Each group 

consisted of 18 to 21 students whose ages ranged from 18 to 45. In the evening group, 

all of the students were L1 Turkish speakers and therefore were L2 English speakers. 

In the other two groups, there were eight foreign students whose L1 was Russian or 

Indonesian. The coursebook was for the pre-intermediate level, so it can be claimed 

that the proficiency level of the students was A2 according to CEFR. The teacher who 

voluntarily participated in the research was and born and raised in Türkiye. She had 

been a second-language teacher at the School of Foreign Languages for six years and 

had a master’s degree in ELT from a different university in Türkiye. Voluntary student 

 
1 Daytime and evening education programs have different admission scores in Türkiye. 



30 
 

participants and the schedule for video-recordings were determined in October 2022 

and the video-recordings started in the first week of November 2022. Since the lessons 

in the fall semester began in the last week of September, the participants had known 

each other for almost a month.  

It can be considered problematic to make generalizations about a specific 

phenomenon by depending on only one teacher, but this was nevertheless not a validity 

issue, as Sert and Walsh (2013) stated that CA “enables researchers to draw detailed 

and focused conclusions on a given interaction, and the main aim is to describe the 

actions achieved by any limited participants in a multi-party talk” (p.547).  Similarly, 

Creswell (2013) pointed out that case studies enable a researcher to explore “a real-

life, contemporary bounded system over time through detailed, in-depth data 

collection involving multiple sources of information, and reports a case description 

and case themes” (p.97). Moreover, this study did not intend to make a comparison 

between teachers regarding the investigated phenomenon. In addition, as previously 

discussed in the literature review section, there have been many studies which focused 

on only one teacher as a case study (see also Girgin, 2017; İnceçay, 2010); it can 

therefore be claimed that by the nature of its qualitative research design examining one 

teacher as a case study, this study has “the potential for rich contextualization that can 

shed light on the complexities of the second language learning process” (Mackey & 

Gass, 2005, p.172). 

3.2.3. The data collection procedures 

 To examine the teacher’s management of initiation and pursue strategies when 

(E)WTs fail to lead to student involvement, a multimodal conversation analytic 

perspective was adopted to focus on the micro-details (pauses, overlaps, prosodic 

features, and non-verbal clues) of the interactions along with non-verbal resources 

(gaze, gestures, and head nods) to gain a better understanding of the teacher’s initiation 

and pursue strategies (Schegloff, 2007). Bearing in mind the objective of the study, to 

meet this purpose, it was decided that the most effective data collection tool was video 

recording of the classes. The data for the study were gathered with two digital cameras 

located at the front and back of the classrooms at the beginning of each session 

following the procedures presented by Girgin et al. (2020) in terms of angles, location, 

height, focus, and the quality of the resolution. One camera was placed to focus on the 
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teacher, and the other to focus on the students. The researcher was not in the classroom 

during the video-recordings. In total, 17 classroom hours of video-recordings were 

gathered and analyzed for this study. This can be seen as sufficient for a CA-based L2 

classroom study, as Seedhouse (2004) recommended that five to ten hours are deemed 

adequate to provide “a reasonable database from which to generalize and draw 

conclusions” (p.87). Out of the 17 hours of video-recorded data, nine-hours of video-

recording came from the evening class. Two separate four-hour video-recordings came 

from each of the daytime classes. The same teacher was present throughout the dataset, 

but the student cohorts varied. 

 Before collecting the data, all necessary ethical procedures were followed 

attentively (see the following Section 3.3). After receiving ethical approval for this 

study in September 2022, the schedule for the video-recordings was determined in 

October 2022. The data collection lasted from October to December 2022 during the 

fall semester of the 2022-2023 academic year. 

3.3. Ethical Considerations 

 Ethical approval for this study was obtained from the Ethics Committee of 

Erciyes University (Appendix A). The administration of the School of Foreign 

Languages at Erciyes University was informed of the proposed study and provided the 

necessary permission documents. After becoming aware of the details of the study, a 

teacher wanted to participate in the research voluntarily and her written consent was 

secured. According to her timetable, the participants and the video-recording schedule 

were determined. The participants were informed about the project and consent forms 

were distributed. These forms were designed to assure the participants that (1) 

participation was completely voluntary, (2) they could withdraw from the study at any 

time without explanation, (3) there would be no penalty or effect on their grades, (4) 

the recordings would be used only for scientific research purposes, but (5) they might 

be shared only with researchers complying with the same confidentiality regulations, 

(6) their identities would never be revealed, (7) their names would be anonymized and 

replaced with pseudonyms (for example, T for the teacher and S1, S2, and S? 

(unknown students) for the students). After all signed consent forms were secured, the 

data collection process began with the voluntary participants.   
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3.4. Research Methodology 

 Labov (1972) stated that “the aim of linguistic research in the community must 

be to find out how people talk when they are not being systematically observed; yet 

we can only obtain these data by systematic observation”, and that this is problematic, 

but not “insoluble” (p.209). Mackey and Gass (2005) described qualitative research as 

a “rich”, “detailed” and “holistic” data analysis to investigate participants in their 

“natural settings” through “emic perspectives” (pp.169-170). This study was therefore 

planned to be a combination of a qualitative and descriptive study, including a corpus 

of video recordings, to address what Labov (1972) described as a paradox and to 

examine how the parameters affect within the interaction (Mackey & Gass, 2005). CA 

is a qualitative and inductive research technique and mostly studies naturally occurring 

“talk-in-interaction” (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998, p.13; Liddicoat, 2007; ten Have, 

2007) to observe and identify patterns in the use of language over a long period of time 

(Brown, 2004). Considering the characteristics of this study, CA was an appropriate 

research methodology and tool to reveal how the phenomenon under investigation was 

employed and managed in the course of interaction. 

3.4.1. The principles and aims of CA 

 Developed by Harvey Sacks, Emmanuel Schegloff and Gail Jefferson in the 

1970s (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998), CA is basically “the study of talk” (p.13) and its 

structural organization.  The principal aim of CA is to “describe, analyze, and 

understand talk as a basic and constitutive feature of human social life” (Sidnell, 2010, 

p.1). CA had influences from two theoretical backgrounds in sociology: (1) Goffman’s 

“organization of human interaction”, which was later called “interaction order” 

(Sidnell, 2010, p.6) within its own social situations, and (2) Garfinkel’s 

ethnomethodology focusing on the methods to examine the social interaction that 

people practice in everyday routines (Sidnell, 2010). Although primary studies of CA 

have examined everyday talk, the focus in recent years has shifted to institutional 

contexts, bringing variety in relation to its goal orientation. Drew and Heritage (1992) 

outlined the organization of institutional talk in various elements, such as “lexical 

choice, turn design, sequence organization, overall structural organization, social 

epistemology and social relations, and interactional asymmetries in institutional 

settings” (pp.29-47). So, in terms of the role of pedagogy and its goal-oriented 
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interactional nature in L2 classrooms, CA was chosen as the most appropriate 

methodology to enable processing and interpreting the systematicity in the interaction 

through what Pike (1967) described as the “emic” (p.37) perspective focusing on 

behavior investigated within its own setting. Hutchby and Wooffitt (1998) summarized 

talk-in-interaction as “systematically organized and deeply ordered”, “methodic”, 

“based on naturally occurring data” and “not to be constrained by prior theoretical 

assumptions” (p.23). In adopting CA as the research methodology, four fundamental 

points were considered to be the basic principles of CA, as defined by Seedhouse 

(2004). The first principle is that there is “order at all points”, which was a term coined 

by Sacks (1984, p.22) to note that every detail should be taken into account within its 

own social and institutional setting, and it can be argued that it is possible to discover 

such details and order through empirical analysis. As opposed to the Chomskyan 

perspective that talk-in-interaction is random and disorganized, and both verbal and 

non-verbal actions might acquire particular meanings in particular settings (see Girgin, 

2017; Şimşek, 2022). The second, as Heritage (1984) described it, is that 

communication is “doubly contextual” (p.242) in terms of “context-shaped and 

context-renewing” (p.242); so, it can only be contextualized in its own sequential 

organization in relevance to its previous turn, and it will build the next turn as a result 

of the “mutual co-operation of the speakers” (Goodwin, 2013, p.12). According to 

Seedhouse (2004), the third principle is Heritage’s (1984) notion that “no order of 

detail can be dismissed, a priori, as disorderly, accidental or irrelevant” (p.241). It can 

be claimed that this notion paves the way for CA’s intensive and detailed analysis and 

transcription features to analyze the recordings of naturally-occurring interactions. 

Any aspect of such interaction cannot be ignored on the grounds that it might be 

considered irrelevant, since any details can “shape and contribute to the analysis” 

(Balaman, 2016, p.63). The analysis and transcriptions should therefore include every 

aspect of the interaction, such as pauses, their length, lexical and non-lexical responses, 

overlaps, latches, prosodic changes and embodied actions such as nods, gazes and hand 

gestures. The fourth principle, Heritage (1984) stated, is that “analysis is strongly data-

driven” (p.243) and “bottom-up” (Seedhouse, 2004).  The analysis should be separated 

from prior research assumptions and it should be generated within the data from an 

emic perspective. Sacks (1984) stated that recordings can enable other analysts to 

observe and investigate the data, so the analysis should be based on evidence from the 

recordings in a way that other analysts could replicate the same analysis. So as 
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Seedhouse (2004) stated, the CA procedure is required to have an “unmotivated look” 

at the data and “an inductive search” throughout the analysis to find a collection of 

patterns of a phenomenon under investigation.  After revealing the patterns, it is 

necessary to conduct a detailed analysis of such examples to produce “a more 

generalized account” explaining “how a phenomenon relates to the broader matrix of 

interaction.” (Seedhouse, 2004, pp.38-39). 

3.4.2. The key instructional structures of CA 

 In this study, Seedhouse’s (2004) perspective for “interaction as an action” and 

“why that, in what way, right now?” (p.16) was taken as the principle to reveal the 

organizational structure of the interaction. These analytic tools for interactional 

organizations are in adjacency pairs, preference and sequence organizations, turn-

taking, and repair (Sacks et al., 1974). Sequence organization occurs naturally in 

adjacency pairs in interactions, conceptualized as “one thing leading to another” 

(Girgin, 2017; ten Have, 2007, p.130). For example, questions which lead to answers 

and invitations mostly result in acceptance or decline (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973; 

Şimşek, 2022). This organization, called an adjacency pair, comes in the form of a first 

pair part (FPP) containing a question by one speaker, and a second pair part (SPP) 

delivering an answer by another. This organization is generally followed by the 

preference issue of whether an offer is accepted/agreed or declined/disagreed 

(Pomerantz, 1984). Seedhouse (2004) noted that the preference concept does not mean 

“wanting or liking something”, but is an issue of “affiliation or disaffiliation” (p.23). 

If an FPP is followed by a direct SPP without delays, hesitations, or minimal gaps, it 

can be associated as preferred, but if they are delayed and/or weakly performed SPPs 

can be associated as dispreferred (Pomerantz, 1984; Schegloff, 2007).  

 Turn-taking, which is considered a core concept of CA, is the sequential order 

of speakership changing between participants during an interaction (Hutchby & 

Wooffitt, 1998; Sacks et al., 1974; ten Have, 2007). It is observed that interactants 

change continually during a talk-in-interaction, and overlaps between interactants 

commonly occur (Sacks et al., 1974). Turn Constructional Units (TCUs) and 

Transition Relevance Places (TRPs) form the basis of turn-taking organization. TCUs 

can exist in the form of words, phrases, and sentences and can be recognizable as 

showing whether the unit is completed (Sacks et al., 1974; Seedhouse, 2004; 
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Schegloff, 2007). If a TCU is completed, then a TRP occurs and interactants can 

change to take the turn (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998; Schegloff, 2007). This shift 

between speakers at TRP can occur in three ways: (1) the current speaker holds the 

floor with more TCUs, (2) the current speaker selects the next speaker, and (3) the next 

speaker can self-select (Sacks et al., 1974; ten Have, 2007).  

 The other important concept in CA is repair, which involves overcoming the 

problems of hearing, speaking or understanding, and not just correcting errors in an 

interaction (Schegloff et al., 1977). According to Seedhouse (2004), repair is a vital 

analytic tool for coping with problems obstructing interaction and developing and 

managing mutual understanding between the interactants by themselves. Repairs can 

be executed in four ways and the primary distinction between these types of repair is 

in the initiations and the completions: (1) self-initiated self-repair, where the speaker 

initiates and completes the repair to the trouble source; (2) self-initiated other-repair, 

where the speaker initiates the repair to be completed by the recipient; (3) other-

initiated self-repair, where the recipient initiates the repair to be completed by the 

speaker of the trouble source, and (4) other-initiated other-repair, where the recipient 

initiates and completes the repair (Schegloff et al., 1977).  Drew and Heritage (1992) 

stated that CA serves to unfold the structural organizations in an interaction to 

investigate how people understand one another in their social lives and to observe the 

systematic differences between mundane conversations and institutional settings. 

Seedhouse (2004) also drew attention to the fact that what is “repairable” might differ 

in “particular institutional focus” (p.143). It can therefore be claimed that CA provides 

an opportunity to uncover the systematic differences between the organization of 

institutional talk and ordinary talk regarding what is repairable in L2 classrooms 

according to the pedagogical agenda. Repairs are observed to be mostly initiated by 

the teacher providing the correct answer or initiating the repair to be completed by the 

students; in everyday life, however, people mostly both initiate and complete the repair 

themselves. 

3.4.3. The rationale for the research methodology 

 As mentioned in previous sections, CA was determined to be the most 

appropriate research methodology for this study, since it provides a deeper 

understanding of classroom interaction (Markee & Kasper, 2004). When studying the 



36 
 

data from L2 classrooms by applying CA, it is possible to detect how a sequence takes 

place, and it is managed as talk-in-interaction with a focus on micro-details. Such 

details can reveal the relevance between sequences and why these details are employed 

at specific times and places in talk-in-interactions. This relevance can help to prove 

what Schegloff (1968) meant by “given the first, the second is expectable” (p.1083) 

with a closer look into L2 classrooms to understand “why” that action happens “in that 

way, right now” (Seedhouse, 2004, p.16). In the current study, CA was chosen to show 

the reflexivity between the interaction, interactants’ perspectives, and institutional 

goals regarding the investigated phenomenon through video-recordings to provide 

empirical data and transcriptions analyzed at micro-levels accompanied by embodied 

actions and multimodal resources to gain a better understanding of the interactional 

features employed by the interactants. 

3.5. Data Analysis 

3.5.1. Transcription 

 Heritage (1984) considered transcription an essential tool for understanding 

and examining data. Hutchby and Wooffitt (1998) saw transcriptions as “the core of 

analysis” (p.73) and a “representation of the data” (p.74). ten Have (2007) stated that, 

“transcripts are not the ‘data’ of CA, but rather a convenient way to capture and present 

the phenomena of interest in written form” (p.95). CA researchers therefore generally 

benefit from a standard transcription system to provide more reliable data to other 

analysts. Since CA was adopted as the research methodology for this study, following 

orthographic transcriptions, the data were transcribed in detail using the transcription 

conventions developed by Jefferson (2004) (see Appendix B) to identify the verbal 

aspects of the interaction, such as pauses, overlaps, interruptions, word stresses, 

intonations and the pace of the talk (Girgin, 2017; Sert, 2015; Şimşek 2022). The 

coding system used by many CA researchers, including Girgin (2017), was adopted to 

identify the number of extracts, and titles were assigned to each extract. The numbers 

were used to show when the extracts began and ended. Courier New, black color, and 

a 10-point font were standardly used for the transcriptions, and bold font was added 

for the titles, as can be seen below: 

Extract 2: A Million Dollars (20:15-21.25) 
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There are seven extracts in total in this study. Since this study focuses on the 

teacher’s management of initiation and pursue strategies when (E)WTs fail to lead to 

student involvement, four of the extracts will be examined in the management of 

initiation strategies section. Three of the extracts will be examined in the management 

of pursue strategy section. These three extracts are continuations of three extracts 

examined in the initiation section, except for one extract in which there is no pursue 

strategy. These extracts were therefore given the same title to reflect their continuation, 

as shown below: 

Extract 5: A Million Dollars (21.25-22.40) 

It can also be argued that transcripts might fall short of presenting the micro-

details and multimodality of interactions. Since Heritage (1984) noted that “no order 

of detail can be dismissed” (p.241), in addition to the Jeffersonian conventions (2004), 

the data transcription also benefitted from Mondada’s (2018, 2019) conventions (see 

Appendix C) to describe embodied actions such as gaze, gestures, and posture. 

Furthermore, pauses in the data transcription were calculated with the help of the free 

audio software Audacity Team Version 3.1.2 (2021). In this study, different symbols 

for each gesture were used to describe the embodied actions, referring to emergence 

on the left and completion on the right; for such descriptions; Times New Roman, grey 

color, and 11-point were used as the font. Throughout the transcriptions for the 

analysis, each extract had its own symbols and descriptions. If an embodied action 

belonged to the same speaker, no extra explanation as to speaker names was given, as 

seen in Example 1 below, which means that the nodding embodied action belongs to 

S1. However, if an embodied action was performed by a different interactant, the name 

of the interactants was presented before the line, as shown in Example 2. Example 2 

also presents the arrow line symbol for the embodied actions continuing for some lines 

and ending on different lines, indicating the embodied action starting in Line 15 and 

ending in Line 20. Example 3, however, shows that the same embodied action has 

different symbols for different interactants, and the numbers in parentheses indicate 

the duration of the pause. If the pause is micro (one-tenth of a second or less) 

(Jefferson, 2004), it is shown with a point symbol between parentheses, as seen in 

Example 1, in Line 22. 
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Example 1 

22 T you have made had a new hair [style](.) i like it 

23 S1                             &˚[yes  ] & thank you˚ 

                              & nods            &   

Example 2 

15 S3 we have more than one subject * work like speaking erm 

listening= 

 t                                       * nods---> l. 20 

Example 3 

81  ∑ ♣(1.6)    ∑ ♣ 

 s8 ∑ raises her hand ∑ 

 s9    ♣ raises her hand  ♣ 

3.5.2. Data analysis procedures 

The video-recorded data were examined and micro-analyzed from an emic 

perspective by applying CA, which takes participant relevant “internal view” (Pike, 

1967, p.37) within the data. After data collection, the first step was to watch the 

recordings closely and repeatedly to gain familiarity with the context and the 

participants through an unmotivated look. Without a prior theoretical concept, the data 

were approached in an unbiased manner to identify the phenomenon of interest. 

Through repeated viewing, the wait-time given to the students to formulate a response 

by the teacher drew attention. After detecting the numerous deployments of (E)WTs in 

the database, it was observed that (E)WTs failed to initiate responses from the students. 

Following the detection of such (E)WT failures in the data, an orthographic 

transcription of the recordings was completed to locate possible cases of the teacher’s 

response initiation and pursue strategies to lead to student involvement. Orthographic 

transcriptions were enriched using the conventions developed by Mondada (2018, 

2019), with additional details. Then the entire dataset was examined to build a 

collection of cases, and a detailed analysis was carried out. 
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Before analyzing the data in micro-detail, the context regarding the course type, 

the student’s proficiency levels, the lesson’s pedagogical aim, the materials, and the 

classroom modes were determined to gain a better understanding of the interaction. 

Then the detailed transcripts were examined focusing on (E)WTs, turn-taking, 

sequence organization, multimodality, and embodiment in the talk-in-interactions. In 

the analysis, it was found that (E)WTs failed to initiate responses from students 

regardless of their duration. The teacher then resorted to several strategies to initiate 

and pursue responses from the class. Upon identifying the phenomenon, the strategies 

employed by the teacher to facilitate student engagement and the manner and timing 

of her implementation of these strategies were analyzed. 

3.6. Validity and Reliability 

In relation to the emic perspective of CA, Seedhouse (2004) stated that internal 

validity is required to verify the reliability and credibility of a study. It can be claimed 

that the “next turn proof procedure” (Sacks et al., 1974) is the only way to validate an 

analysis (Girgin, 2017; Seedhouse, 2004). Seedhouse (2004) stated that a researcher 

“cannot make any claims beyond what is demonstrated by the interactional detail” 

(p.255). In this study, therefore, some of the transcribed data were presented to Erciyes 

University Micro Analysis Research Group (ERUMARG) participants, a data session 

group in which researchers studying CA present their data to obtain feedback and 

confirm their claims. According to Peräkylä (2004), the “selection of what is recorded, 

the technical quality of recordings, and the adequacy of transcripts” (p.288) are the 

key elements for improving reliability. For the first element, Peräkylä (2004) suggested 

that a large enough number of cases to be analyzed and transcribed is required to 

observe “the variation of the phenomenon” (p.288). In this study, 17 classroom hours 

of data were recorded and viewed repeatedly to detect candidate cases in naturally 

occurring data, without prior ideas. Peräkylä (2004) stated that the sound, location, and 

inclusiveness of the recordings play a crucial role in ensuring that the data include 

every micro-detail of the interaction. To ensure inclusiveness, two professional 

cameras were placed at the back and front of the classrooms. The final issue referred 

to by Peräkylä (2004), the quality of the transcripts, was ensured in the present study 

by using the Jeffersonian (2004) conventions for speech and Mondada’s (2018, 2019) 

convention system for embodied actions.   
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CHAPTER IV 

 

ANALYSIS 

This chapter presents a detailed analysis of what strategies the teacher deployed 

to initiate and pursue student responses in case of an (E)WT’s failure in the EFL 

classrooms using CA principles. Walsh (2006) stated that EWTs provide students with 

sufficient time to shape an answer and thus have one of the most important roles in 

fostering learning opportunities in L2 English classrooms. Previous studies have 

explored the interactional strategies that teachers use to keep the channel open when 

(E)WTs fail (for example, Alsaadi & Atar, 2019; Atar, 2016; Atar & Seedhouse, 2018; 

Barnette et al., 1995; Fowler, 1975; Heinze & Erhard, 2006; Holley & King, 1971; 

Maroni, 2011; Rowe, 1972; Shrum & Tech, 1985; Süt, 2020; White & Lightbown, 

1984; Yaqubi & Rokni, 2012; Yatağanbaba & Yıldırım, 2016). Most of the previous 

studies (see Chapter 2) suggest that sufficient EWT leads to students’ contributing and 

that limited wait time tends to obstruct learners’ participation opportunities. The aim 

of this study was therefore to extend previous research by exploring the strategies 

which a teacher resorts to in order to lead to student involvement in initiating and 

pursuing a whole-class speaking activity in EFL settings from a micro-analytic 

perspective. For this purpose, the teacher’s employment of (E)WTs was analyzed using 

CA and alternative management strategies which she employed when (E)WTs failed 

were examined to determine the features of the sequential organization.  

The organization of this chapter is as follows. The first section will be an 

analysis of the selected extracts from the data, showing the teacher’s management of 

initiation strategies when her (E)WTs failed. In the second section, an analysis of the 

selected extracts, including the teacher’s management of pursue strategies, will be 

presented. As stated in the methodology section, all of the extracts in both sections 

came from a pre-intermediate level coursebook lesson, and the classroom interactional 

organization was first established by the material, the New Language Leader Pre-

Intermediate English Coursebook published by Pearson.  
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4.1. The Management of Initiation Strategies When (E)WTs Fail to Lead to 

Student Involvement 

The collection of extracts for this study shows that “allowing students sufficient 

time to respond and formulate a response” (Walsh, 2006, p.67) might not always result 

in students’ participation. Walsh (2006) stated that learners are in a “disadvantaged 

position” (p.122) to comprehend the question first and then shape an answer, so 

providing sufficient time for them to process and produce a reply is a great benefit for 

the students. However, the data analysis showed that even though the teacher 

employed many (E)WTs on various occasions, these did not always lead to students’ 

contribution. With respect to the findings of the micro-analysis of the extracts, some 

characteristic uses of the teacher’s initiation and pursue strategies when her (E)WTs 

fail were identified. This section will provide a detailed analysis of the teacher’s 

management of initiation strategies after an (E)WT failed to lead to student 

participation and how and when the teacher employed them in relation to the 

pedagogical aims of the lessons. Additionally, throughout the data analysis, it was 

found that the teacher’s use of pursue strategies varied based on the pedagogical aims, 

specific circumstances, and interactants after initiating a sequence. While the teacher 

was pursuing the conversation with the same interactant, she could also pursue the 

interaction with different participants. Although her use of pursue strategies will be 

elaborated in the following section, when the teacher employed pursue strategies with 

the same interactants, its management will be covered here so that the flow of 

continuing interaction will not be disrupted. 

This section presents four L2 English classroom interaction extracts showing 

the teacher’s initiation strategies when an (E)WT failed to lead to student involvement. 

The findings show that the teacher found solutions to initiate students’ responses after 

an (E)WT did not serve its purpose by orienting to sequential organization in 

interaction (Olbertz-Siitonen, 2015). All extracts in this section exemplify cases in 

which the teacher pursued the interaction with the same interactant. 

Extract 1 comes from an interaction in which the coursebook mentioned above 

is used. The teacher’s pedagogical aim is determined by the unit to be covered in the 

material, in this case, the coursebook. Thus, the interaction starts in the Materials Mode 

(Walsh, 2006). The focus was on time management. Before the extract, the class talked 

about whether they were good at time management and how they knew that they were 
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good at it. Then, among the expressions in the book (see Appendix D), the class 

decided which expressions suggest problems with time and which delivered positive 

feelings about time. The extract then begins with a referential question from the book 

to elicit why time management will be essential for the students, and the teacher 

modified it to a whole-class speaking activity, creating a mode switch to Classroom 

Context Mode and initiating the sequence with a quotation from the book. 

Following several (E)WT failures in achieving the students’ participation, 

Extract 1 presents how the teacher successfully managed to initiate a student’s 

response through a narrowed-down repetition strategy. In addition, this extract shows 

that the teacher’s successful interaction pursued strategies with the same interactant 

through a continuer accompanied by a nodding embodied action, positive feedback, 

and confirmation checks. 
 Extract 1: Time Management (19.40-21.00) 
1 T okay why will time management be important for you if you continue  

2  your english studies(.)beyond(.)pre intermediate b-v-level↑ 

3  (6) 

4 S? (inaudible) 

5 S1 ˚bu soruyu anlamadım˚ 

  this question not understand 

  “I didn’t understand this question” 

6  (1.8) 

7 T why will(.)time management(.)be important(.)for you(.)if you 

8  continue your english studies(.)lets finish the sentence here 

9  (2.3) 

10 S2 (˚inaudible˚) 

11 T sorry↑ 

12  (1.6) 

13 T ≠ cümleyi burda bitiridim yani ≠ (.) Ω to make it clear Ω 

    sentence here finish 

  “It means I finished the sentence here.” 

 t ≠ makes a hand gesture                                    ≠ 

 s3                                      Ω raises his hand                  Ω 
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14 T YES (.) S3 

15 S3 we have more than one subject * work like speaking erm listening= 

 t                         * nods---> l. 20 

16 T =Mm hm= 

17 S3 =grammar so= 

18 T =perfect= 

19 S3 =we have to /separate/ our hours (.) to study in a day= 

20 T =PER FECT * very nice S3(.).hhh Ꝋyou mean we have different skills 

 t --->                  * 

 s3                                                                       Ꝋ starts nodding ---> l.24 

21 T in english ©like reading writing speaking (.) e:rm= 

             ©finger counts --- > l. 23 

22 SS =listening= 

23 T =listening and grammar↑© that’s why we need to divide our time  

  --- >                                               ©  

24 T ¥ into five    ¥ Ꝋ to study ENGlish↓ (.) right↑ very nice okay↓ 

 t ¥ shows five fingers ¥ 

 s3 --- >                               Ꝋ 

25  (1.4) 

26 T we:ll any different idea↑ 

27  (1.8) 

28 S? ʘ tsk        ʘ 

  s4 ʘ shakes her head ʘ 

29 T okay↓ 

30  ÷ (4.7)                            ÷ 

 t ÷ orients to the book and searches the related pages  ÷ 

In Extract 1, in Line 01, the teacher (T hereafter in the analyses) initiates the 

sequence with a question from the book, accompanied by rising intonation, thereby 

creating a switch from Materials Mode to Classroom Context Mode (Walsh, 2006). It 

can be claimed that T benefited from a “why-question” in the book to “initiate longer 

responses” (Walsh, 2006, p.8) while creating an opportunity for a whole-class 
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discussion. However, this question fails to initiate a response from the students, as is 

evident by 6 seconds of silence (an EWT) in Line 03. The second turn of the IRF 

sequence continues with S1’s reaction to the question (“I didn’t understand this 

question”) with a lower voice tone in Line 05, showing his non-understanding 

epistemic stance in Turkish (Heritage, 2012) explicitly. Even though it seems that the 

EWT in Line 03 works for the students (although S?’s production is inaudible in Line 

04), as they produce answers in Lines 04 and 05, T prolongs the duration of the EWT 

in Line 06, thereby not orienting towards either of the answers. Upon this, T starts to 

repeat the same question in Line 07, possibly orienting to the reaction of S1; however, 

T resorts to a narrowed-down repetition as an initiation strategy to lead the students 

and elicit their responses in Lines 07 and 08. That is, T narrows down the question by 

omitting the last part (beyond(.)pre intermediate b-v-level↑). After this 

initiation strategy, 2.3 seconds of silence (a WT) follow; however, another yet 

inaudible response from S2 comes with a quiet tone of voice in Line 10. Upon this, T 

initiates a repair (sorry↑) in Line 11, orienting to S2’s answer; however, this request 

also fails to produce a response, as evidenced by 1.6 seconds of silence (a WT) in Line 

12. Therefore, in Turkish, T explains that she has finished the sentence by omitting the 

last part to make it clearer (that is, narrowing it down) in Line 13 accompanied by her 

palm showing down hand gesture (≠ cümleyi burda bitirdim yani ≠ (.) Ω to 

make it clear Ω). While T explains why she did what she did, a self-nomination 

from a different student comes in in the form of a raising hand embodied action in Line 

13, and T gives the turn to S3 in Line 14.  It can be claimed that the teacher’s strategy 

of narrowing the question down works out for initiating a response from a student. 

After the response of S3 in Line 15, T pursues the interaction with the same interactant 

by deploying “Mm hm” as a bridging continuer (=Mm hm=) (Girgin & Brandt, 2020) 

in Line 16, because it is produced in a latch accompanied by a nod (Girgin & Brandt, 

2020; Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986; Şimşek, 2022). Although it can be claimed that in 

Line 18, T produces a sequence closing the third turn (=perfect=)(Schegloff, 2007; 

Waring, 2008), S3 continues to produce more talk in Line 19 in a latch. Upon this, T 

continues by providing positive feedback in Line 20 and produces a confirmation 

check in Lines 20-24, accompanied by an embodied action (i.e., finger counting).  It 

can therefore be claimed that T’s providing positive feedback and producing a 

confirmation check works to pursue more talk from S3, as evident in Line 19, where 
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S3 extends his turn, and in Lines 20-24, where S3 confirms with a nod. Note also that 

in Line 22, the students co-construct the turn in chorus. After T’s summary for the 

whole class, she closes the turn with a sequence closing third (very nice okay↓) in 

Line 24 (Schegloff, 2007; Waring, 2008).  

Extract 1 shows that (E)WTs might fail to lead to students’ involvement, 

regardless of their durations; so, it might not always result in student participation. 

Because of this, T resorts to a narrowed-down repetition in Lines 7 and 8 as a response 

initiation strategy to successfully achieve student participation, which results in self-

selection by one of the students (see Realization 1). In addition, Extract 1 demonstrates 

that the teacher successfully pursues the interaction with the same interactant (S3) by 

using (=Mm hm=)accompanied by her nodding embodied action as a bridging 

continuer in Line 16, giving positive feedback (perfect) and (=PER FECT * very 

nice S3) in Lines 18 and 20, and producing a confirmation check in Lines 20-24 to 

maximize learning, which is followed by S3’s extension and nodding embodied action 

(see Realization 2). After the teacher asks if there are any other ideas related to the 

topic in Line 26, which is followed by a pause of 1.8 seconds, one of the students 

responds (tsk) in Line 28. This response is followed by S4’s shaking head embodied 

action, indicating that there is no additional comment on the topic, and then the teacher 

closes the sequence with (okay↓) in Line 29. Upon this, the teacher continues the 

lesson with a different task from the same coursebook. Therefore, this extract does not 

continue with different interactants described in Section 4.2. 
Realization 1 Management of Initiation 

1  T  Initiation 

2   EWT 

3 T Narrowed down repetition 

4  WT 

5 S Response via self-selection 

Realization 2 Management of Pursue with The Same Interactant 

1  S  Response 

2  T Using a continuer 
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3 S Response 

4 T Providing positive feedback  

5 S Response 

6 T Providing positive feedback + confirmation check  

7 S Confirmation via nodding 

Extract 2 comes from another interaction in which the same coursebook is used. 

The teacher’s pedagogic aim evolves around the unit to be covered, which refers to the 

Materials Mode (Walsh, 2006), as the teacher provides “input or practice around a 

piece of material” (p.66). The focus is on the second conditional (see Appendix E). 

Before the extract, the grammatical focus was reviewed and practiced through some 

exercises. After the second conditional’s function to talk about possible future actions 

that are unlikely to happen has been covered, the teacher adapts the grammar point and 

transforms it into a speaking activity for the whole class, thereby creating a mode 

switch to Classroom Context Mode as “a rapid movement from one mode to another 

(Walsh, 2006, p.65) and initiating the sequence with a referential question from the 

book to elicit what the students would do if they won a million dollars. In this extract, 

it will be demonstrated that being different from the teacher’s use of a narrowed-down 

repetition strategy to initiate a response from the students in Extract 1, the teacher’s 

successful management of initiation strategies occurs in the form of pure repetition 

and hinting (Ro & Kim, 2024), which eventually leads to self-selection by a student. 

In addition to the teacher’s strategy of providing positive feedback to pursue more talk 

in Extract 1, this extract shows that the teacher uses a DIU (Koshik, 2002) and repair 

as strategies to pursue more talk from the same interactant. 
 Extract 2: A Million Dollars (20:15-21.25) 

1 T >okay let me ask you a question what would you do if you  

2  won< a million dollars↑ 

3  (1.9) 

4 T what would you do if you won a million dollars↑ 

5  (11.7)        

6 T we:ll yesterday  

7  (2.3)           
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8 T i asked er:m the other class about their biggest dream and  

9  one(.)said hocam(.)being rich is my(.)is my biggest dream  

10  okay imagine that you are very rich 

11  (1.2) 

12 T you have a million dollars .hhh what would you do↑ 

13  (1.3)  

14 T if you won a million dollars 

15  * (1.3)                        * 

 s1 * slightly raises his hand * 

16 T © yes s1             © 

  © nods at s1 to begin speaking © 

17 S1 i would travel ˚till forever˚ 

18 T ¥ you would travel↑¥  

  ¥  leans forward                    ¥  

19 S1 forever 

20 T forever (.) [nice     ] 

21 S1            ˚[until die] until die˚ 

22 T louder please 

23 S1 till die 

24 T till ? 

25  (0.8) 

26 T death 

27 S1 Ꝋtill deathꝊ 

  Ꝋ         nods        Ꝋ 

28 T ♦Mm hm♦ very nice okay  

  ♦ nods    ♦ 

29  (1.1) 

30 T >yes S2 what about you what would you do if you won< a  

31  million dollars 

With the help of the referential question from the coursebook in Line 01, T 

initiates the first turn of the IRF sequence with a rising intonation to elicit responses 
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on what the students would do if they won a million dollars. After 1.9 seconds of 

silence in Line 03, T repeats the same question purely without even a slight change in 

Line 04. However, this management of the first response initiation strategy (the pure 

repetition) does not result in any student contribution, as is evident in Line 05, where 

another but relatively longer EWT follows for 11.7 seconds. During this silence, the 

students are expected to give an answer, but, the EWT does not serve its purpose of 

facilitating a learner turn. T now resorts to hinting (Ro & Kim, 2024) as a management 

of the second response initiation strategy to activate the students’ schemata and elicit 

their responses in Line 06. As such, T benefits from hinting (Ro & Kim, 2024) to 

construct an understanding among the students and elicit their responses for a whole-

class speaking activity. To do this, T delivers her prompt (we:ll yesterday (2.3) 
i asked er:m the other class about their biggest dream and one (.) 

said hocam (.) being rich is my (.) is my biggest dream okay imagine 

that you are very rich) in the form of an extended teacher turn from Lines 06 to 

10. Thus, T establishes a shared sense for the whole class related to the grammatical 

point and its function to talk about possible future events which are unlikely to happen, 

and provides a prompt with the word (dream) in Lines 08 and 09 and a superlative 

adjective (biggest). It can also be claimed that through another prompt (okay 

imagine that you are very rich) in Line 10, T seeks learners’ contribution. 

However, 1.2 seconds of silence in Line 11 does not elicit any response. In Lines 12 

and 14, T continues hinting as her management of the response initiation strategy and 

delivers the statement. Despite a slight change in the use of verbs (have) in Line 12, it 

can be claimed that this is not a reformulation; it is a repetition of self-repair since the 

teacher is an L2 English speaker. 

Surprisingly, this time, in Line 15, it results in the self-selection of one of the 

students (S1) who raises his hand to contribute. Then, in Line 16, T gives the floor to 

S1 by deploying (yes s1) accompanied by her nodding embodied action (an embodied 

turn allocation) (Girgin & Brandt, 2020; Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986; Kääntä, 2010, 

2012; Şimşek, 2022).  S1 produces an answer in Line 17, thereby initiating the second 

turn of the IRF sequence and delivering his turn with a distinctly quieter tone of voice 

(i would travel ˚till forever˚). In Line 18, T echoes S1’s first part of the 

previous turn with a rising intonation (you would travel↑) accompanied by a leaning 

forward embodied action, thereby initiating a repair for him to speak louder through a 

prosodic clue accompanied by her leaning forward embodied action (Rasmussen, 
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2013). It can be claimed that this repair resolves non-hearing (Hazel et al., 2014; 

Mortensen, 2016; Rasmussen, 2013), it is not a pedagogical repair. Upon receiving this 

other initiated repair, S1 repeats the rest of his answer in a relatively higher tone of 

voice in Line 19, thus completing the repair. In the next turn, in Line 20, T repeats the 

same utterance to confirm the response and provides positive feedback (nice) (Walsh, 

2006) at the same time as overlapping with S1’s response in Line 20. Through this 

positive feedback, it can be claimed that T pursues the interaction with the same 

interactant again, as evidenced in the following line, where S1 continues to speak more 

by uttering a new response ([˚until die] until die˚) in a quieter tone of voice. 

Possibly because of this overlap, T asks S1 to speak louder in Line 22. Upon this, S1 

delivers the utterance (till die) in a louder voice in Line 23. Then, in Line 24, T 

initiates a repair sequence by using a DIU (Koshik, 2002) through (till ?) as well 

as offering a wait time of 0.8 seconds in Line 25. Through this management strategy, 

T still pursues the interaction with the same interactant. With no contribution from the 

student, T provides the preferred answer (death) in Line 26 and repairs directly. 

Through this repair, T creates a brief mode-side sequence from the Classroom Context 

Mode to a Skills and System Mode. Being different from a non-hearing repair (Hazel 

et al., 2014; Mortensen, 2016; Rasmussen, 2013) in Line 18, it can be claimed that this 

repair is more of a pedagogical one. S1 uptakes and delivers the preferred response, as 

evidenced in Line 27 (till death) accompanied by his nodding embodied action. 

The feedback turn (Mm hm very nice okay) is shown in Line 28. T acknowledges 

the answer by deploying (Mm hm) with a falling intonation accompanied by a nod 

(Girgin & Brandt, 2020; Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986; Şimşek, 2022) and with a 

sequence closing third (Schegloff, 2007; Waring, 2008). Following S1’s uptake in Line 

27, T does not extend S1’s turn in Line 28 but instead closes the channel and ends the 

sequence (Mm hm very nice okay) (Schegloff, 2007; Waring, 2008).  In the following 

part of the Extract, T pursues the interaction with different interactants, so this will be 

addressed in Section 4.2. 

In summary, Extract 2 shows that (E)WTs might fail to lead to students’ 

involvement, regardless of their durations; therefore, T resorts to various management 

strategies (see Realization 3) to initiate the students’ responses (different from the 

narrowed down repetition strategy deployed in Extract 1) such as pure repetition (Line 

4) and hinting (Lines 6, 8-10, and 12-14). It is evident that these strategies successfully 
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result in one student’s self-selection and his contribution in Line 17. Following these 

initiation strategies, T also successfully pursues interaction with the same interactant 

by providing positive feedback in Line 20 (nice). Apart from providing positive 

feedback, T also benefits from a DIU (till?) in Line 24, and a repair in Line 26 to 

enable S1 to produce more talk (see Realization 4).  
Realization 3 Management of Initiation 

1  T  Initiation 

2   WT 

3 T Pure repetition 

4  EWT 

5 T Hinting 

6  WT 

7 S Response via self-selection 

Realization 4 Management of Pursue with The Same Interactant 

1  S  Response 

2  T Positive feedback 

3 S Response 

4 T Using a Designedly Incomplete Utterance (DIU) 

5 S Response 

6 T Repair 

7 S Response  

Extract 3 is the continuation of Extract 1. Before Extract 3, as seen in Extract 

1 above, the teacher asked why time management will be critical in their continuing 

English studies to the whole class as a preparation phase to set up the next task. After 

successfully initiating the sequence through a narrowed-down repetition, the teacher 

pursued the conversation with the same interactant a continuer, providing positive 

feedback and producing a confirmation check. Although the teacher asked if there were 
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any different ideas in Line 26 in Extract 1, she closed the sequence without pursuing 

the interaction with different interactants after one of the students’ responses (tsk) in 

Line 28. After choosing not to continue with different interactants on this topic, the 

teacher initiates the following activity, 2a, as seen in Appendix D. The next activity is 

supposed to be conducted as a work-in-small-group activity (see Appendix D); 

however, the teacher modifies it to a whole-class speaking activity, thus creating mode 

switch from Materials Mode to Classroom Context Mode (Walsh, 2006).  

Extract 3 demonstrates that the teacher successfully manages the initiation of 

the sequence by employing several strategies which are different from those seen in 

the previous extracts. In the following extract, it is shown that T resorts to scaffolding 

by reformulation, clarification, and requesting for action as new strategies, as well as 

using hinting and pure repetitions again. Extract 3 shows that such strategies work and 

successfully result in three different self-selections. In addition to the initiation 

strategies, this extract shows that the teacher successfully pursues the interaction with 

the same interactant in a different way this time (by only performing a nod as an 

acknowledgment). Note also that lines between 60 and 76 are omitted because the 

teacher dealt with a classroom managerial issue in the form of small talk, which was 

not related to the pedagogical goal. 
 Extract 3: What Advice (21.00-23.26) 

31 T well here are some sentences dear friends  

32  (2.8) 

33 T look at(.)wel-here are some problems you need to look at these  

34  problems some students are having with(.)time management what  

35  /advice/ would you give them .hhh i’m often late for  

36  appointments o:r sometimes i miss(.)appointments completely 

37  (1.2) 

38 T do you have this problems↑ (.) do you have this problem 

39  (3.4) 

40 T >˚for example˚< rab hoca is very punctual person 

41  (1.3) 

42 S4 ˚punctual˚?= 

43 T =punctual [Mm hm] 
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44 S5            [dakik] 

            punctual 

            “Punctual” 

45  (1.9)  

46 T ∆when you say(.)one thirty ∂ he will be there(1.3)at one thirty ∂ 

                           ∂ points down                                                                      ∂ 

  ∆ looks at S7 --- > l. 54 

47  (2.8) 

48 S? €˚vay be˚   € 

  wow 

  “Wow” 

 s6 € shakes her head € 

49 T not earlier (1.1) not later (.) but? 

50  (1.2) 

51 S1 at exact time= 

52 T =on time 

53  (1.0) 

54 T ∆ § yes (.) yes 

      § walks and gets one of the Ss’ cellphone --- > l. 64 

  --- > ∆ 

55  (3.1) 

56 T yes dear friends  

57  ™(1.3)                                 ™ 

 t ™ stops and looks at the question on one of the Ss’ books ™ 

58 T what advice would you give them(.)what advice would you give them 

59  (1.6) 

  ((lines between 60-76 are omitted)) 

77 T YES(.)dear friends(.)Ω what advice would you give them imagine  

 s3                      Ω raises his hand --- > l. 80 

78 T that some students are having with a problems with time  
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79  managements .hhh for example he says i’m often late for  

80  appointments or sometimes i miss a-appointments completely Ω 

  --- >                                                                                                                                      Ω 

81  ∑ ♣(1.6)    ∑ ♣ 

 s8 ∑ raises her hand ∑ 

 s9    ♣ raises her hand  ♣ 

82 T yes (.) S8 

83 S8 erm if they @are don’t want to be late   @ 

                              @ makes a hand gesture asking to raise her voice @ 

84 T louder 

85 S8 *if they are don’t want to be late(.)they get up early and /ready/  

 t * nods ---> 

86  erm ready for the appointment early= * 

  --- >                                                                                 * 

87 T =very nice(.)if they are late for the appointment they should  

88  get up ea:rly and(.)be ready for the appointment okay getting  

89  up is the solution  

In this extract, T refers to the sentences in the book in Line 31, thereby 

beginning the lesson in Materials Mode (Walsh, 2006). It can be claimed that the 2.8 

seconds of silence in Line 32 provide sufficient time for both the teacher to adapt the 

activity and the students to orient themselves to the task. Benefitting from this WT in 

Line 32, T adapts the group work activity into a whole-class speaking activity, creating 

a mode-side sequence from Materials Mode to Classroom Context Mode (Walsh, 

2006), and delivers the question to the whole class by omitting the original instruction 

to work in small groups for the activity in the book (see Appendix D).  

After T’s initiation of the FPP in Lines 33-36, 1.2 seconds of WT follow. Since 

there is no involvement, T resorts to scaffolding by reformulation (Walsh, 2006) as a 

management of the first initiation strategy to lead to student involvement in Line 38. 

That is, T reformulates the original question by relating it to the students’ lives. 

Although reformulating, it can be claimed that T simplifies and personalizes the 

question to establish rapport and familiarity (see Kääntä, 2010). However, this also 

fails to initiate a response from the students, as seen in Line 39, where 3.4 seconds of 
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silence (an EWT) follow. Therefore, T employs hinting (Ro & Kim, 2024) as a second 

management of the initiation strategy in Line 40 by mentioning a teacher (rab hoca) 

whom they all know. While hinting, T provides a prompt and a key vocabulary 

(punctual) related to the topic to activate the students’ schemata. Nonetheless, this 

also fails to initiate a response from the students, as 1.2 seconds of silence (a WT) 

follows in Line 41. From Lines 42 to 55, it can be claimed that T uses clarification as 

another strategy for response initiation, as it might be necessary to pave the way for 

obtaining the SPP. For example, even though one of the students (S5) provides the 

Turkish meaning ([dakik]), possibly for S4 in Line 44, there is no fuller answer 

regarding the advice to be given (that is, the SPP of the IRF) during 1.9 seconds of 

silence in Line 45. Therefore, in Line 46, T continues by producing clarification to 

pave the way for a fuller response. It can be argued that T’s use of a combined strategy 

of scaffolding and clarification displays an example of what Walsh (2006) called an 

“unplanned scaffolding” (p.37) ability. Nevertheless, this initiation strategy also fails 

to lead to student involvement, as 3.1 seconds of silence (an EWT) follows in Line 55. 

After this silene, however, T resorts to using another response initiation strategy 

(requesting for action, giving the floor to the students) (Badem-Korkmaz & Balaman, 

2024) by uttering (yes dear friends) in Line 56 to initiate the SPP; however, it is 

also followed by another WT of 1.3 seconds of silence in Line 57, which also fails to 

initiate a response from the students. Upon this, T deploys a pure repetition in Line 58 

and repeats the question twice (what advice would you give them (.)what 

advice would you give them). 

Following another WT of 1.6 seconds of silence in Line 59, after the omitted 

part of the extract between Lines 60 and 76 during which, T deals with a classroom 

managerial issue in the form of a small talk among the students about the use of a 

cellphone during the lesson, T uses both a request for action (Badem-Korkmaz & 

Balaman, 2024) and pure repetition as her initiation strategies in Lines 77-80 and 

manages to initiate the sequence successfully this time, as evidenced by three self-

nominations (S3 in Line 77, S8, and S9 in Line 81). Upon this, T gives the turn to S8 

in Line 82 as the first interactant. Even though S8 makes mistakes in Line 83 (erm if 

they are don’t want to be late), T does not initiate a repair immediately, possibly 

because of the Classroom Context Mode, but keeps the channel open to pursue the 

interaction with a nod as her pursue strategy with the same interactant through Lines 

85 and 86 (performing the nod as an acknowledgment) (Şimşek, 2022).  This pursue 
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strategy successfully serves its purpose since it is the same interactant, S8, who 

continues to produce her response in Line 86. Upon this, T gives feedback in Line 87 

and then reformulates S8’s answer possibly for the whole class by also repairing the 

student’s answer in Lines 87-89. Thus, T pursues the interaction with a different 

interactant, which will be addressed in Section 4.2. 

In summary, Extract 3 reveals that (E)WTs might fail to lead to students’ 

involvement, regardless of their durations. T therefore employs different strategies to 

successfully manage the initiation of the interaction sequence (see Realization 5). 

Varying from the strategies seen in the previous extracts, T resorts to scaffolding by 

reformulation in Line 38 (do you have this problem). Hinting (rab hoca) in Line 

40 is another initiation strategy from which T benefits. The use of clarification (from 

Line 42 to 55) and the use of a request for action in Lines 56 and 77 (yes dear 

friends) are distinctively new strategies that T adopts. In addition, T employs pure 

repetition in Line 58 (what advice would you give them) and benefits from a 

request for action and pure repetition at the same time in Lines 77-80 to achieve 

students’ participation as a response initiation strategy. Extract 3 also demonstrated 

that T’s management of response initiation strategies successfully results in self-

selection by three students (S3 in Line 77, S8 and S9 in Line 81). In addition to these 

initiation strategies, Extract 3 also shows that T successfully pursues the interaction 

with the same interactant (S8) only by nodding (see Realization 6) in Lines 85 and 86. 
Realization 5 Management of Initiation 

1  T  Initiation 

2   WT 

3 T Scaffolding by reformulation 

4  EWT 

5 T Hinting 

6  WT 

7 T Clarification 

8  EWT 

9 T Request for action 
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10  WT 

11 T Pure repetition 

12  WT  

13 T Request for action + pure repetition 

14  WT 

15 S Response via self-selection  

Realization 6 Management of Pursue with The Same Interactant 

1  S  Response 

2  T Nodding  

3 S Response 

Extract 4 was obtained from a classroom interaction where the same book was 

used. The teacher’s pedagogic aim evolves around the unit to be covered, which refers 

to the Materials Mode (Walsh, 2006), as the teacher provides “input or practice around 

a piece of material” (p.66). The pedagogic aim focuses on how to evaluate one’s 

claims. The activity is supposed to be a discussion between students and their partners 

(see Appendix F) but the teacher modifies it to a whole-class speaking activity, thereby 

switching from Materials Mode to Classroom Context Mode and initiates the sequence 

with a quotation from the book. The following extract shows that the teacher benefits 

from using ironic teasing and commentary as new strategies to initiate a response from 

the students. Similar to the extracts examined before, the teacher also uses pure and 

narrowed-down repetitions, hinting, and a request for action as initiation strategies 

after several (E)WT failures. Extract 4 shows how the teacher’s use of such strategies 

results in self-selection by one of the students.  

In addition, this extract demonstrates the teacher’s successful pursue strategies 

with the same interactant using a continuer, an explicit address term, a repair and a 

DIU. Unlike the previously discussed pursue strategies, in this extract the teacher 

deploys an explicit address term and benefits from a collaborative turn sequence to 

pursue more talk from the student. 
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 Extract 4: Modern Women (11.30-15.25) 
1 T lets start dear friends with speaking part and second quotation 

2  (.)modern women a:re as interested in the:se things as modern 

3  men(.)so perhaps(.)there were enough adverts aimed at women 

4  (3.2) 

5 T read the rest of the paragraph please 

6  (4.1) 

7 T do you agree with dans claim about modern women 

8  (3.3) 

9 T what differences do you see between ma:le(.)and female  

10  consumer habits↑ 

11 
 

(1.6) 

12 T how do adverts show that(.)they are aimed at(.)men o:r women 

13 
 

(1.4) 

14 T thats a nice question  

15  (1.3) 

16 T do you agree with dans claim about modern women 

17 
 

(1.2) 

18 T modern women are as interested in the:se things as modern men  

19  (1.7) 

20 T so perhaps(.)there were enough adverts aimed at women 

21  (5.2) 

22 T you have made had a new hair [style](.) i like it 

23 S1                            &˚[yes  ] & thank you˚ 

                             & nods            &   

24 
 

(5.1) 

25 T yes .hhh do you agree with dans claim about modern women 

26 
 

(4.2) 

27 T what differences do you see between ma:le and female consumer  

28  habits↑ 

29 S2 ˚these things dediği ne˚ 
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  these things said what 

  ”What do “these things” refer to?” 

30 
 

(1.3) 

31 T @lets focus on this question what differences do you see@ between 

  @ turns to the board and shows the question by tapping twice                                   @ 

32  male and female consumer habits↑(.)think about it dear friends 

33  (30) 

34 S3 € Ʃ ˚ne yapıyoruz˚         € 

  what are we doing 

  ”What are we doing?” 

  € pokes S4 sitting next to her                  € 

 t    ∑ starts wandering around the chairs ---> l. 43 

35  ⱴ (6)                     ⱴ 

 s4 ⱴ points at the question on the book  ⱴ   

36 T * or i will choose  

 s5 * scratches his head ---> l. 38 

37  (2.1) 

38 T £ randomly   £ * 

  £ talks with a smile £ 

  --->                              *  

39 
 

(1.6) 

40 T yes hhh 

41 
 

(2.1) 

42 T what how(.)what is what differences do you see between ma:le↑  

43  and female consumer habits ∑ 

  --->                                                          ∑ 

44  (6.7) 

45 T think about (.) your(.)brother for example 

46  (7.5) 

47 T what differences do you see between male and female consumer  
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48  habits 

49  (11.3) 

50  COME ON 

51  ♣ (2)       ♣ 

 s6 ♣ raises his hand  ♣ 

52 T yes s6 

53 S6 erm women habits is(1.1)erm © /fashion/(1.2)erm generally /fashion/  

 t                                                           ©makes facial expressions---> l. 56 

54  (1.1) 

55 T Mm hm= 

56 S6 =ma-ma-make up (1.1) [e:rm ] © 

 t --->                                                               © 

57 S2                     [˚ooh˚] 

58 S6 and (1.1) ≠ [for their    ≠            ] 

            ≠ looks at S2 smiling   ≠ 

59 S2             [dedikodu de de ˚tam olsun˚] 

               gossip say      complete be 

            ”Just call it gossip while you are at it” 

60 T sorry↑ 

61  (1.3) 

62 S2 dedikodu de de tam olsun diyorum 

  gossip say     complete be saying 

  ”I am saying just call it gossip while you are at it” 

63 T Hmm 

64 S? (inaudible) 

65  (2.1) 

66 S6 ∂ ™ erm i i forget    

 s7 ∂ imitates strangling someone ---> l. 68 

 s6 ™ points at the girl in the back ---> l. 68 

67 SS [ha ha ha                        ] 



60 
 

68 S2 [£ > im sorry im sorry ha ha < £ ]∂ ™ 

     £ talks with a smile                                        £ 

  --->                                                                           ∂ 

  --->                                                                               ™ 

69  (2.3) 

70 T yes s6 

71 S6 /ment/ e:rm buying 

72  (1.1) 

73 T men buy= 

74 S6 =men buy e:rm (.) /somethink↑/ 

75  (1.4) 

76 T necessary=  

77 S6 =necessary 

78 T but women? 

79 S6 yes woman always buy everythink 

80 T ꝊꝊ Mm hm ꝊꝊ 

  ꝊꝊ   nods   ꝊꝊ 

81  (1.2) 

82 T they want ˚to˚ buy everything YES girls defend yourself  

The statement starting from Line 01 comes from the coursebook and aims “to 

elicit responses in relation to the material” (Walsh, 2006, p.66). The EWT in Line 06 

allows the students sufficient time to read the rest of the questions, as T asks in the 

previous line (Line 05), using the statement (read the rest of the paragraph, 

please). Even though T asks the students to read the rest of the paragraph in Line 05, 

she starts to read aloud the questions in Lines 07, 09, and 12, which results in extended 

teacher turns. As the students see the same questions in their books and on the 

smartboard, these deliverances which come with (E)WTs, as seen in Lines 8, 11, and 

13, can be claimed to be given to the students to read and understand the questions. 

Therefore, the students’ answers are not expected at these points, except in Line 12, 

where the students and teacher are aware that this point is the end of a series of 

questions written in the book. The WT in Line 13 is therefore the first point used to 

indicate that an answer from the students is needed. However, this fails to get an 
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answer from the students, possibly because the WT is not extended, as T resorts to 

commentary as management of the first initiation strategy to initiate a response from 

the students by commenting on the question in Line 14 (thats a nice question). 

As this strategy does not work, as evidenced in Line 15 with another WT, T employs 

pure repetition as a management of the second initiation strategy by reading the 

questions from the book in Lines 16, 18, and 20. As this repetition also fails to initiate 

an answer from the students, possibly because the WTs are not extended again (as 

evidenced by the WTs in Lines 17 and 19), after a 5.2 seconds silence (which is this 

time an EWT) in Line 21, T employs another strategy to initiate an answer from the 

students by teasing a student (S1) in Line 22 (you have made had a new hair 

[style](.) i like it), thereby using ironic teasing (Waring et. al., 2016) as an 

initiation strategy. This might be used to create a channel to initiate an answer about a 

related topic by establishing rapport, but this also does not work. Following 5.1 

seconds of silence, which also functions as an EWT, in Line 24, T repeats a part of the 

question in Line 25 to get a response, but this also fails to initiate an answer from the 

students, as evidenced by 4.2 seconds of silence (an EWT) in Line 26. It is interesting 

that although the wait-times are extended, they fail to initiate answers from the class. 

T then repeats the second part of the question in Lines 27 and 28, but these pure 

repetitions also fail to initiate an answer from the students, possibly because the wait-

time is not extended in Line 30. Note also that in Line 29, one of the students (S2) did 

not understand the questions. S2’s reaction in a lower voice tone in her mother tongue 

(“What do “these things” refer to?”) indicates that she had some difficulty 

understanding the task. However, this was not oriented by the teacher, as presumably 

it was uttered in a softer voice. This might also be a reason for not getting an answer 

from the class. 

After 1.3 seconds of silence (a WT) in Line 30, T resorts to another strategy, 

using a narrowed-down repetition, as initiation strategy. This narrowed-down 

repetition differs from that which Kääntä (2010, p.163, pp.175-176, p.239) referred to. 

Kääntä (2010) argued that these types of narrowing are realized by reformulating the 

initial question through a different one to narrow down the answer possibilities. In this 

extract, however, T explicitly focuses only on the second question to narrow it down 

and make it clearer (lets focus on this question). While narrowing the three-

part question into a simpler and shorter one, T also benefits from an embodied action 
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(turning to the board and showing the question by tapping twice) to show specifically that part of 

the question. After this embodied narrowed-down repetition strategy, 30 seconds of 

silence (an EWT) come in Line 33. However, this initiation strategy also fails to obtain 

answers from the students, although the wait-time is extremely extended. In Line 34, 

S3 does not follow what they are doing and asks her desk mate, accompanied by a 

poking embodied action (”What are we doing”), followed by S4’s embodied action 

showing where they are and what they are doing in the book. 

From Lines 34 to 43, T wanders around the students’ chairs, indicating that she 

is waiting for an answer. However, after no student participation, T explicitly says that, 

as the current speaker, she will select the next speaker (or i will choose) in Line 

36. However, T does not do so, and another WT of 2.1 seconds of silence follows. 

Then in Line 38, T adds an adverb (randomly) in her smiling tone of voice, which 

shows that she is softening her warning to select the next speaker, even though she 

does not do so. 

In Line 40, T deploys a token (yes hhh) and expects answers from the students; 

however, another WT of 2.1 seconds of silence in Line 41 shows that there is no 

contribution by the students, and this failure of initiation leads to Line 42, in which T 

resorts to her narrowed-down repetition strategy again by asking the specific part of 

the question. In Line 44, T provides another relatively longer EWT of 6.7 seconds of 

silence for them to formulate a response.  Nevertheless, this results in another failure 

of initiation, as T takes the turn again in Line 45, and not one of the students. This 

time, however, T employs another strategy to initiate answers from the students: 

hinting (Ro & Kim, 2024) in Line 45. That is, T produces a prompt in reference to the 

content regarding the habits of different genders with (think about (.) 

your(.)brother, for example). After presenting a prompt in Line 45, T benefits 

from an interactional space for 7.5 seconds of silence (an EWT) in Line 46 to allow 

the students to absorb the new information and plan their turns. With the hint 

(brother), T aims to facilitate the students to respond and express their ideas in order 

to initiate the second part of the IRF sequence. By hinting through a prompt, T also 

simplifies the original question by providing a relatively more familiar example to 

allow the whole class to comprehend. However, the EWT in Line 46 are not followed 

by any student’s contribution, as is evident in Line 47, where it is T again who takes 

the turn to repeat the question as part of her classroom idiolect. In Line 49, T resists 
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“filling the silence” (Walsh, 2006, p.131) by allowing another extremely longer EWT 

of 11.3 seconds of silence, but this also fails to initiate an answer from the students. 

Thus, T attempts to initiate an answer again by deploying a request for action (Badem-

Korkmaz & Balaman, 2024) Line 50 (COME ON) in a louder voice, indicating that she 

expects an answer immediately. It can be claimed that the use of a request for action 

successfully initiates an answer from the students, as one of them (S6) nominates 

himself by raising his hand to provide an answer in Line 51. Upon this, T gives a turn 

to S6 in Line 52. 

After this initiation strategy serves its purpose, the second part of the IRF 

sequence starts in Line 53, where S6 produces his response with a grammatical mistake 

and mispronunciation. However, T chooses not to repair it in order to “enable learners 

to express themselves” (Walsh, 2006, p.66) as a part of the classroom context mode. 

This is also evidenced by the WT of 1.1 seconds of silence in Line 54, where T provides 

more space for S6 to express himself.  T’s first management of a pursue strategy comes 

in Line 55, where she deploys a continuer (Mm hm) as an expansion elicitor (Girgin & 

Brandt, 2020) to keep the channel open. It can also be claimed that the embodied 

actions of T raising her eyebrows with a wry smile while curling her lips, starting from 

Line 53, also enables S6 to continue. Note that even though one of the students (S2) 

switches into her mother tongue in Lines 59 and 62, T does not orient to this and waits 

for S6 to continue to speak in Lines 65 and 69 (see the WTs of 2.1 seconds of silence 

in Line 65 and 2.3 seconds of silence in Line 69). However, these WTs fail to serve 

their purposes, possibly because they are not extended, and T pursues the rest of the 

answers from the student by explicitly nominating S6 in Line 70. The use of this 

explicit address term could be claimed to be used as a management of the second 

pursue strategy, as S6 takes the turn and continues to speak Line 71. Through another 

strategy in the form of direct repair (Walsh, 2006) of S6’s mistake in Line 73, T still 

pursues the interaction with the same interactant, S6. Then T uses different pursue 

strategies to keep the interaction going in Lines 76 and 78. T completes the turn (a 

collaborative turn sequence) (Lerner, 2004; Walsh, 2006) by providing a word in Line 

76 (necessary=) as a pursue strategy, and S6 repeats the response in Line 77, thereby 

speaking further. T resorts to a DIU (Koshik, 2002) in Line 78 (but women?) as one 

of her pursue strategies, and in Line 79, S6 takes a fuller turn by comparing the 

differences between male and female consumer habits.  Although T uses (Mm hm) as 

an expansion elicitor accompanied by a nodding action (Girgin & Brandt, 2020; 
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Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986; Şimşek, 2022) in Line 80 to keep the channel open, S6 

does not produce more talk. In Line 82, T reformulates S6’s answer to take the attention 

of the class at the same time as targeting a specific group in the class (they want ̊ to˚ 

buy everything YES girls defend yourself), thereby using this as a pursue 

strategy with different interactants (see Section 4.2). 

Overall, Extract 4 demonstrates that (E)WTs might fail to lead to students’ 

involvement, regardless of their durations. In such cases, the teacher uses particular 

initiation strategies to conduct a whole-class speaking activity, such as a commentary 

(Line 14), pure repetitions (Lines 16-20, and 25-27) and narrowed-down repetitions 

(Lines 31-32), teasing a student (Line 22), hinting (Line 45) and using a request for 

action (Line 50), thereby successfully achieving participation (Realization 7). In 

addition, Extract 4 shows that the teacher successfully pursues the interaction with the 

same interactant (S6) by using the continuer (Mm hm) as an expansion elicitor in Line 

55, nominating the student by using an explicit address term in Line 70, performing a 

direct repair in Line 73, producing a collaborative turn sequence in Line 76, and using 

a DIU in Line 78 (see Realization 8). 
Realization 7 Management of Initiation 

1  T  Initiation 

2   WT 

3 T Commentary 

4  WT 

5 T Pure repetitions 

6  (E)WT 

7 T Teasing 

8  EWT 

9 T Pure repetitions 

10  (E)WT 

11 T Narrowed down repetition  

12  EWT 
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13 T Hinting 

14  EWT 

15 T Request for action 

16  WT 

17 S Response via self-selection  

Realization 8 Management of Pursue with The Same Interactant 

1  S  Response 

2  T Using a continuer 

3 S Response 

4 T Nominating the student by using an explicit address term 

5 S Response  

6 T Repair  

7 S Response  

8 T  Collaborative turn sequence/ Turn completion  

9 S Response 

10 T Using a Designedly Incomplete Utterance (DIU) 

11 S Response 

4.2. The Management of Pursue Strategies with Different Interactants 

Section 4.1 has presented the teacher’s management of response initiation 

strategies after (E)WTs fail to lead to any student involvement. Section 4.1 also 

demonstrated several sets of examples in which the teacher pursued an interaction with 

the same participant. Section 4.1 focused on the teacher’s pursue strategies with the 

same interactant and demonstrated that the teacher had successfully pursued the 

interaction with the same participant by providing positive feedback in Extracts 1 

(perfect) and 2 (nice), a confirmation check in Extract 1 (you mean we have 

different skills), repairs in Extracts 2 (death) and 4 (men buy=), a collaborative 
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turn sequence in Extract 4 (necessary=), DIUs ( till? ) in Extract 2, and ( but 

women? ) in Extract 4, using continuers in Extracts 1 and 4, nodding embodied action 

in Extract 3 and nominating the student by using an explicit address term in Extract ( 

yes s6 ). Section 4.2 will now present a detailed analysis of the teacher’s management 

of pursue strategies with different interactants during the whole-class speaking 

activities. This section presents the analysis of three extracts which are continuations 

of the extracts (i.e., Extracts 2, 3, and 4) analyzed in Section 4.1. 

Extract 5 is the continuation of Extract 2 in Section 4.1. It shows that after the 

teacher successfully initiates the response sequence and pursues more talk from the 

same interactant (see S1 in Extract 2), she pursues further talk from different students. 

As mentioned in the discussion of Extract 2 (see Section 4.1), the teacher’s pedagogical 

goal was determined by the material, the coursebook, so the mode is Materials Mode 

(Walsh, 2006). The teacher refers to the grammar points, focusing on the second 

conditional in the language reference section in the book (see Appendix E). With the 

help of the example question and answer, the teacher directs the question to the whole 

class and switches from the Materials Mode to the Classroom Context Mode (Walsh, 

2006). After the successful initiation of the sequence with S1 in Extract 2 through the 

question asking what the students would do if they won a million dollars, Extract 5 

shows the teacher’s pursue strategies, such as current-speaker-selects-next and pure 

repetition, to involve different interactants.  
 Extract 5: A Million Dollars (21.25-22.40) 
28 T ♦Mm hm♦ very nice okay  

  ♦ nods    ♦ 

29  (1.1) 

30 T >yes S2 what about you what would you do if you won< a  

31  million dollars 

  ((lines between 32-36 are omitted)) 

37  (1.1) 

38 T > yes S3 what about you what would do if you < (1.1) er:m  

39  won a million dollars 

40 S3 i would do investments 

41 T ≠İNvestments↑≠(.)okay(.)nice(.)great idea 
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  ≠ her eyes glaze up ≠ 

42  (1.1) 

43 T >what about you s4 what would you do if you won a million  

44  dollars< 

  ((t coughs for 3.8)) 

45 S4 ♫ er:m i would ™ er:m travel er:m ♫ disneyland 

  ♫ rolls her eyes up                                                  ♫ 

                                     ™ tidies her hair ---> l. 48 

46 T ♣ REALLY↑      ♣  

  ♣ raises her eyebrows ♣ 

47  (1.3) 

48 T you would travel to(.)disneyland okay(.)s5 ™ > what about you  

 s4 --->                                                                                            ™ 

After closing the sequence (♦Mm hm♦ very nice okay) in Line 28, a WT of 

1.1 seconds follows in Line 29 (see also Extract 2). Because there is no self-selection 

from the class, T, as the current speaker, selects S2 to respond as the next speaker in 

Line 30 and immediately repeats the original question from Extract 2 (see Appendix 

E). However, Lines 32–36 are omitted because S2 refuses to respond and continues 

speaking in her mother tongue, thereby choosing not to participate in the activity. 

During 1.1 seconds of silence in Line 37, there is no self-selection by the students to 

take the turn, so in Line 38, T, as the current speaker, selects the next speaker again by 

directly nominating S3 to pursue more talk from different students. It is evident that 

this turn allocation practice of the current speaker selecting the next serves its purpose 

successfully, since S3, as a different interactant, takes the turn to produce his response 

in Line 40. It can therefore be claimed that, as Pomerantz (1984) stated, S3 produces 

a preferred response because S3’s answer comes immediately without any hesitation 

or delay (see Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998; Schegloff, 2007). It is also evident that T 

takes S3’s response as a preferred one because she repeats S3’s contribution with a 

rising intonation accompanied by an embodied action (her eyes glaze up), and provides 

feedback before closing the sequence (okay (.) nice (.) great idea) in Line 41 

(Schegloff, 2007; Waring 2008). 

After another WT of 1.1 seconds in Line 42, with no self-selection to volunteer 

to take the floor, T, as the current speaker, again selects the next speaker through the 
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explicit nomination of S4 in Line 43. T again directs the same question to S4 using an 

explicit address term (the student’s name) through a quicker delivery, as evidenced by 

the right and left carat signs in Lines 43-44. Even though the response is given in 

hesitation (er:m) accompanied by S4’s eye-rolling embodied action (Pomerantz, 

1984), this pursue strategy with different interactants is successful, as S4 formulates a 

response related to the topic. Upon receiving S4’s response in Line 45, T delays the 

repair sequence with a question (♣ REALLY↑      ♣) to extend S4’s answer with a 

rising intonation accompanied by a raising eyebrow gesture in Line 46. T’s deployment 

of (♣ REALLY↑      ♣) might be claimed to serve as a topicalizer (i.e., see third-turn 

sequences in topic management) (Button & Casey, 1984, 1985). However, this does 

not work, as after a WT of 1.3 seconds of silence in Line 47, S4 neither extends her 

answer nor repairs it. Then, T initiates a direct repair with the help of a teacher echo 

(Walsh, 2006), and by repeating S4’s answer, T provides the correct version (you 

would travel to(.)disneyland). With this repair in Line 48, a brief mode-side 

sequence to the Skills and System mode occurs. After closing the sequence with S4 

(okay), T again resorts to current-speaker-selects-next as her pursue strategy to involve 

different interactants and delivers her question using an explicit address term (s5 ™ > 

what about you) in the following part of Line 48. 

After the teacher successfully initiated the student’s (S1) response and pursued 

interaction with the same student (S1) (see Extract 2, Section 4.1), she employed 

current-speaker-selects-next and pure repetition strategies in Lines 30, 38, 43, and 48 

to pursue more talk from different students (see Realization 9), which successfully 

served its purpose, since the students nominated by the teacher formulated their 

responses in the following lines, as can be seen in Extract 5.  

Realization 9 Management of Pursue with different interactants 

1  T  Current-speaker-selects-next + Repetition 

2  S Response 

Extract 6 is the continuation of Extract 3 analyzed in the previous section (see 

Section 4.1). This activity again comes from the coursebook and is supposed to be 

conducted as a work-in-small-groups activity (see Appendix D), but the teacher 

modifies it into a whole-class-speaking activity, creating a mode switch from Materials 

to Classroom Context Mode (Walsh, 2006). As shown in Extract 3 in Section 4.1, after 
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the successful initiation of a response from a student (S8) on the target topic in Line 

82, the teacher pursued the interaction with the same interactant (S8) until Line 89. 

After closing the turn through positive feedback and reformulating S8’s answer for the 

whole class in Lines 87-89, the teacher pursued the interaction with a different student 

who self-selected (S3). Being different from the strategies of current-speaker-select-

next and pure repetition, as demonstrated in Extract 5, Extract 6 presents a set of 

examples of management strategies through which the teacher pursues interactions 

with different interactants, such as using a continuer accompanied by a nod and repair. 
 Extract 6: What Advice (23.26-24.25) 

87 T =very nice(.)if they are late for the appointment they should  

88  get up ea:rly and(.)be ready for the appointment okay getting  

89  up is the solution  

90 T Ω you         Ω yes (.) S3 

 s3 Ω raises his hand      Ω 

91 S3 lets say(.)this person is going to meet(.)someone at ten pm=  

92 T *=Mm hm* 

  *    nods   * 

93 S3 and (.) erm that person have to (.) take bus [and bus]  

94 T                                              [Mm hm  ] 

95 S3 bus (.) take that person in thirty minutes= 

96 T *=Mm hm=* 

  *     nods     * 

97 S3 =so he should set up he might set up nine thirty= 

98 T *=Mm hm=* 

  *      nods    * 

99 S3 =im going to exit(.)home(.)and going to bus at ∑ this time= 

 s9                                                                                                                  ∑ raises her hand --

- >l.101 
100 T *=Mm hm* 

  *     nods   * 

101 S3 if he(.)or she sets an alarm(.)that way ∑ e:rm(.)he might(.)  

 S9 --->                                                                                          ∑ 
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102  dont be late 

103 T *[Mm hm       ]* 

  *              nods            * 

104 S3 [in the moment] 

105 T he wont be late=  

106 S3 =yes 

107 T very nice in this case okay nice S9 yes please 

108 S9 erm he should take appointments e:rm (.) late= 

109 T *=Mm hm=* 

  *      nods    * 

110 S9 =late hours gibi= 

             like 

  “Like late hours” 

111 T *=Mm hm* late hours okay 

  *    nods   * 

112  (1.7) 

113 T nice  

114  (1.3) 

115 T nice 

In Line 90, T gives the turn to a student who self-selects (S3) by using an 

explicit address term (Ω you     Ω yes (.)S3) and pursues more talk by using a 

bridging continuer accompanied by a nodding embodied action (=Mm hm) to keep the 

channel open in Line 92 (Girgin & Brandt, 2020; Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986; Şimşek, 

2022). This management of a pursue strategy evidently serves its purpose, since S3 

continues to produce more talk in Line 93. T’s other uses of the continuer accompanied 

by her nodding embodied action (Girgin & Brandt, 2020; Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986; 

Şimşek, 2022) in Lines 94, 96, 98, 100, and 103 are also successful, as evidenced in 

the following lines (95, 97, 99, 101, and 104), where it is S3 who continues to speak 

further. Another example of T’s deployment of the pursue strategy comes in Line 105 

through a repair (Walsh, 2006) (he won’t be late=). This successfully results in 

S3’s confirmation in Line 106 (=yes). After S3’s confirmation, T closes the sequence 

by providing positive feedback (very nice in this case, okay nice) in Line 
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107. Upon this feedback, in the following part of Line 107, T gives the turn to S9, who 

raises her hand (self-selection) between Lines 99-101 through an explicit address term 

(S9 yes please). S9 delivers her response in Line 108 in a latch with a continuer 

(=Mm hm=) accompanied by T’s nodding embodied action (Girgin & Brandt, 2020; 

Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986; Şimşek, 2022) in Line 109. It can be claimed that T’s 

embodied response pursue strategy successfully serves its purpose since S9 continues 

to speak further in Line 110. After this, T closes the sequence with S9 through positive 

feedback (nice) (Walsh, 2006) in Lines 113 and 115.  

Taken together, the above analysis shows that after successfully initiating and 

pursuing a response with S8 (see Extract 3 in Section 4.1.) the teacher also successfully 

pursues more talk from different students (S3 and S9 in this case) through a continuer 

accompanied by her nodding embodied action in Lines 92, 94, 96, 98, 100, 103, and 

109 and repair in Line 105. 
Realization 10 Management of Pursue with different interactants 

1 T  Continuing with different students who self-select 

2  S Response 

3 T Using a continuer + Nodding 

4 S Response 

5 T  Using a continuer + Nodding 

6  S Response 

7 T Using a continuer + Nodding 

8 S Response 

9 T  Using a continuer 

10 S Response 

11 T Using a continuer 

12 S Response 

13 T  Repair 

14  S Response 
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Extract 7 is the continuation of Extract 4 in Section 4.1. This demonstrates that 

after successfully initiating a fuller response and pursuing further talk with the same 

speaker (see S6 in Extract 4), the teacher pursues more talk with different students by 

employing several strategies which are different from those deployed in Extracts 5 and 

6 analyzed above, such as using a request for action, targeting a specific group, positive 

feedback, and a collaborative turn sequence. As explained in the discussion of Extract 

4 of Section 4.1, the pedagogic aim, which is evaluating claims, is determined by the 

material, the coursebook, so the mode begins in Materials Mode (Walsh, 2006). The 

activities in the section (see Appendix F) are supposed to be conducted through a 

discussion between partners, but the teacher adapts the discussion-between-partners 

activity to a whole-class speaking activity, creating a switch from Materials Mode to 

Classroom Context Mode (Walsh, 2006). 
 Extract 7: Modern Women (15.25-16.15) 
82 T they want ˚to˚ buy everything YES girls defend yourself  

83  (3.2) 

84 T please↓ defend yourself 

85 S6 ˚they follow [(inaudible)˚] 

86 T             Ω ֎[THEY FOLLOW ] ֎ 

 t                                  ֎ leans forward to s6  ֎ 

 S8                              Ω  raises her hand ---> l. 90 

87 S6 fashion= 

88 T =FAShion 

89 S6 more (.) than (.) us 

90 T [more than] okay men Mm hm(.) yes↑ S8 Ω 

  --->                                                                                     Ω 

91 S6 [inaudible] 

92 S8 erm we we buy erm (1.3) everything we dont erm erm we dont  

93  buy everything 

94 T nice 

95 S8 erm we buy only e:rm= 

96 T =what we need= 

97 S8 =what we need 
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98 T perfect 

After repeating S6’s answer at the beginning of Line 82, as can also be seen in 

Extract 4 of Section 4.1, T pursues more talk from different students by using a request 

for action (Badem-Korkmaz & Balaman, 2024) and targeting a specific group (YES 

girls defend yourself). However, this pursue strategy fails to lead to any student 

involvement, as evidenced by 3.2 seconds of silence (an EWT) in Line 83. Upon this, 

T continues to pursue more talk using another request for action in Line 84 (please↓ 

defend yourself) (Badem-Korkmaz & Balaman, 2024). Interestingly, S6, as the 

same interactant (see Extract 4 above), takes the turn again to expand on his idea and 

delivers his answer in a quieter tone of voice in Line 85. T repeats his answer, possibly 

for the sake of the whole class in Line 86. However, it should be noted that T’s use of 

the second request for action as a pursue strategy results in self-selection by S8 in Line 

86. It can therefore be claimed that T’s use of a request for action as well as targeting 

a specific group succeed in generating more talk from the class. In Line 90, using an 

explicit address term (yes↑ S8), T gives the turn to S8 as a different speaker. After S8 

produces her answer in Lines 92 and 93, T gives positive feedback in Line 94 (nice), 

possibly to encourage the student to say more. It can be claimed that giving positive 

feedback as a strategy to pursue more talk is successful because, in Line 95, S8 

continues to produce more talk. In addition, note also that T completes the turn in Line 

96 (a collaborative turn sequence) (Lerner, 2004; Walsh, 2006), possibly to help the 

student say more, thereby pursuing more talk. However, after repeating T’s answer, S8 

does not produce more talk, and T closes the channel by providing another positive 

feedback (perfect) in Line 98. 

Extract 7 shows that after the successful initiation and pursue of a response 

with the same student (S6), the teacher uses a different set of response pursue strategies 

from those resorted to in Extracts 5 and 6 above to involve different students, such as 

using a request for action and targeting a specific group in Lines 82 and 84 (YES girls 

defend yourself) and (please↓ defend yourself), which eventually results in the 

self-selection of S8. In addition, the teacher provides positive feedback in Line 94 

(nice) and produces a collaborative turn sequence in Line 96 (=what we need=) to 

successfully pursue different students’ involvement during whole-class speaking 

activity. 
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Realization 11 Management of Pursue with different interactants 

1  T  Request for action + Targeting a specific group 

2   EWT 

3 T Request for action + Targeting a specific group 

4 S Response via self-selection 

5 T Positive feedback 

6 S Response 

8 T Collaborative turn sequence/ Turn completion 

9 S Response 

4.3. Summary of the Findings 

The findings of this study show that if WTs are not extended, they do not lead 

to any student involvement. In addition, even if they are extended, they might not 

always serve the purpose of enabling students to form a response by allowing them 

enough time, thereby not leading to any student participation. The teacher deployed a 

range of strategies both to manage the initiation and to pursue the interaction after 

(E)WTs failed. The extracts analyzed specifically show that while the teacher is 

pursuing a conversation with the same interactant, she can also pursue the interaction 

with different participants. In this chapter, the analyses are presented in two sections: 

(1) the teacher’s management of initiation strategies when (E)WTs fail to lead to any 

student involvement along with her response pursue strategies with the same 

interactant, and (2) the teacher’s management of response pursue strategies with 

different interactants. 

The first section, Section 4.1, focused on the teacher’s management of response 

initiation strategies in which she pursued the interaction with the same interactant. For 

example, it was demonstrated that the teacher resorted to particular strategies to initiate 

a response from the class when her (E)WTs failed, such as narrowed-down repetitions 

(Extracts 1 and 4) and pure repetitions (Extract 2, 3, and 4). Other response initiation 

strategies were in the form of hinting (Extracts 2, 3, and 4). Scaffolding by 

reformulation as an initiation strategy was also demonstrated in Extract 3. The 
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teacher’s other management of the response initiation strategy was also seen in the 

form of using a request for action in Extracts 3 and 4.  Using commentary and ironic 

teasing as the teacher’s response initiation strategies were shown in Extract 4. 

Following the teacher’s successful management of response initiation 

strategies after the failures of (E)WTs, she created learning opportunities for the 

students to nominate themselves to take the turn. The teacher also pursued the 

interaction with the same speaker who self-selected by means of the strategies 

examined in detail above, such as using a continuer (Extracts 1 and 4) and providing 

feedback (Extracts 1 and 2). As evident in the extracts, the teacher resorted to a 

confirmation check in Extract 1 as one of her pursue strategies. She also deployed 

DIUs and repairs to pursue interaction with the same interactant, as seen in Extracts 2 

and 4. Nods were found to be another of the teacher’s pursue strategies in Extract 3. 

Collaborative turn sequences/turn completions as a pursue strategy with the same 

interactant were seen in Extract 4. The teacher also pursued the interaction with the 

same interactant by nominating the speaker using an explicit address term in Extract 

4. 

As seen in Section 4.2, management strategies to pursue interactions with 

different speakers might differ from those deployed to pursue interactions with the 

same interactant discussed in Section 4.1. These strategies enabled the teacher to 

successfully pursue conversations with different speakers. The second section, Section 

4.2, therefore examined the characteristics of the teacher’s management of response 

pursue strategies with different interactants. The findings presented in Section 4.2 

showed that the teacher used several strategies to pursue the interaction with different 

speakers. Extract 5 showed that she employed current-speaker-selects-next as a 

strategy to pursue more talk from different interactants and Extract 6 showed her use 

of a continuer, a nod and repair as pursue strategies with other speakers. The teacher’s 

other pursue strategies were found to be requesting for action targeting a specific 

group, feedback and turn completions in Extract 7.  
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CHAPTER V 

 

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION, AND IMPLICATIONS 

In this chapter, the findings will be discussed with reference to the literature 

discussed in the previous chapters. This chapter will also discuss creating learning 

opportunities and classroom interactional competence, and creating space for learning 

through nodding embodied resources. This chapter will conclude with a consideration 

of the pedagogical implications of the findings and suggestions for further research 

into the phenomenon investigated in this study.  

5.1. Discussion and Conclusion 

Previous studies of (E)WTs have mainly been based on their implementation, 

duration and effectiveness. They were based on various research fields. Pioneering 

research was mainly related to the field of science education and drew conclusions 

from tape-recordings (Fowler, 1975; Rowe, 1972; Tobin, 1980). Mathematics has also 

been a focus of attention in EWT research (Heinze & Erhard, 2006; Ingram & Elliott, 

2014; Tobin, 1986). Tobin (1986) based his conclusion on tape-recorded data analyzed 

through statistical tests, and Heinze and Erhard (2006) video-taped lessons and 

calculated the wait-times. On the other hand, Ingram and Elliott (2014) focused on 

turn-taking and silences in mathematics lessons using CA. The literature review also 

presented many studies which had focused on EWTs in language education (for 

example, Alsaadi & Atar, 2019; Aras, 2007; Atar, 2020a, 2020b; Daslin & Zainil, 2020; 

Kamdideh & Barjesteh, 2019; Mak, 2011; Shrum & Tech, 1985; Süt, 2020; Wasik & 

Hindman, 2018; White & Lightbown, 1984; Yaqubi & Rokni, 2012; Yatağanbaba & 

Yıldırım, 2016; Zainil et al., 2023), but those studies differed in terms of their research 

methodologies. For example, White and Lightbown (1984) focused on question-

answer exchanges and counted and measured wait-times through a quantitative 

analysis. Shrum and Tech (1985) drew conclusions from a descriptive study on Spanish 

and French lessons and recorded and coded the data to measure wait-times. Aras 

(2007) used a quasi-experimental design to study the use of EWTs in an EFL context. 
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Mak (2011) studied the effect of EWT on Chinese ESL learners’ anxiety through the 

quantitative analysis of questionnaires. Kamdideh and Barjesteh (2019) investigated 

the effect of EWTs on Iranian EFL learners’ willingness to communicate through a 

quasi-experimental research design and questionnaires. After the 2000s, the literature 

showed an increased use of CA as a methodology for examining the use of EWT in 

language education, specifically in EFL contexts (for example, Alsaadi & Atar, 2019; 

Atar, 2020a, 2020b; Daslin & Zainil, 2020; Süt, 2020; Yaqubi & Rokni, 2012; 

Yatağanbaba & Yıldırım, 2016; Zainil et al., 2023). Although these studies investigated 

EWT in language education through CA, their focus was either on its duration (Daslin 

& Zainil, 2020; Zainil et al., 2023) or on the effect of limited wait-time (Yaqubi & 

Rokni, 2012; Yatağanbaba & Yıldırım, 2016). Alsaadi and Atar (2019) examined 

student reaction wait-time in a Saudi EFL context. Atar (2020a, 2020b) conducted two 

studies on wait-time, focusing on how pre-service teachers interrupted it and 

awareness raising on pre-service teachers’ use of wait-time. Süt (2020) also examined 

the use of wait-time, but her context differed in terms of the participants. She 

specifically focused on the use of wait-time by native ESL teachers in an EAP context. 

Even though their contexts, fields and methodologies varied, the research studies listed 

above highlighted the importance of the effective use of EWT to create more learning 

opportunities and suggested providing longer wait-times for enhanced student 

answers. However, the strategies used when (E)WTs fail to initiate responses from 

students have not been addressed in great detail. Therefore, research from a micro-

analytic perspective examining the specific strategies employed by a teacher when 

(E)WTs fail to initiate responses from students in EFL classrooms, specifically during 

whole-class speaking activities, might be considered as underexplored. To contribute 

to and extend the literature, this study was designed to provide insights into the 

strategies used by an EFL teacher during whole-class speaking activities to keep the 

channel open when (E)WTs fail to facilitate student engagement. 

 Using multimodal CA, this study firstly investigated an EFL teacher's 

management of response initiation strategies when (E)WTs fail to lead to student 

involvement during whole-class speaking activities. The findings have demonstrated 

that if WTs are not extended, they do not lead to any student involvement. In addition, 

even if they are extended, they might not always serve the purpose of enabling students 

to form a response by allowing them enough time, thereby not leading to any student 

participation. Maroni (2011) cautioned that simply waiting longer does not always 
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result in coherent answers, emphasizing the need to combine pauses with relevant 

verbal prompts to encourage student involvement. Regarding this issue, the literature 

suggests that teachers tend to ask display questions, if wait-time is less than three 

seconds (Barnette et al., 1995; DeTure & Miller, 1985; Swift & Gooding, 1983). On 

the other hand, when EWTs fail to lead to student responses, teachers often employ 

techniques, such as repeating and redirecting the questions to other students or the 

whole class (Barnette et al., 1995) and modification in questioning (Atar, 2016; Atar 

& Seedhouse, 2018; Barnette et al., 1995; DeTure & Miller, 1985; Fagan et al., 1981; 

Rice, 1977; Swift & Gooding, 1983; Tobin, 1986). Barnette et al. (1995), for example, 

found that teachers who deploy EWTs are likely to provide opportunities for the entire 

class to contribute responses by repeating the questions and redirecting them to other 

students or the entire class. As for modification in questioning, it has been illustrated 

that teachers are more inclined to pose high-level cognitive questions after EWTs are 

employed (Fagan et al., 1981; Rice, 1977; Tobin, 1986). Swift and Gooding (1983), 

on the other hand, proposed that evaluative questions are more frequently used after 

EWTs. Clarification requests and elaboration questions (i.e., teacher probing) have 

also been claimed to be used after a wait-time of two to three seconds or more (Atar, 

2016; Atar & Seedhouse, 2018; Barnette et al., 1995).  

5.1.1. Initiation strategies in managing whole-class speaking activities 

when (E)WTs fail to initiate responses from students 

Similar to the findings of the literature, this study shows that if the WT is not 

extended, this does not result in any student involvement.  In addition, the findings of 

the current study indicate that even EWTs might not consistently result in student 

participation, irrespective of their duration (Extract 2 Line 5, 11.7 seconds of EWT; 

Extract 4 Line 33, 30 seconds of EWT; Extract 4 Line 49, 11.3 seconds of EWT). 

Consequently, the teacher might need to adapt and implement different strategies to 

increase student engagement, thereby being responsive to the moment (Waring et al., 

2016). It should be argued at this point that attributing a limit to what constitutes an 

EWT (i.e., the duration of it) might be misleading when students’ (un)willingness to 

participate is considered, especially during whole-class speaking activities in L2 

classrooms in which students are required to use the target language by responding to 

teachers’ referential questions. This might be the reason why Walsh (2006) did not 
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attribute a duration limit to wait-time, defining it solely as allowing sufficient time 

(i.e., several seconds) for students to formulate a response. It should be acknowledged, 

of course, that it is very hard to present evidence for this from the lines of the extracts 

analyzed for this thesis. However, in Extract 3, during the omitted part (Lines 60-76), 

the teacher deals with a classroom managerial issue in the form of a small talk among 

the students about the use of a cellphone during the lesson, which might show the 

unwillingness stance of the students to speak. Similarly, in Extract 5, where the teacher 

wants to pursue more talk from different students, during the omitted part (Lines 32-

36), a student refuses to speak and continues speaking in Turkish, thereby choosing 

not to participate in the activity. 

From a broader perspective, the findings have shown some similar strategies 

deployed by teachers when (E)WTs fail to lead to student involvement to those 

identified in the literature (for example, Alsaadi & Atar, 2019; Atar, 2016; Atar & 

Seedhouse, 2018; Barnette et al., 1995; Fowler, 1975; Heinze & Erhard, 2006; Holley 

& King, 1971; Maroni, 2011; Rowe, 1972; Shrum & Tech, 1985; Süt, 2020; Tobin, 

1986; White & Lightbown, 1984; Yaqubi & Rokni, 2012; Yatağanbaba & Yıldırım, 

2016). The teacher used narrowed-down repetitions (Extracts 1 and 4), pure repetitions 

(Extracts 2, 3 and 4), hinting (Extracts 2, 3 and 4), reformulation (Extract 3), 

clarification (Extract 3), requesting for action (Extracts 3 and 4), commentary and 

ironic teasing (Extract 4) as her response initiation strategies when (E)WTs failed to 

lead to student involvement during whole-class speaking activities. However, a 

detailed sequential analysis revealed that when the WT is less than three seconds, the 

teacher uses pure repetitions (Extracts 2, 3, and 4), scaffolding by reformulation 

(Extract 3), clarification (Extract 3), and commentary (Extract 4) to initiate responses 

from the class, thereby not resisting the temptation of filling the silence. On the other 

hand, when the WT is three seconds or more (i.e., EWT), it was found that the teacher 

uses hinting (Extracts 2, 3, and 4), narrowed-down repetition (Extracts 1 and 4), 

requesting for action (Extracts 3 and 4), and ironic teasing (Extract 4) to initiate 

responses from the class. Therefore, the findings of this study have extended and 

detailed the literature on the sets of strategies that teachers utilize to initiate responses 

from students through the lens of CA, which can prove beneficial in providing 

solutions to both pre- and in-service teachers to effectively manage classroom 

interaction during whole-class speaking activities. 
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It should be highlighted at this point that the findings of the study suggest that 

there is not one effective technique that fosters involvement, but a combination of 

them. That is why the acronym, (E)WT, was used throughout the analysis procedure 

(i.e., not to overlook the WT practices of the teacher), as the deployment of them in a 

sequence might have paved the way for participation. For example, it looks like hinting 

works out for initiating an answer from the class in Extract 2; however, it is not as 

effective as in doing so in Extract 3, where the teacher’s use of pure repetition along 

with a request for action fosters participation from the class. Similarly, it looks like 

pure repetition does not work out for initiating a response from the class in Extract 2, 

where the teacher’s use of hinting facilitates participation; however, it is effective in 

doing so in Extract 3, where one of the students self-selects and provides an answer 

right after it. This highlights the significance of teachers’ adaptability and being 

responsive to the moment in the use of unplanned scaffolding techniques (Walsh, 2006; 

Waring, 2016; Waring et al., 2016) to facilitate student involvement and hence learning 

in the classroom. In addition, since the teacher’s use of these techniques effectively 

results in the students’ self-selection and participation after (E)WTs are implemented, 

it can be claimed that the teacher’s management of (E)WT failures in this study is 

evidence of her CIC.  

5.1.2. Pursue strategies in managing whole-class speaking activities after 

initiating the response sequence 

 5.1.2.1. Pursue strategies with the same interactant 

The findings have also shown several key strategies used by the teacher to 

pursue student responses after a response sequence was initiated. They have also 

shown that the teacher’s pursue strategies with the same interactant differ from those 

employed with different interactants to keep the channel open. Regarding her response 

pursue strategies with the same interactants, the teacher pursued more talk from the 

students by using a continuer (Extracts 1 and 4), providing feedback (Extracts 1 and 

2), a confirmation check (Extract 1), DIUs and repairs (Extracts 2 and 4), nods (Extract 

3), turn completions and using an explicit address term (Extract 4).  

The teacher kept the channel open for the same interactant who self-selects and 

takes the turn by using continuers, providing positive feedback, confirmation checks, 

repairs (Walsh, 2006), DIUs (Koshik, 2002), nodding embodied actions (Girgin & 
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Brandt, 2020; Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986; Kääntä, 2010, 2012; Şimşek, 2022), 

nominating a student by using an explicit address term, and collaborative turn 

sequences/turn completions (Lerner, 2004; Walsh, 2006). In order to pursue the 

interaction with the same interactant who self-selects, the teacher benefitted from 

continuers (Girgin & Brandt, 2020) in Extract 1 and 4, accompanied by her nodding 

embodied actions in Extract 1 (Girgin & Brandt, 2020; Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986; 

Kääntä, 2010, 2012; Şimşek, 2022), and nodding alone, as seen in Line 85 in Extract 

3. The use of an explicit address term as one of the other strategies to pursue the 

interaction with the same speaker has been shown in Extract 4 since the teacher directly 

nominated S6 to give the turn back, while S2 interrupted S6 with her comments in 

Turkish. The other strategies that the teacher used successfully to pursue the interaction 

with the same speaker can be seen in prosodic clues and a DIU (Koshik, 2002) from 

Extract 2 and in Extract 4. As seen in Extract 1, S3 produced confirmations and the 

teacher answered in a latch followed by S3’s confirmation through a nodding 

embodied action can serve as examples of the teacher’s initiation strategies. 

Collaborative turn sequence (Lerner, 2004) (see also turn completions in Walsh 

[2006]) as a pursue strategy with the same interactant can be seen in Lines 74 and 76 

in Extract 4. S6, as the current speaker has uttered his turn in Line 74, but the rest of 

the sentence has not been followed, as is evident by a WT of 1.4 seconds of silence. 

During that silence, there was no answer from S6, so the teacher delivered the searched 

word in Line 76, followed by S6’s confirmation in Line 77, as Lerner (2004) explained. 

Repairs through echoes (Walsh, 2006) as a pursue strategy with the same interactant 

were exemplified in S6’s utterance in Line 74 and the teacher’s repair through echo in 

Line 73 in Extract 4; the other repair through echo example was in Extract 2, when S1 

did not take up the teacher’s prosodic clue and DIU (Koshik, 2002) and it was the 

teacher who repaired by providing the target word, followed by S1’s uptake 

accompanied by his nod. Feedback as a strategy of pursue with the same interactant 

can be seen with S3, who had self-selected after the successful initiation in Extract 1. 

Another feedback example can be seen in Extract 2, it was given to the same 

interactant, S1, who had taken the turn after the initiation and uttered. 
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5.1.2.2. Pursue strategies with different interactants 

The findings have also revealed several differences regarding the management 

of pursue strategies with different interactants in whole-class speaking activities 

following successful sequence initiations. In order to pursue more talk with different 

interactants, the teacher deployed current-speaker-selects-next (Extract 5), using a 

continuer, nod and repair (Extract 6), using requests for action, targeting a specific 

group, feedback and turn completions (Extract 7). Extract 7 showed that the teacher 

guided the students into a group discussion using requests for action, since it was S6, 

a male student, with whom the teacher had pursued the interaction, as seen in Extract 

4. The teacher benefitted from feedback to pursue an interaction with S8, who had self-

selected after initiating with S6. Collaborative turn sequence (Lerner, 2004) can be 

seen as the teacher’s pursue strategy in Extract 7 in which S8 uttered Line 96 and the 

teacher provided the rest in Line 97, and this strategy successfully resulted in S8’s 

answer in Line 98. Throughout Extract 5, the teacher, as the current speaker, selected 

the next interactant insistently by using an explicit address term accompanied by pure 

repetitions of the original initiation question. Extract 6 started after the teacher’s 

response initiation with S8 in Extract 3, and Extract 6 contained examples of continuer 

uses accompanied by her nodding embodied action (Girgin & Brandt, 2020; Goodwin 

& Goodwin, 1986; Kääntä, 2010, 2012; Şimşek, 2022) to pursue the interaction with 

different interactants; in this case, speaker S3. In the following lines, the teacher 

pursued more talk through repair (Walsh, 2006), after S3’s answer including a 

grammatical mistake in Line 102, when she delivered the correct in Line 105, and S3 

followed the teacher’s answer in Line 106. 

To sum up, this thesis has presented empirical data gathered in an EFL context 

through video-recordings. The data were examined and transcribed in detail from a 

micro-analytic perspective by adopting multimodal CA as the research methodology. 

The aim differed from that of previous research in terms of focus. Previous studies had 

primarily focused on the use and length of EWT whereas the current study focused on 

investigating what happened in the language classroom when (E)WT failed to lead 

students to respond. The findings showed that regardless of the duration, even EWTs 

might not always result in students’ responses. The findings also showed that several 

key strategies are used by the teacher to pursue student responses after a response 

sequence was initiated. They also showed that the teacher’s pursue strategies with the 
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same interactant differ from those employed with different interactants to keep the 

channel open. The next sections will discuss the findings of the thesis in relation to 

creating learning opportunities and CIC as well as creating space for learning through 

nodding embodied resources. This thesis will conclude with a consideration of the 

pedagogical implications of the findings and suggestions for further research into the 

phenomenon.  

5.1.3. Creating learning opportunities and CIC 

This study has provided insights into how one EFL teacher managed classroom 

interaction when (E)WTs failed to lead to student responses during whole-class 

speaking activities. The findings show that even an EWT does not always lead to 

student participation, contrary to the literature (for example, Atar, 2020a; 2020b; 

Barnette et al., 1995; Cotton, 1988; Duell, 1994; Rowe, 1972; Tobin, 1980, 1986). This 

study’s findings demonstrate that when extended wait-time was unsuccessful, the 

teacher employed a variety of initiation strategies to encourage student involvement, 

including hinting (Extracts 2, 3, and 4), narrowed-down repetition (Extracts 1 and 4), 

requests for action, (Extracts 3 and 4), and ironic teasing (Extract 4). These strategies 

enabled the teacher to create opportunities for students to participate in an interaction 

through self-selection and hence contribute to the learning and teaching processes. The 

study also highlights the teacher’s ability to pursue an interaction with both the same 

student and different students through various interactional practices. With the same 

student, the teacher used continuers, positive feedback, confirmation checks, repairs 

and collaborative turn completions to extend the student’s contributions. With different 

students, the teacher employed current-speaker-selects-next, continuers with 

embodied actions, repairs, requests for action, and posing questions which targeted a 

specific group (females, in this case) to involve more students in the discussion. These 

findings underscore the complex and dynamic nature of CIC, demonstrating that 

teachers must constantly adapt their strategies to maintain student engagement and 

create learning opportunities. For example, this study identified narrowed-down 

repetition as an initiation strategy when her EWT failed to lead to a student’s response 

(Extract 1). The teacher resorted to this strategy to simplify and shorten the questions 

for the whole class’s sake so that the students could contribute much more easily. The 

findings have proved that using requests for action and targeting a specific group had 
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encouraged the students to participate more freely as a group. In language classrooms, 

teachers are expected to lower the tension and anxiety in order to enable the students 

to produce and practice the target language. Specifically, in speaking activities, guiding 

the students into a group discussion can reduce the individual tension on the students 

and provide a more comfortable learning opportunity in which where they feel safe 

enough to take risks in using the target language. The results have also shown that the 

management strategies employed to pursue the interaction with different speakers 

diverge from those used to pursue interactions with the same interlocutor. However, 

the findings also proved that these strategies also effectively enabled the participants 

to engage and the teacher to successfully pursue the conversation. The findings of this 

study have therefore extended those of previous studies in terms of the management 

of initiation and pursue strategies with a focus on the interactant and underline the 

importance of the careful implementation of such strategies during whole-class 

speaking activities from a micro-analytic perspective. These findings have repeated 

the emphasis of previous research on raising teachers’ awareness of the effective 

utilization of such strategies when EWTs fail to lead students to participate and 

respond.  

These findings align with those reported in the literature, since they have 

highlighted the critical importance of CIC for effective language teaching and learning 

while managing the classroom interaction, and suggest that teachers need a range of 

interactional strategies to manage classroom discourse (Atar, 2020a; Balaman, 2016; 

Dilber; 2022; Girgin, 2017; Sert, 2015, 2019; Şimşek, 2022; Walsh, 2006, 2011, 2013). 

The findings also suggest that teachers require a diverse range of interactional 

strategies to successfully manage the classroom interaction. According to this study’s 

results, the teacher showed flexibility in adapting strategies when initial attempts had 

failed to facilitate learning, particularly when EWTs failed to elicit student responses, 

showcasing her ability to use interaction as a tool for mediating learning in the 

classroom environment. This aligns closely with Walsh’s (2011) concept of CIC. This 

flexibility in managing classroom interaction as a key aspect of CIC showed how the 

teacher adapted her interactional practices based on the pedagogical focus and student 

responses. In the light of this, it can be argued that the teacher’s employment of multi-

faceted strategies in situations when (E)WTs failed to lead to student responses 

emerges as one of the key aspects of CIC, highlighting the dynamic and context-

sensitive nature of effective teaching. The teacher’s ability to switch seamlessly 
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between different modes of interaction and the deployment of appropriate strategies in 

real time underscores the complex and fluid nature of classroom discourse. These 

findings emphasize the intricate and demanding interactional skill required by 

language teachers and underline the pressing need to develop teachers’ awareness, 

skills and competencies in EFL classrooms to maximize learning potential.  

5.1.4. Creating space for learning through embodiment: the case of 

nodding and the continuer, “Mm hm” 

 As discussed in the literature review, teachers’ awareness and strategic use of 

multimodal resources can significantly impact their ability to manage classroom 

discourse and create a more engaging learning environment. At the same time, 

attending to students’ non-verbal cues can provide valuable information regarding their 

understanding and engagement. The use of embodied resources, particularly head 

nods, has emerged as a significant aspect of the teacher’s interactional repertoire 

(Girgin & Brandt, 2020; Kääntä, 2010, 2012; Şimşek, 2022). The literature highlighted 

that nods are used in conjunction with continuers (such as Mm hm) to acknowledge 

student contributions and to encourage further elaboration. The results of this study 

extend the findings of previous research on the multimodal nature of classroom 

discourse by showing how nodding plays an important role in pursuing student 

responses and in encouraging student participation in L2 English classrooms. For 

example, the findings show that the teacher’s nodding often accompanied the continuer 

(Mm hm), serving as an embodied acknowledgment which prompted the students to 

extend their responses and encouraged them to speak further. It can therefore be 

claimed that the findings of this study align with those of previous research on the 

importance of embodiment as integral to the organization of L2 English classroom 

interaction (for example, Girgin & Brandt, 2020; Kääntä, 2010, 2012; Sert, 2015). 

5.2. Implications 

The findings of this study have once more emphasized that EWT is a key 

element of classroom interactions, giving students rehearsal time (Walsh, 2006) to 

process and formulate responses. However, the results also show that even an EWT 

alone may not always be sufficient to lead to student participation, particularly in 

language learning contexts. It is therefore important to raise awareness of the fact that 
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when an EWT fails to generate student responses, teachers need to employ alternative 

strategies to maintain effective classroom discourse. The findings have shown that 

teachers can use strategies such as hinting, narrowed-down repetition, requests for 

action, and ironic teasing to initiate responses from the class when her EWTs failed to 

do so. They have also shown that embodied actions, specifically head nods play a 

crucial role in encouraging student participation.  

Based on these findings, this research also recommends a paradigm shift in 

teacher training, emphasizing the centrality of interactional skills in effective language 

teaching, and the importance of developing CIC in language-teacher education (Atar, 

2020a; Sert, 2011, 2015; Sert & Walsh, 2014). This study also emphasizes the need for 

teacher education programs to focus on developing a diverse repertoire of interactional 

strategies which can be useful for transitioning to alternative techniques when 

necessary. Therefore, this study also suggests incorporation of developing such skills 

into L2 teacher training programs conducted for four years in undergraduate levels in 

the Faculties of Education in Türkiye. By drawing attention to the multimodal nature 

of the interaction, verbal and non-verbal aspects of the interaction can be integrated 

into the pre-service teachers’ theoretical education by the curriculum designers and in-

service teachers’ training programs by the department of in-service training. Following 

the theoretical education on multimodality of the interaction, it can also be suggested 

that raising practitioners’ awareness of CIC by analyzing recordings of classroom 

interactions and engaging them in reflective practices is vital. Both pre- and in-service 

teachers can be engaged in reflective practices to integrate these skills into trainings of 

both pre- and in-service teachers periodically in order to enable them be aware of what 

they do in the classroom, reflect on their own performance, and learn from observed 

practices through a micro-detailed analysis of classroom interactions (Atar, 2020a, 

2020b; Sert, 2015, 2019; Walsh, 2006, 2011). Through analyzing video recordings of 

classroom interactions, practitioners can identify effective practices and areas for 

improvement and follow the developments in their own fields and develop 

professionally by keeping up with the both existing and new trends.  

Workshops for pre- and in-service teachers, both face to face and virtual, can 

also be recommended to identify, compare and share experiences regarding the 

similarities and differences cross-culturally so that practitioners can collaborate by 

extending the scope of their teaching practices in terms of their fields, levels of the 

students, and teaching contexts. Through these shared experiences, corpora, 
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guidelines, and materials such as handbooks can be developed to be benefitted from 

among practitioners to self-educate.  

If teachers are equipped with multimodal awareness of verbal and non-verbal 

strategies, they can purposefully adapt their approach to the specific classroom 

context, pedagogical goals, and individual student needs, ultimately creating more 

dynamic and inclusive learning environments in which they can maximize student 

participation and hence their learning potential.  

Overall, developing teachers’ interactional competence should be seen as a 

fundamental and ongoing process in teacher education which requires sustained 

attention and practice. By prioritizing the development of CIC through teacher 

training, teachers can be empowered to create more engaging, responsive, and 

effective learning environments for their students.  

5.3. Suggestions for Future Research 

This study used a micro-analytic CA approach to examine an EFL teacher’s 

management of response initiation and pursue strategies when her (E)WTs failed to 

lead to student involvement during whole-class speaking activities. The findings 

showed that even EWTs do not always serve the intended purpose of providing 

students with sufficient time to formulate responses, and that teachers might need to 

employ additional interactional strategies to facilitate student involvement, such as 

hinting narrowed-down repetition, requests for action, and ironic teasing. After 

response initiation, teachers might need to use other strategies to pursue the interaction, 

such as continuers, positive feedback, confirmation checks, DIUs, repairs, nodding, 

explicit address terms and turn completions. However, these strategies might differ 

when the interaction is pursued with different speakers. Teachers could benefit from 

nominating other students with current-speaker-selects-next, using requests for action, 

and targeting a specific group.  

To better understand whether the strategies which the teacher resorted to in 

cases of EWTs’ failures would differ in other contexts, further studies could be 

conducted in different modes and different lessons. Investigation into the strategies to 

initiate and pursue an interaction when EWTs fail in other contexts is beyond the scope 

of the present study, and this finding is limited to whole-class speaking activities in 

EFL classrooms. It is also important to bear in mind that the findings of this study are 



88 
 

based on a particular setting in which one EFL teacher was observed. To better 

understand the practices of initiation and pursue strategies, there should be more 

studies on different contexts with different participants. 

In addition to these diverse strategies, this study has also reiterated the 

importance of embodied actions, particularly head nods, to facilitate meaning-making 

and hence learning in the classroom. The results therefore underscore the importance 

of teachers developing heightened awareness of their own embodied practices to 

enhance their ability to create learning opportunities in the classroom. These insights 

open up promising avenues for further research, particularly in examining the complex 

interplay between the verbal and non-verbal aspects of classroom interaction. The 

results could yield additional valuable insights into teacher education and professional 

development programs. 

Future research could also explore the long-term impact of CIC-focused 

training on teacher performance and student outcomes, as well as investigating 

practical and interactive methods for integrating CIC development into existing 

teacher education programs.  

In conclusion, this study contributes to our understanding of the complex 

interactional processes involved in managing whole-class speaking activities in EFL 

contexts. This highlights the necessity for teachers to develop a nuanced 

comprehension of classroom interaction and the ability to deploy a range of verbal and 

non-verbal strategies to facilitate student participation. Future research could examine 

how these strategies vary across different proficiency levels, cultural contexts and 

specific language-learning tasks. Furthermore, longitudinal studies could explore how 

teachers develop these interactional competencies over time, and how targeted training 

interventions might accelerate this development. 
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