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Abstract

Reflection has become an acknowledged and widely used tool in teacher education
programs to prepare PSTs for their future career. Although it has been explored
extensively, there are still gaps in the literature to understand how reflection is performed
and how it leads to teacher learning. To address the research gaps, this study sets out to
examine data-led collaborative reflective dialogues of transnational PST groups in a virtual
exchange (VE) setting without presence of a teacher educator. Accordingly, the
participants are PSTs from Austrian, Spanish and Turkish universities (n=72). Within the
scope of an Erasmus+ project (Digitask4IC project), they were supposed to design a VE
task, watch screen-recordings of students’ performance, and finally reflect on students’
performance and their VE experience. Using multimodal Conversation Analysis to
examine screen recordings of the PSTs’ data-led collaborative reflective dialogues, this
study uncovers how reflection was performed and how micro-moments of opportunities for
teacher learning were created. The findings showed that micro-moments of teacher
learning were created, and it was explicitly claimed through various constructions. The
PSTs claimed lack of knowledge in the past to show their K+ epistemic status,
problematized their past epistemic status, expressed a change in their epistemic status
and explicitly claimed teacher learning. All the construction were used strategically to
show the changing in their epistemic status and their teacher learning. The findings bring
new insights into second language teacher education programs and contributes to the

body of literature by providing pedagogical implications to teacher educators.

Keywords: teacher education, teacher learning, reflection, epistemics, conversation

analysis



0z
Yansitma, dgretmen adaylarini gelecekteki kariyerlerine hazirlamak igin dgretmen egitimi
programlarinda kabul gérmis ve yaygin olarak kullanilan bir ara¢ haline gelmigtir.
Kapsamli bir gekilde arastiriimis olmasina ragmen, yansitmanin nasil yapildigini ve
ogretmen ddrenmesine nasil yol agtigini anlamak igin literatiirde hala bosluklar vardir.
Literatlrdeki eksiklikleri tamamlamak icin bu ¢alisma, herhangi bir 6gretmen egitimcisinin
bulunmadidi bir sanal degisim (SD) ortaminda ulusétesi 6gretmen adayi gruplarinin veri
temelli igbirlikgi yansitici diyaloglarini incelemeyi amacglamaktadir. Bu dogrultuda
katilimcilar Avusturya, ispanya ve Tlrkiye Universitelerinden 6gretmen adaylaridir (s=72).
Ogretmen adaylarinin bir Erasmus+ projesi (Digitask4IC projesi) kapsaminda, bir VE
gorevi tasarlamalari, 6grencilerin performanslarinin ekran kayitlarini izlemeleri ve son
olarak égrencilerin performanslari ve SD deneyimleri Uzerine yansitmalari gerekmektedir.
Bu calisma, 6gretmen adaylarinin veri odakli igbirlik¢i yansitici diyaloglarinin ekran
kayitlarini incelemek igin cokkipli konusma ¢dézimlemesi kullanarak yansitmanin nasil
gerceklestirildigini ve 6gretmen o6grenimi icin mikro anlarin nasil yaratildigini ortaya
ctkarmaktadir. Bulgular, 6gretmen 6grenmesinin mikro anlarinin yaratildigini ve bunun
gesitli yapilar araciidiyla acikga iddia edildigini gostermistir. Ogretmen adaylari, bilgili
epistemik statllerini géstermek icin gegmiste bilgi eksikligi oldugunu iddia etmis, ge¢cmis
epistemik statllerini sorunsallastirmig, epistemik statllerindeki bir degisikligi ifade etmis
ve Ogretmen &6grenimini acikgca iddia etmistir. Tum yapilar, epistemik statllerindeki
degisimi ve 6gretmen 6grenmelerini géstermek icgin stratejik olarak kullaniimigtir. Bulgular,
ikinci dil 6gretmeni yetistirme programlarina yeni bakis agilari getirmekte ve 6gretmen

egitimcilerine pedagojik éneriler sunarak literatire katkida bulunmaktadir.

Anahtar sozciikler: 6gretmen egitimi, 6gretmen 6grenimi, yansitma, epistemik, konusma

¢6zlimlemesi
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Chapter 1

Introduction

This dissertation investigates how transnational groups of pre-service teachers
(PSTs) express epistemic change and claim teacher learning in their video-mediated data-
led collaborative reflections. This chapter begins by introducing the theoretical background
of the study. Next, the statement of the problem will be elucidated with reference to gaps
in the literature. Subsequently, the aim and significance of the study will be introduced,
emphasizing its contributions to the field. What follows is the research context and
research questions section. Before closing the chapter, a list a definition will be provided.

Lastly, the chapter will close with the presentation of the outline of the study.

Background to the Study

This study explores the epistemic change expressions and teacher learning claims
of transnational PST groups during their video-mediated collaborative data-led reflections
in the scope of a project. Of the various sources of data, such as task design conferences
in groups, feedback from teacher educators, students’ performance on tasks, this study
mainly focuses on reflective conversations of the transnational groups of PSTs. In
essence, this dissertation aims to extend literature on reflection by showcasing how
epistemic status of participants changes in-and-through reflective conversations of PSTs.
To this end, the study employs multimodal Conversation Analysis (CA) as the research
methodology. The findings will contribute to the overall understanding of reflection in

interaction.

With the problematization of behaviorist views and emergence of social
constructivist views on teaching and learning, teachers and learners have increasingly
been recognized as active agents who interact with their co-participants. This shift and the
consequent assignment of agency to teachers and students have also transformed

teacher education programs. Historically, the knowledge base of second language teacher



education (SLTE) lacked a holistic view of teacher education, and student teachers were
not well prepared for teaching (Freeman & Johnson, 1998; Nguyen, 2016, 2019; Ur,
1992). Additionally, front-loading model of teacher education, which viewed teaching as
application of theoretical knowledge learned in teacher education programs, has been
criticized as it overlooked the social and dynamic nature of teaching and learning and
failing to adequately prepare PSTs for the complexities of the classroom. Therefore,

knowledge base of SLTE has also undergone a shift.

The evolving knowledge base of SLTE has transformed the perception towards
teacher learning (Freeman & Johnson, 1998; Gray, 2004; Johnson & Freeman, 2001).
Rather than the idea of storing theoretical knowledge and applying it in the classroom, the
concept of experiential knowledge emerged (Crandall & Christison, 2016). Through the
transformed perception, teacher learning is now approached as a more social entity which
emerges through interaction with the other parties of educational contexts and teachers as
social agents who bring past experiences. Similarly, Opfer and Pedder (2011) suggest
that four orientations lead to improved teacher learning: (1) field and classroom
experience; (2) opportunity for reflection; (3) opportunity for understanding oneself in a
secure environment under challenging or novel circumstances; (4) applied knowledge
about teaching and learning. Thus, the evolving knowledge base of SLTE places a great
emphasis on the agency of PSTs, which has led reflective practice to come into play. With
the affordances it provides, reflection in teacher education has gained popularity and
taken its place in teacher education programs. Studies have found out that reflection
helped teachers track their learning and development (Chan & Wong, 2021; Dikilitas,
2015; Richards, 1995), be a reflective practitioner (Crandall & Christison, 2016;
Kumaravadivelu, 2006), gain more self-efficacy in teaching (Farrell, 2015b; Pedro, 2005),
regulate their knowledge (Burton, 2009), be more resilient (Ayoobiyan & Rashidi, 2021;

Farrell, 2015b; Hong, 2012), and enhance their teaching skills (Balaman, 2023).



Although reflective practice has become an acknowledged tool to cultivate teacher
learning of PSTs in teacher education programs, there remain significant deficits in its
application. For example, reflection is mostly carried out through writing rather speaking
(Mann & Walsh, 2013, 2017; Walsh & Mann, 2015). Also, individual reflection is highly
embarked on (Mann & Walsh, 2013, 2017; Walsh & Mann, 2015) while collaboration has
been approved to enhance reflection (Husu et al., 2007; Ishino, 2018; Kim & Silver, 2016;
Mann & Walsh, 2017; Turhan & Kirkgoz, 2021). Moreover, although data plays a crucial
role in shaping teacher learning (Er6z-Tuga, 2013; Korkkd, 2019; Korkko et al., 2019;
Richter et al., 2022), reflection practices mostly lack data (Mann & Walsh, 2013, 2017;
Walsh & Mann, 2015). However, the scope of the studies exploring reflective practice has
evolved with the help of technology. Whereas studies on reflection, initially, explored
written forms of reflection, recent studies also examine data-led spoken reflection with the
help of technology. Consequently, in addition to other domains of research (e.g. Copland
et al., 2009; Golombek, 2010; Strong & Baron, 2004), studies started to explore naturally
occurring reflective practice through conversation analytic research methodology (e.g.

Mann & Walsh, 2013; Skovholt et al., 2019; Waring & Creider, 2021).

CA has started to be employed by different researchers to examine practices in
LTE. With its data-led and evidence-based approach, it brings solutions to the problems
about the knowledge base of SLTE programs mentioned above. It extends the knowledge
base of SLTE through classroom practices and models such as SETT (Walsh, 2006),
IMDAT (Sert, 2015), FAB (Waring & Creider, 2021), through presenting materials for in
classroom interaction (Huth et al., 2019; Huth, 2021), and through data-led reflection
(Mann & Walsh, 2013, 2017). Lastly, conversation analytic language teacher education
(CALTE) (Balaman, 2023) has emerged to contribute to the knowledge base of SLTE and
inform SLTE programs with data-led insights to improve interactional awareness of PSTs
and track how teacher learning occurs. In that vein, this dissertation adopts CALTE

approach and explores micro-moments of expression and manifestation of teacher



learning. Accordingly, gaps in the literature and areas that merit further study will be

identified in the next section.

Statement of the Problem

Although reflective practice has taken its place in SLTE, there is no consensus on
affordances of reflection and like any tool, reflection does not guarantee better teacher
learning (B. M.Atkinson, 2012; Collin & Karsenti, 2011; Malkki & Lindblom-Ylanne, 2012;
Ryan, 2013). Despite the extensive exploration of it, what reflection is and how reflection
is done still merit further study. Most studies on reflection do not present data, or they only
present parts from journals or self-reports. There is a dearth of empirical studies that
investigate spoken reflection and data showing how reflection is performed (Veen & de la
Croix, 2016; Walsh & Mann, 2015) and how reflective practice enhances teaching
(Ayoobiyan & Rashidi, 2021). Moreover, gaps exist in the literature regarding (1) the range
of effectiveness of teachers’ professional development programs and (2) what teachers
learn, how they learn, and how their new knowledge affects their practice. Overall, how
teacher learning is manifested and topicalized in reflective conversations of PSTs is a
lacuna in the literature. Additionally, how reflective conversations among PSTs are
performed in the absence of a teacher educator, and without power asymmetry (see
Bjerndal, 2020; Copland, 2010; Copland et al., 2009; Harris et al., 2019; Kim & Silver,
2016, 2021; Skovholt, 2018; Veen & de la Croix, 2016; Waring, 2017) warrants closer
exploration. The power asymmetry stems from the role of teacher educators as assessors

and the epistemic authority they maintain.

Parties adopt different epistemic stances and demonstrate their epistemic status in
the unfolding of conversation in situ. Their knowledge territories may differ from each
other, and they create opportunities to bridge these knowledge gaps through interaction.
Therefore, in both mundane and instutitional settings, the aim of participants is to move

towards a more knowledgeable (K+) status (Heritage, 2012a, 2012c, 2013) which is



particularly the goal in educational settings. In educational settings, having access to
students’ epistemic status help educators create learning opportunities and shape
learning. Therefore, claim and demonstration of epistemic status (see Koole, 2010; Sacks,
1992) play a crucial role and specifically claim/disclaim of epistemic status attracted
scholarly attention (Day & Kristiansen, 2018; Heller, 2017; Herder et al., 2020, 2022;
Ingram, 2020; Jakonen & Morton, 2015; Kaanta, 2014; Sert, 2011; Sert & Walsh, 2013;
Sherman & Tuma, 2023; Skogmyr Marian et al., 2021; Solem, 2016b; Somuncu & Sert,
2019). There are also few studies on change in the epistemic status in online peer-peer
interaction (Balaman & Sert, 2017; Skogmyr Marian & Balaman, 2018). Despite a number
of studies, to my best knowledge, the literature on epistemics in interaction lacks studies
which focus on epistemic status of PSTs in teacher education programs regarding teacher

learning.

Taken together with the lacunas regarding reflective practice in SLTE programs
and epistemics in interaction in the literature, the study examines epistemic expressions of
transnational PST groups in their data-led collaborative reflective conversations. The aim

and potential contributions of the study will be detailed in the next section.

Aim and Significance of the Study

With the rapid advancement of technology and changing generations, staying up to
date has become a challenge for teachers. Consequently, raising reflective teachers who
take actions and generate knowledge has become specifically essential for SLTE
programs. Thus, reflection has been an acknowledged and commonly used tool in SLTE
programs. However, there are still gaps in the literature, as studies mostly explored what
reflection leads to rather than how it is accomplished. Furthermore, although some
scholars make inference regarding their findings and propose reflection enhances
teaching, how it enhances teacher learning is a lacuna in the literature. Therefore, this

study sets out to address this gap.



The study aims to investigate how data-led collaborative reflection is conducted
among transnational groups of PSTs and its affordance for teacher learning in a broader
sense. Specifically, it examines epistemic change constructions of PSTs during their
reflective conversations with their international partners. It deals with how epistemic
change was expressed through various constructions and claims, exploring how PSTs
adopt a more knowledgeable status in their reflective conversations. To achieve this, apart
from the literature which highly focused on disclaim of epistemic status at the time
speaking (e.g., | don’t know), it will focus on epistemic disclaim regarding the past (e.g., |
didn’t know), problematization of epistemic status in the past (e.g., | thought), claiming a
change in the epistemic status (e.g., | realized). Furthermore, it aims to explore claiming
learning constructions (e.g., | learned X) of PSTs, specifically teacher learning in this
context, and how claimed teacher learning was manifested and topicalized in their earlier
conversations. In other words, the study aims to retrospectively track the dataset to find
the manifestation of teacher learning moments. To this end, it will be the first to
retrospectively track how teacher learning was manifested. Therefore, the study will
contribute to the literature by showcasing how data-led collaborative reflection is
performed among transnational groups of PSTs and how teacher learning opportunities
are created and dealt with by PSTs during reflection. Besides the insights regarding
reflection, this dissertation aims to extend the literature on epistemics in interaction. In
addition to claim of knowing and claim of understanding, claim of learning will be
introduced. Moreover, apart from the studies which explored disclaiming knowledge, this
study will broaden the concept with disclaiming knowledge in the past to show K+

epistemic status at the time of speaking.

In line with the aims, the study employs multimodal CA to explore reflective
conversations of PSTs. Drawing on the rigorous tools of CA may bring new insights into
the nature of these conversations and deepen our understanding of teacher learning

(Ishino, 2018). This study also adds up to CALTE studies (e.g., Balaman, 2023) that



informing SLTE knowledge base as the knowledge of teachers’ way of knowing that lead
to praxis may enrich teacher education programs in addition to individual teachers’
practice (Johnson, 2006). Moreover, having access to the needs and ways of teacher
learning of PSTs may provide teacher educators new/extended perspectives which may

move teacher education a step further (Freeman & Johnson, 1998).

All in all, the study aims to broaden the literature on reflection and epistemics in
interaction with the fine-grained analysis of the data-led collaborative reflective
conversations of PSTs through robust methodological tools of multimodal CA. Through
the insights on reflection and epistemics in interaction, the study will also bring new
insights into teacher education by extending the knowledge base of SLTE with other
CALTE studies. In accordance with its aims, research context and research question will

be introduced in the next section.

Research Context and Research Questions

This study explores data-led collaborative reflections of transnational pre-service
teacher groups. Within the scope of an Erasmus+ project (Digitask4IC project/2020-1-
TR01-KA226-HE-098066) and classes they were enrolled to, the transnational groups of
PSTs from three partner universities participated in the study. The partner universities
were based in Austria, Spain and Turkiye. Therefore, the data was collected from the
PSTs’ video-mediated interactions which was held via Microsoft Teams. To this end, the
type of the data is screen-recordings of the PSTs which was collected using Screencast-

o-Matic program and built-in recorder feature of Microsoft Teams.

The PSTs were supposed to design a virtual exchange (VE) task in groups.
Although data collection process included various stages such as task design
conferences, feedback form teacher educators, students’ performance of tasks, and
reflection of the PSTs, | primarily focus on the last step: reflective conversations of the

PSTs. The reflective conversations of the transnational PSTs were conducted without the



presence of a teacher educator, and the PSTs were instructed to watch students’
performance before engaging in reflection. The PSTs held reflection in two meetings. In
the first reflection meeting, they were supposed to mainly reflect on the students’
performance, whereas in the second reflection meeting, they evaluated their online task
design experience. With this background, research questions were developed by following
the steps of multimodal conversation analytic research methodology. Following the
orthographic transcripts and unmotivated looking, upcoming research questions were

determined to examine reflective conversations of the PSTs:

1. How do the PSTs engage in data-led collaborative reflection without the presence

of a teacher educator on site?

2. How do the PSTs employ various linguistic constructions to express changes in

their epistemic status?

3. What affordances does collaborative data-led reflection provide to PSTs for

teacher learning?
a) How were micro-moments of claimed teacher learning manifested?

b) What are the sources that conribute to PSTs’ claim of teacher learning?

Definitions

This section showcases a number of terms and their definitions to increase
comprehensibility of the study. Accordingly, reflection, teacher learning, epistemic status,

epistemic stance, K- position, K+ position, power asymmetry will be defined respectively.

Reflection refers to “active, persistent, and careful consideration of any belief or
supposed form of knowledge in the light of the grounds that support it” (Dewey, 1933,
p.118). Later, scholars extended this definition, and they underscored future-orientedness.
Therefore, reflection is action of revising one’s own philosophy and practice with the aim

of improvement.



Teacher Learning is “the process by which novice teachers move towards
expertise” (Kelly, 2006, p.514). The micro moments towards expertise emerge through the
experience as students in classrooms, student teachers in teacher education programs,
and teachers in educational context (Freeman & Johnson, 1998; Johnson & Golombek,

2003).

Epistemic Status is “an inherently relative and relational concept concerning the
relative access to some domain of two (or more) persons at some point in time. The
epistemic status of each person, relative to others, will of course tend to vary from domain
to domain, as well as over time, and can be altered from moment to moment as a result of

specific interactional contributions” (Heritage, 2012a, p.4).

Epistemic stance can be defined referring to epistemic status: “If epistemic status
vis-a-vis an epistemic domain is conceived as somewhat enduring feature of social
relationships, epistemic stance by contrast concerns the moment-by-moment expression

of these relationships, as managed through the design of turns at talk” (Heritage, 2012a,
p.6).
K- position is the less knowledgeable epistemic status that interlocutors display in

the unfolding of interaction (Heritage, 2012a, 2012c, 2013; Raymond & Heritage, 2006).

Interlocutors’ epistemic status may move from K- to K+ in and through interaction.

K+ position is the more knowledgeable epistemic status that interlocutors display in
the unfolding of interaction (Heritage, 2012a, 2012c, 2013; Raymond & Heritage, 2006).

Interlocutors’ epistemic status may move from K- to K+ in and through interaction.

Power Asymmetry refers to an imbalance in power between two or more parties,
where participants generally do not possess equal rights in a given context, such as the
workplace. Consequently, in the classroom context, teacher educators hold the authority

and the right to assess students and decide whether they fail or pass (Copland, 2011).



10

After providing definitions, it would be beneficial to delineate the plan of study to
illustrate how the dissertation will unfold. Hence, | will present the outline of the study in

the next section.

The Outline of the Study

This dissertation consists of five main chapters: (i) Introduction; (ii) Literature
Review; (iii) Methodology; (iv) Analysis and Findings; and (v) Discussion and Conclusion.
In the current chapter, Introduction, | discussed the background to the study, aim and
significance and research context of the study. In addition to them, a number of definitions

which would help to understand the study better are included.

The following chapter, Literature Review, is designed to present the review of
related literature. This chapter will firstly depict knowledge base of SLTE by touching on
the history of it and the shift towards socio-constructivist approach. Then, it will provide a
description of teacher learning from past to present. This section will be the base for the
next section, reflection which has taken its place in SLTE programs following the shift in
the perception of teacher learning. This section will elucidate the definition and procedure
of reflection, reflection in teacher education and cautions regarding it, power asymmetry in
teacher educator guided reflection, and the importance of collaboration and data in
conducting reflective practice. What follows will be the review of epistemics in interaction.
This section will present epistemic status, epistemic stance, claim/disclaim of knowledge

and understanding, and demonstration of knowledge and understanding.

Chapter 3 is devoted to Methodology of the dissertation. This chapter will introduce
participants, research context by touching on the Digitask4IC project, and data collection
procedure. Following them, | will explain multimodal conversation analysis (CA) as the
research methodology by introducing its principles and central elements. The chapter will

move on with validity and reliability of the study which is followed by data transcription.
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The chapter will be concluded with building the collection from the dataset, and collection

will be introduced.

Chapter 4 comprises two analytic sections, each offering line-by-line analysis of
representative extracts. In the first analytic section, epistemic change expressions of
PSTs will be examined based on 10 extracts. These extracts will be categorized into
constructions to express claim of lack of knowledge in the past (K-), past epistemic status
(K+) and change in the epistemic status respectively. The second analytic section is
dedicated to claim of learning, specifically teacher learning within this context. Three
cases will be exhibited with a total of six extracts. Each case contains two extracts. The
first extracts of each case come from the final reflection meeting of the transnational PSTs
and each of them includes a claim of teacher learning moment with the construction “l/we
(have) learned X”. Based on the claims of teacher learning of PSTs, the second extract in
each case will be devoted to an earlier moment when the objects (X) of teacher learning

were topicalized and teacher learning opportunities were created.

The last chapter will discuss the findings with insights drawn from the existing
literature. Initially, dynamics of collaborative data-led reflection without the presence of a
teacher educator will be elucidated. Then, how teacher learning moments are created in-
and-through reflection and implications on reflective practice in teacher education will be
delved into. The dissertation will be finalized with limitations, pedagogical implications,

and suggestions for further research.
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Chapter 2

Theoretical Basis of Research and Literature Review

This chapter presents the existing literature that underlies the basis of the
dissertation under three sections: (i) knowledge base of second language teacher

education (SLTE); (ii) reflection in educational settings; and (iii) epistemics in interaction.

In the first section, a brief history of the knowledge base of SLTE and how the view
of teacher learning changed with a shift from behaviorist to sociocultural views of teaching
and learning will be explained. In addition to the knowledge base, teacher learning will be
extensively discussed. The first section will also set the ground for the second section,
reflection, as it emerged following the shift to sociocultural views. Thus, in what follows, |
will depict reflection with reference to its definition, procedures, tools used in reflection
processes and levels of reflection. Then, | will touch upon the affordances of reflection for
teacher education while also cautioning towards ways of integrating it to educational
settings. Subsequently, how power asymmetry in teacher educator-PST interactions are
dealt with in literature will be uncovered. The reflection section will be closed with
literature review on data-led collaborative reflection. Lastly, a section on epistemics in
interaction in the literature will be provided. This section will depict the epistemic
territories, epistemic status vs. epistemic stance, and it will lastly elucidate claims and

demonstrations of epistemic status in educational settings.

Knowledge base of SLTE

Ideas on teaching languages have progressed over the years and across different
teacher education perspectives- through “epistemological shifts from behavioristic, to
cognitive, to situated, social and distributed views of human cognition” (Johnson, 2006,
p.236). The disciplinary knowledge in the first perspective focused on ‘what’ of language
teaching was influenced by behaviorist perspectives (Walsh & Mann, 2019). With the shift

from ‘what’ to ‘how’ of language teaching, teaching knowledge as pedagogy has emerged
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with various teaching methodologies. The third perspective, teaching knowledge as an in-
person, in-place entity, marked the importance of teaching context (who and where) in
addition to what and how of language teaching (Walsh & Mann, 2019). Lastly, knowledge-
for-teaching perceives teacher knowledge as knowledge which is needed for student

learning (Johnson, 2006).

Since 1985, Second Language Teacher Education (SLTE henceforth) has been
experiencing a shift across its practice, theory, and research (Wright, 2010) which also
impacted the knowledge base of SLTE (Nguyen, 2019). Prior to the mid-1970s, it was
commonly believed that providing teachers with theoretical knowledge would lead to the
emergence and improvement of teacher learning and teaching efficacy. Accordingly,
knowledge gained in SLTE settings would be subsequently transferred to classroom
practices. With this in mind, SLTE programs aimed to equip teacher candidates with all
the information assumed essential for their prospective career which was called “front-
loading” (Freeman, 1993a). Consequently, teacher education programs focused on
delivering discrete amount of knowledge to student teachers with the expectation that they
would be able to apply this knowledge across various teaching contexts. Ur (1992)
criticized the learn-the-theory-and-then-apply-it model in language teacher education
highlighting the gaps between theoretical knowledge student teachers receive and the
application of this knowledge into practice in their classrooms. The emergence of
cognitive approach in mid-1970s changed this assumption, and scholars began to explore
teachers’ cognitive processes, although they largely overlooked the personal perspectives
and backgrounds of individual teachers (Nguyen, 2016). What followed was the
emergence of a new research paradigm in the mid-1980s. This new research paradigm
shifted the focus towards recognizing the value of teachers’ experiential knowledge and
supposed that this knowledge would be brought to both teacher education programs and
classroom settings. It also problematized the definition of teaching as application of

knowledge in any context, and emphasized that teaching should not be viewed merely as
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the application of theoretical knowledge across diverse contexts, but rather as a dynamic
process of negotiation and co-construction between teachers and students (Freeman &
Johnson, 1998). By 1998, SLTE had shifted its focus from methods and techniques of
teaching to understanding how teacher learning could be achieved (Wright, 2010).
Despite the consensus on a shift in knowledge base of SLTE, in a relatively recent study,
Johnson and Golombek (2020) discusses that greater attention to language teacher
education (LTE) pedagogy must be given in knowledge base of SLTE. They put forward
that the design, implementation, and output of LTE pedagogy, practices of teacher
educators, how social situations of professional development are created, how teacher

educators support teacher development should be included in the knowledge base.

All in all, SLTE has undergone a significant transformation due to the shift from a
behaviorist perspective to a social constructivist view of teacher learning. Although the
precise definition of what constitutes a teacher's knowledge base remains undetermined,
SLTE has expanded its knowledge base. This expansion has brought greater attention to
some topics such as teacher cognition, reflection, identity, and self-development which
have become increasingly prominent (Crandall & Christison, 2016; Farrell, 2018a).
Consequently, the emphasis on these topics has shaped how teacher learning was
defined and has, thus, led to changes in teacher education practices. The following
subsection will provide a detailed exploration of evolving definition and understanding of

teacher learning.
Teacher Learning

Freeman (1993) problematized the lack of research on teachers’ learning of
teaching. Teacher education is a term explaining how a teacher learns to teach and how
teacher educators educate trainees to be teachers professionally (Freeman & Johnson,
1998). With the aim of improving the subject-specific knowledge of pre-service teachers,
higher education institutions started to apply a top-down approach. Therefore, pre-service

teachers were trained with declarative knowledge and expected to make use of this
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knowledge in practice. This approach resulted in a gap between the expectation of
teacher educators and practice of teachers. However, theory into practice model of
teacher education in 1970s and 1980s has been proved to be insufficient to meet the
needs of teachers in practice (Gray, 2004). Put simply, the core of it was based on
disciplinary knowledge such as the usage and structure of languages, acquisition of
second language rather than practical knowledge coming from the classroom (Johnson &
Freeman, 2001). Thus, SLTE was mostly shaped with assumptions on what teachers
need to know and how teachers can be trained rather than what teachers already know
and how their knowledge affects their practice. The knowledge base of LTE ignored the
social aspects of teaching and learning and offered inauthentic practices with a one-fits-all
idea. Hence, knowledge-base of LTE was prominent to change and extended its scope

with the shift from behavioristic to constructivist paradigm (Freeman & Johnson, 1998).

Teacher cognition research has helped to unveil teachers’ identity, their beliefs and
knowledge, and how teacher learning is constructed and conveyed in different contexts
(Johnson, 2006). Teacher cognition is seen as a lifelong learning experience as a student,
teacher candidate and teacher respectively. According to the emerging research, teacher
cognition is negotiated, and teachers construct and apply it. This line of research also
implies the gap between teacher education programs and teacher learning to be bridged.
Johnson (2006) suggests that the concept of praxis captures both practice and theory,
and how they are dependent on each other. Therefore, with the shift towards a more
constructivist approach, definition of teacher learning has undergone a change. To define
teacher learning from the perspective of constructivist approaches, we need to consider
what should be learned and in what order, how teacher learning is achieved, and how
teacher learning can be assessed etc. Research to best understand teacher learning is
supposed to examine how teachers view teaching in order to define their beliefs and
experiences, school and schooling as socio-cultural environments that shape teachers’

perspectives, and experiences of teachers from their first years of schooling to their
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teaching activity as teachers (Johnson, 2006). Namely, teacher learning has various
dimensions, and it emerges through the multidimensional relationship among various
factors. Therefore, teacher learning does not necessarily arise through subject-specific
knowledge. On the other hand, by linking expert knowledge and experiential knowledge,
teachers gain new understandings of their teaching and themselves, which further shows
that teaching practice is not necessarily improved with theoretical knowledge (Johnson &
Golombek, 2016). Rather, teacher learning is a complex and long-term process which is
manifested through participation in teaching and learning contexts (Freeman & Johnson,
1998) rather than being an absorption of knowledge in a single moment. To wit, instead of
one-time training and presentation of new knowledge, teacher learning is possible through
sustainable and intensive activities which are real-life based and require hands-on
practice. Also, teacher learning is achieved better if teachers who have common
backgrounds such as in/experience, department, and settings collaborate with each other

(Opfer & Pedder, 2011).

The emergence of socio-cultural turn also led to replacement of the term “teacher
training” with “teacher development”, which suggests that teacher learning is not
transference of knowledge but a lifelong, experiential process (Crandall & Christison,
2016). Thus, it is evident that social constructivist view puts a great deal of importance on
experiential knowledge and its integration to theoretical knowledge when defining teacher
learning. Accordingly, Johnson and Freeman (2001) set forth that teacher learning mostly
occurs in the practice of teaching in classrooms while less teacher learning is achieved in
teacher education programs. In other words, teacher learning is achieved through
experiences with students, parents and other parties in educational settings which lead us
to conclude that teacher learning is socially negotiated, as the practice lies where PSTs
apply, question, crosscheck and reshape their theoretical knowledge. These definitions of
teacher learning make us to conclude that teacher education is supposed to give teachers

place to question and redesign the knowledge, values and beliefs according to socially-
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situated view of teacher learning as teacher learning is socially-negotiated with co-
participants (Johnson & Freeman, 2001). However, the emphasis on practice does not
overlook the knowledge of theory, yet calls for a broader epistemological framework
(Johnson & Freeman, 2001). However, this does not necessarily mean that the
constructivist paradigm underestimates the importance of theoretical knowledge given in
SLTE programs but criticizes the contents in it. For example, Richards (2015) asserted
that teacher candidates learn theoretical and content knowledge, however, it is still not
definite what content knowledge is needed in the field. In a similar vein, Tarone and
Allwright (2004) elucidated that the content taught to teacher candidates in SLTE
programs does not align with what teachers experience in practice, which creates a gap
that cannot be bridged by novice teachers. In addition to their theoretical and practical
knowledge, teachers’ past experiences shape their teaching activity (Johnson & Freeman,
2001). That is to say, school plays a role beyond being a place of learning and teaching
and may affect the teaching practices of teachers. Therefore, it is essential to provide
PSTs with experiences in various learning contexts so as to maximize teacher learning

opportunities and to better equip them for their future careers.

Johnson (2006) proposes some challenges regarding teacher learning. “A critical
challenge for L2 teacher education is to create public spaces that make visible how L2
teachers make sense of and use the disciplinary knowledge that has informed and will
continue to inform L2 teacher education” (p.241). Another challenge is to extending
boundaries of teacher learning by examining the informal settings and classroom in
addition to settings put for professional teacher development. Also, boundaries of teacher
learning can be extended with the integration of technology which enables collaborative
teacher learning with peers through CMC in an epistemically symmetric atmosphere. Last
challenge is the recognition of the social, political, economic, and cultural histories of L2

teacher education.
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Against this background, second language teaching is arguably advocated to be
explored from the lens of socially-situated perspectives to have a fuller understanding of
actual practitioners’ insights into teaching and teacher learning (Johnson & Freeman,
2001). For instance, in an early attempt, Freeman and Johnson (1998) suggest redefining
fundamentals of LTE by focusing on the very act of teaching itself. Then, it becomes
necessary to explore who is doing teaching, where teaching is carried out and how it
occurs. In other words, theories of SLA, classroom methodologies or description of
English language as content must be examined by taking the setting and circumstances of
teaching into consideration. Thus, knowledge base needs to address: (i) teacher learner;
(i) teaching context; (iii) pedagogical process. (Freeman & Johnson, 1998). The same
authors (Johnson & Freeman, 2001) later put forward that SLTE programs need to
prioritize that the program is designed for teacher learning of teachers, not for students’
learning of languages. So, how teacher learning is achieved and what contributes to
teacher learning must be addressed. They suggest shifting from a prescriptive
understanding of teacher education to a descriptive understanding. Namely, SLTE
programs should focus more on how teachers’ practices are shaped and what affects
them than what teachers need to know. In a later study, Johnson (2009) argued that the
knowledge base of SLTE needs to address three issues: (1) what L2 teachers need to
know; (2) how L2 teachers need to teach; (3) how L2 teachers learn to teach. In spite of
the suggestions mentioned above and the extended knowledge base of SLTE, Farrell
(2015b, 2018a) depicted that despite the efforts of teacher educators to provide PSTs with
real life experience, SLTE programs failed to adequately prepare PSTs. Moreover, 20
years after Freeman’s critique, Farrell (2018b) put forward that the knowledge base of
SLTE still remains incomprehensive. Similarly, Nguyen (2019) critiqued the literature as it
still lacks a complete picture of PSTs as learners of teaching. Lastly, Freeman (2020)
highlighted the evolving nature of language, context and needs of learners and proposed

that they should be considered for a broader perspective.
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All of these suggestions and problematizations paved the way for emergence and
seeping reflective approach to SLTE, and reflection has been at the centre of innovations
in SLTE (Farrell, 2015a, 2015b). This said, the reconceptualized knowledge base of SLTE
resulted in changes in the curriculum of SLTE programs in the 21 century regarding
goals, learning experiences and evaluation processes. With these changes, SLTE
programs aimed to educate teachers candidates as reflective practitioners with

experience-based learning and awareness raising activities in the long run (Wright, 2010).

All in all, reflection has gained popularity with the shifts in both the knowledge base
and the perspectives towards learning and teaching. As this dissertation aims to explore
data-led collaborative reflective conversations of transnational PSTs and to extend

knowledge base of SLTE, the next section is devoted to reflection.

Reflection

With social turn in teacher education, reflection has become increasingly important
and a crucial component of teacher education programs (Turhan & Kirkgdz, 2021). The
term reflection derived from a Latin word meaning looking back and observing (Farrell,
2015b). However, reflection entails not only revisiting past experiences, but also it
requires critical examination of these experiences (Hickson, 2011). Collaboration and
retrospection can be the base of developing into a reflective professional, whereas to
reach a lifelong, critical level of reflection, an orientation towards future during reflection

can be more beneficial (Turhan & Kirkgdz, 2021).

Reflection can be defined as the process through which individuals or groups of
individuals in collaboration find solutions to a question (Jay & Johnson, 2002) by critically
monitoring their practice. Korthagen (2010) describes teacher reflection as correlatively
and systematically observing one’s own actions to critically evaluate and discover
alternative action solutions to their criticism. According to this definition, observation is

essential to reflective practice. Aligning with this definition, Dikilitags and Bostancioglu
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(2019) suggest to improve PSTs’ observational and interpretative skills of what they
evaluate to enhance their awareness in terms of their learning histories. Farrell (2015b)
underscores the collaboration and defines teacher reflection as “a cognitive process
accompanied by a set of attitudes in which teachers systematically collect data about their
practice, and, while engaging in dialogue with others, use the data to make informed
decisions about their practice both inside and outside the classroom” (p.123). Being a
reflective practitioner contributes to lifelong development in profession through “critique

teaching” and “better-informed teaching decisions” (Burton, 2009, p.298).

Schon (1983) conceptualized the reflective practice through three different
temporal orientations referring time it is carried out: reflection-for-action, reflection-in-
action, and reflection-on-action. Reflection-in-action refers to the reflection, which is
carried on site during a lesson, and finding a solution to problems by the time they arise.
Reflection-on-action, on the other hand, entails reviewing of teaching practices, often
carried out under the guidance of a teacher educator on the actual performance in
teaching settings via observation or naturally occurring data. Reflection-on-action
facilitates teachers to compare their previous knowledge and their new experience, and to
redesign their knowledge based on this comparison (Burton, 2009). Reflection-for-action
is carried out for future practices, and lesson planning can be an example for it. It refers to
the mode of reflection which involves considering possible problems to be encountered in
the future and making plans accordingly. This kind of reflection can also derive from the

experience gained through reflection-in-action and reflection-on-action (Farrell, 2015b).

There is no “one-size-fits-all” tool to conduct reflection. Therefore, various tools
should be used depending on the context and across various time periods in teacher
education (Mann & Walsh, 2013, 2017b; Walsh & Mann, 2015). Tools such as “dialogue,
writing, classroom observation, action research, narratives, and team-teaching” can be
employed depending on the context (Farrell, 2019, p.5). Dialogue fosters reflection of

teachers through group discussions (Farrell, 2016a; Hung & Yeh, 2013; Mann & Walsh,
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2013, 2017; Walsh & Mann, 2015), and it enhances reflection through questioning and
better interpretation (Mann & Walsh, 2017). Writing has been a widely recognized
reflection tool (Tsang, 2003) with its built-in reflective orientation (Burton, 2009) as it
makes the practices of teachers visible on paper, blogs, chats or forums (Farrell, 2019).
There are three different types of writing for reflection: (i) descriptive writing which
describes a case without any extensive analysis; (ii) dialogic reflection which is done
through exploring reasons for a case; and (iii) critical reflection which elaborates on the
cases with a wider perspective (Hatton & Smith, 1995). However, written forms of
reflection may bring some concerns. Practitioners may tend to write what teacher
educators expect them to write, and reflection can be seen as a ticking all the items on a
check list kind of activity (Mann & Walsh, 2013; Walsh & Mann, 2015). Classroom
observation provides teachers with insights to see the gaps between their imagined
teaching practices and their actual teaching practices either by themselves or in groups
(Farrell, 2019) and so to bridge this gap. Action research is carried out with the aim of
professional development, and it includes cycles of planning, acting, observing, and
reflecting. Teachers review the literature as soon as they decide on a topic. Next, they
decide on their data collection procedure. Finally, they analyze and reflect on the findings
that emerged from their data with a bottom-up research methodology (Farrell, 2019).
Teachers may reflect on their philosophy through storytelling. Narratives help teachers to
find links between the events in their lives and how they construct their identity as
teachers. Teachers become more aware of their philosophy and its development through
sharing personal histories (Lim, 2011). Team-teaching is another tool for reflective
practice which is carried out with collaboration and equal responsibility taking over of two
or more teachers via collaborative decision-making, teaching and taking action (Farrell,

2019).

Walsh and Mann (2015) (also see Mann & Walsh, 2013) recommend using tools

which make reflection more data-led such as ad hoc self-observation and stimulated
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recall. Ad hoc self-observation involves using special tools which have been developed to
explore special actions. Teachers may observe themselves closely without recordings or
transcriptions and develop a deeper understanding of themselves. A comprehensive
example is SETT framework by Walsh (2006) which provides a comprehensive approach
for self-evaluation. Stimulated recall requires teachers to record their classroom practice
and engage in analysis it with others. This examination of teaching practice allows
teachers to identify areas to be developed. In addition to the tools used for reflection,
some scholars noted some suggestions and cautions in implementing reflection. Chan
and Lee (2021) advise to clearly explain the procedure and aim of reflection to students,
to provide assistance to students when they need, to give space to students if they want
to share their reflection with peers, to give enough time for reflection, and to furnish

students with constructive feedback.

The levels of reflection have been defined differently by different scholars. To give
in a chronological order, Jay and Johnson (2002) propose three dimensions of reflection:
description; comparison; criticism: teachers describe a problematic situation or concern
they have; teachers compare the situation with different perspectives and try to better
understand it; teachers combine and adopt different perspectives. Farrell (2015b) puts
forward that there are three levels of reflection: descriptive; conceptual (comparison); and
critical. Teachers define a problem or situation in the level of descriptive, and they seek for
answers to the questions such as “What do | do? How do | do?”. In the conceptual level,
teachers try to find a solution and question their own actions by asking “Why do | do it?”.
In the critical level, teachers approach the problem or situation by considering all the
factors and members. They investigate social, political, ethical and moral aspects of
practice. Kleinknecht and Grdéschner (2016) assert that PSTs’ reflection consists of 3
processes: (1) description, (2) interpretation, (3) alternatives. In the first step PSTs
describe a situation, then they evaluate the situation and lastly, they come up with

alternative action proposals. Ryan (2013) adapted the levels of reflection from Bain et al.
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(2002) and posited four levels of reflection: reporting/responding, relating, reasoning and
reconstructing. In the level of reporting/responding, students notice a problem, and in the
second level, they find links to their previous experience and knowledge. On the other
hand, the third level of reflection requires students to analyze the issue by considering
various factors. Lastly, in the fourth level, students generate new perspectives with a
future orientation. Thus, the aim of any reflective practice should be to reach fourth level
of reflection to lead to learning. Although the terminology differs in the levels mentioned
above, stages have some commonalities. Namely, teachers encounter a problem, then
they identify and try to bring explanation to it by reference to their experience and
knowledge. Lastly, they generate solutions to the problem by gaining new insights. The
last level of reflection where students shift their epistemic status to a more knowledgeable

state and extend their professional knowledge.

Having provided an overview of the concept of reflection with reference to the
procedures, tools, and levels of reflection, | will now focus on the role of reflection in

teacher education.
Reflection in Teacher Education

Reflective practice, action research and teacher research indicated the importance
teachers’ experiences and reflection and how experiences and reflection inquiries lead to
professional development (Johnson & Freeman, 2001). Reflective practice aims to
enhance teaching with various sub-goals. First of all, it aims to raise individuals who do
not consume knowledge but generate it and who can bridge the gap between theory and
practice. Then, it aims to raise awareness of teachers and reshape their beliefs and
practice through evidence. It also targets to furnish teachers with skills to identify, describe
and solve a problem through an evidence-based approach. Another aim of reflective
practice is to increase self-esteem and self-confidence of teachers and lastly to raise
resilience of teachers to prepare for future problems and changes (Farrell, 2015b).

Through reflection, students evaluate what they have learned/experienced and their
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learning process which underlies active learning (Chan & Wong, 2021). Reflective practice
furnishes teachers with skills to better understand their practices which potentially
improves their teaching performance (Dikilitas, 2015). Therefore, teacher education
programs ultimately aim to cultivate reflection skills of PSTs (Kumaravadivelu, 2006)

including SLTE programs (Brookfield, 2017; Wright, 2010; Zeichner, 2005).

Farrell (2016b) reviewed the literature on reflection and found out that when
teachers are supposed to reflect on their philosophy, they can be more aware of their
teacher identity. When they reflect on principles, they raise awareness towards their
beliefs, assumptions, and values about teaching, and they can better take action to
evaluate or alter them. Reflection on theory enabled teachers to extend their repertoires
and knowledge of instruction. Although Farrell avoids making claims like reflection results
in better teaching performance, he concludes that some studies have indicated that
teachers’ awareness was raised on philosophy, principles, theory, practice, and beyond
practice which may enhance teaching. In other words, reflection leads to more extensively
developed understanding of teaching (Crandall & Christison, 2016), and thus growth in
professional knowledge and change in attitude towards students (Dikilitags & Mumford,
2023). Through reflection, teachers better align with students’ needs (Koskela et al., 2023)
and get more skillful, critical, and thoughtful (Roskos et al., 2001). Thus, reflection triggers
professional development (Korthagen, 2014; Schon, 1983) by affecting not only behaviors
but also cognition of teachers (Huth et al., 2019). In addition to reconsidering philosophies
and enhancing teaching, reflection may also enable teachers to be up-to-date and keep

up with the coming generations (Howard, 2003).

Language teaching practice is mostly shaped by teachers’ experiences, beliefs,
and assumptions, and also how language learning is viewed (Huth et al., 2019).
Therefore, providing opportunities to teachers to reconsider their stances and behaviors
has the markings of enhancing teaching. For lifelong professional development, the idea

of reflection and teachers as reflective practitioners is prevalent in SLTE programs. With
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this prevalence, reflective writing in the forms of journals and portfolios has taken its place
in SLTE programs (Farrell, 2016b; Wright, 2010) as it facilitates gaining new insights into
teaching and brings along various benefits to teacher education. For example, it provides
learning opportunities for teachers out of their own teaching experiences (Svojanovsky,
2017). Moreover, it links theoretical knowledge of PSTs gained through courses with
practical knowledge gained through experience (Pedro, 2005). Farrell (2016a) proposes
that novice teachers may encounter with difficulties in their first year of teaching as they
are required to have same responsibilities as their more experienced colleagues. He
found out that novice teachers could overcome the difficulties they have encountered in
their initial experience of teaching through a teacher reflection group. Farrell (2013) also
found out that reflection through journal writing enabled an experienced ESL teacher to
extend her perception of teaching as she could define her beliefs, alter her self-image and
gain more self-confidence in teaching. Farrell and Kennedy (2019) explored one teacher’s
reflection of his philosophy of teaching by using interviews, classroom audio-recordings
and writing as data collection tools. Three main themes showed up which highlighted the
effect of his past experience, personal experiences and skills, and his sense of
responsibility as a teacher. Upon their findings, they concluded that “for any meaningful
reflection to take place it is important not to separate the teacher-as-person from the act of
teaching or practice, as all these interact together to make the act of teaching possible”
(p.11). Kurek and Miller-Hartmann (2017) have also reached a similar result. They made
student teachers to evaluate each other’s task designs in groups to promote teacher
learning through reflective practice and found that their evaluations were affected by their
own experiences as students. Balaman (2023) examined reflection in digital spaces and
unveiled that reflection offers student teachers valuable teacher learning opportunities.
Ayoobiyan and Rashidi (2021) explored reflection from a different angle and examined the
relationship between Iranian EFL teachers’ reflective practice and their resilience (also
see Leroux & Théorét, 2014). They reported that teachers need to improve their resilience

so as to adapt to changes and overcome challenges they face within their professional
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lives. Resilience through reflective practice may improve the sense of belonging of
teachers and decrease burn-out rates. English Medium Instruction (EMI) teachers
reconsider their beliefs and practices through reflection and make revisions when needed
which leads to better learning of students. Reflection may help EMI teachers to overcome

or decrease their stress regarding the application of EMI (Farrell, 2019).

Despite the mentioned benefits and acknowledgement of reflection in teacher
education, it was criticized as there was, and there is still no, agreed definition of reflection
(Beauchamp, 2015; Farrell, 2018a) and relevant terminology (Chan & Lee, 2021). Some
studies questioned the efficiency of reflective practice in teacher education (e.g. Atkinson,
2012; Blaik Hourani, 2013; Russell, 2013). Atkinson (2012) put forward that teachers’
reflective practice does not always overlap with scholars’ expectations, and the notion of
reflection is oversimplified. Therefore, how reflection is conducted in practice merits
further studies. He also asserted that context should not be ignored, and scholars should
avoid decontextualization. In a similar way, Malkki and Lindblom-Ylanne (2012) cautioned
against the perspective towards reflective practice and explicated that reflection does not
always lead to improved teaching and context, and personal factors cannot be
overlooked. Collin and Karsenti (2011) touched upon the dominance of literature and
practice on individual reflection and the challenges in shifting to a more collaborative
approach of reflection. Akbari (2007) explicitly stated that reflection is vulnerable to
changes and various explications and alerts about the focus on the past actions without
any future-orientation. He also noted that reflection has no attested benefit for PSTs as
they need to construct and discover their self-image rather than improve classroom
practice. Ryan (2013) asserted that reflective skills are not innate or instinctive, they
should be taught to help students to be able to express their disciplinary knowledge. She,
thus, recommended not to disregard providing scaffolding to students in every step of
reflection. Farrell (2018b) argued that a more holistic approach to reflection is needed in

SLTE as most of the frameworks do not provide a holistic view.



27

With the acknowledgement of reflection being useful in SLTE programs, various
approaches and methods have emerged. However, most of these studies reduce
reflection to a retrospectively oriented activity. Therefore, although these approaches and
methods could be useful for teachers, most of them view reflection as a remedial tool for
retrospective actions rather than uncovering the inner lives of teachers. Against these
criticisms and cautions, it is significant to remember that different reflection procedures
may yield different insights. Furthermore, it is essential to consider literature to incorporate
reflection into teacher education programs rigorously for efficient teacher learning
(Beauchamp, 2015). To achieve this, it is essential to broaden our understanding of
reflection through further studies. Although reflection has been extensively studied over an
important period of time, most studies overlooked collaboration and the use of data in
reflection and relied primarily on written reflection rather than spoken reflection (Mann &
Walsh, 2013, 2017; Walsh & Mann, 2015). Moreover, to the best of my knowledge, how
reflection is performed when there is no power asymmetry on site has been studied by
only a few researchers (e.g., Balaman, 2023). This area merits further investigation as a
significant body of literature suggests that the power asymmetry is a significant factor
affecting the reflective practice of PSTs. Accordingly, | will now turn my attention to the

power asymmetry in reflection in the next subsection.
Power Asymmetry in Reflection

Teacher educator-teacher reflection dialogue bears asymmetric power (Harris et
al.,, 2019; Kim & Silver, 2021; Mann & Walsh, 2017; Waring, 2014) by which reflective
dialogue is prone to be affected by teacher educator questions and assessments (Waring,
2014; Vasquez, 2004). The asymmetrical power is acknowledged by students and teacher
educators, and they act in accordance with it. Vasquez (2004) located that teacher
educators employ various politeness strategies to save teachers’ face in post observation
meetings. Waring (2017) for example found out that mentors tend to “go general” as an

interactional strategy in post observation conversations to depersonalize advice.
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Congruently, when PSTs get critical feedback, they use various face-saving strategies as
critical reflection is seen as a face-threatening act (Bjgrndal, 2020). Students also tend to
keep quiet during self-evaluation while answering open-ended questions as they avoided

contrasting with teacher’s ideas (Waring, 2014).

Although PSTs have rights to manage the interaction depending on the situation,
teacher educators open and close activities, facilitate reflection, lead discussions (Veen &
de la Croix, 2016). Harris et al. (2019) found that the supervisor and PSTs co-constructed
an asymmetrical relationship as the supervisor referred to the institutional documents and
guided the conversation. Skovholt (2018) discovered that although the teacher in her
study created space for students to convey their ideas, her pedagogical goal may urge her
to guide students to give preferred answers in feedback-oriented conversation. Teacher
educators tend to manipulate trainees’ ideas and put across her ideas. So, teacher
educators’ ideas surpass what trainees think, and trainees’ ideas are only valued if they
resonate with the ideas of teacher educators (Copland et al., 2009). One of the reasons
for such tension may be the different roles that teacher educators need to take up and
their shifts between these roles such as an assessor and a collaborative colleague
(Copland, 2010) to set a balance between giving feedback and acknowledging teachers’
professional stance (Kim & Silver, 2021). Copland (2011) also problematizes the
asymmetry in reflection meetings and proposes that “... often the trainees seem to be
either maneuvered into accepting the teacher educators’ views or even silenced by the
discourse practices of the teacher educators. Trainees’ learning agendas are rarely
heard.” (p.16). Put simply, PSTs may not show if they do not agree with teacher educators
and tend to seem agreeing (Beck & Kosnik, 2002; Bonilla & Rivera, 2008; Farr, 2010a).
To decrease the effects of power asymmetry, Copland et al. (2009) prescribed some
strategies to create space for reflection of trainees: rather than imposing knowledge to
trainees, teachers educators should embark on a dialogic approach in feedback sessions

to sustain knowledge construction and autonomy of trainees. Furthermore, to cultivate
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reflection, teacher educators could be less directive and give enough space for PSTs’
participation. Another strategy could be mitigating negative feedback with hesitation

markers and pauses (Copland et al., 2009).

Having provided a comprehensive account of how power asymmetry in reflection
affects the practice of reflection, | will address the significance of collaboration and data in

reflection in the next subsection.
Collaborative Data-led Reflection

The literature approaches reflection from different perspectives. According to
Murray (2010), there are two reflection types: individual and collaborative (also see
Crandall & Christison, 2016). While individuals monitor and gain lessons in the first type,
they collaborate with each other in the latter. Reflection is mostly seen as an individual
process in which collaboration is ignored (Mann & Walsh, 2013). However, collaboration
and making use of others’ experiences coincide with how Dewey (1933) (see Definitions
section in Introduction) originally defined reflection (Walsh & Mann, 2015). By contrast
with the former perspective on reflection and the overall tendency of studies dealing with
individual reflection, recent studies on reflection give more prominent space to
collaboration in reflection and ensure that it does not emerge in isolation but through
dialogue (Husu et al., 2007). For example, Kim and Silver (2016) advocated that dialogue
might enhance reflection of teachers, and mentors should trigger dialogue by asking
open-ended questions and approach reflection from the perspective of recipients rather
than considering their training agenda. Ishino (2018) conducted a micro-longitudinal study
and found out that co-teachers drew advantage from joint reflection-in-action and made
immediate changes to manage classrooms better. Some studies distinguished the effects
of collaborative reflection on the perspectives of teachers. Turhan and Kirkgéz (2021)
revealed that collaborative reflection helped PSTs to shift their perceptions as they were
able to explore a situation from the perspective of others, and they recommended

integrating collaborative reflection into courses. Walsh and Mann (2015) ascertained that
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reflection on practice in collaboration with others lead to grosser knowledge development
than reflection in isolation. Through discussion with other practitioners, PSTs verbalize
and regulate their ideas in interaction. Furthermore, Mann and Walsh (2017) found that
PSTs perceive collaborative reflection more fruitful to identify their weaknesses and
strengths than individual reflection. Similarly, Chan and Wong (2021) uncovered that the
students in their study also propose that interaction with others makes their ideas clearer
during reflection. Collaborative reflection also affected resilience positively. Ayoobiyan and
Rashidi (2021) investigated the correlation between lIranian EFL teachers’ reflective
practice and resilience, and they concluded that collaboration with others provide the
teachers with new perspectives and lead to increased resilience. Mau and Harkness
(2020) investigated a case of reflection of a teacher in isolation and found that a PST,
Kevin, described what he observed rather than reflecting on the students’ performance.
Accordingly, they concluded that a dialogic approach should be adopted to promote

deeper insights through reflection.

The developments in the technology promoted data-led reflection by providing
various tools. Mann and Walsh (2013, 2017) advocated for the cruciality of data to reflect
on and put forward that evidence triggers reflection. Namely, data eases reflection by
presenting some evidence to practitioners, and evidence-based decision making plays an
important role. In addition to reflecting on their own experience, students may also benefit
from others’ experiences through reading their stories (Dikilitags & Comoglu, 2022).
However, although any data can be beneficial, teachers’ own data results in better and
richer reflection as the data from their own professional lives would attract more attention

(Mann & Walsh, 2013; Walsh & Mann, 2015).

Video has been used extensively in data-led reflections, and it has been proved to
be more useful than writing portfolios to reflect on one’s own action as it enables to see
unnoticed things during teaching and extends their perspectives (Korkko, 2019). Erdz-

Tuga (2013) found that self-reflection on video recorded teaching sessions enabled ESL
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teachers to gain an understanding of themselves, to be more critical and to better
evaluate their practices. Furthermore, by means of video-recordings, the teachers’
weaknesses and strengths became apparent, and their awareness towards themselves
was raised. In another study, PSTs also depicted that recording videos and watching them
later enriched their reflective practice (Korkkd et al., 2019). In that vein, Richter et al.
(2022) have found that virtual reality(VR)-based videos also helped PSTs as much as real
classroom videos bearing similarities with real classroom videos regarding the potential to
trigger reflection. VR provides an environment with avatars as in real classroom and it is

way easier to record videos to observe and study later.

This subsection upon reflection has depicted a picture of reflection, potentiality of it
in teacher education, and the affordances of collaborative and data-led reflection. Upon
these, Mann and Walsh (2013) and Walsh and Mann (2015) call attention to a more data-
led approach to raise awareness of PSTs of themselves, their levels and needs. That is to
say, they propose empirical, data-led, dialogic reflection with appropriate tools. However,
the studies as mentioned above mostly explore reflection under the guidance of teacher
educator and the studies which examine collaborative data-led reflection are scarce.
Against this background, this study sets out to investigate dialogic data-led reflection of
transnational PST groups by employing Multimodal CA. The study aims to uncover how
PSTs deal with the problems they encounter and how alternative solutions are created

without existence of a teacher educator.

Overall, this section has touched upon reflection including its components, use in
teacher education, and significance of power asymmetry, data and collaboration in
reflection practice. In the next section, | will present another significant area of research,

epistemics in interaction which is one of the bases of this dissertation.
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Epistemics in Interaction

Epistemics in interaction has attracted a great deal of attention in the literature
starting as early as Labov and Fanshel's (1977) work distinguishing between A events and
B events for the exploration of territories of knowledge. They differentiated between
events and knowledge territories of interactants. Accordingly, there are 5 categories of
knowledge territory across interactants which include A-events, B-events, AB-events, O-
events and D-events. According to their categorization, A-events are known by A and not
known by B, while B-events are known by B and not known by A. AB-events are known by
both A and B. O-events are known by everyone present, and D-events are disputable.
Kamio (1977) drew on the importance of territory of knowledge in language. He proposed
that the degree of knowledge may vary from person to person. Pomerantz (1980)
extended the research on epistemics in interaction with her classification of Type 1 and
Type 2 knowables. While Type 1 knowables emerges from the firsthand experience, Type
2 knowables derives from knowing occurrences. In other words, Type 1 knowables are the
type of information that a person is expected to know as part of their rights and obligations
(“what one is doing”, p.187), and Type 2 knowables are the type of information that a
person gets through hearing from someone, inference, or seeing someone etc. (“where
your friend is” p.188). Based on this line of previous research, recent CA research (e.g.,
Heritage, 2012a, 2012b, 2013; Heritage & Raymond, 2012) defined epistemic status as
the position between K- (less knowledgeable) and K+ (more knowledgeable) ends of the

epistemic gradient.

Epistemic status and stance have been distinguished in the epistemics in
interaction literature. While epistemic status refers to enduring knowledge positions of
individuals between K- and K+ ends of the gradient, epistemic stance is the knowledge
status that individuals adopt in situ. In other words, epistemic stance is not fixed and
interlocutors may display different levels of epistemic stance in the unfolding of interaction

(Heritage, 2012a, 2012b, 2013; Heritage & Raymond, 2012). Epistemic stance of
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speakers influences the social actions and unfolding of conversations. For example,
individuals can position themselves in relatively K- position, and they may request
information from their relatively more K+ interactants (Heritage, 2012a, 2012c, 2013;
Heritage & Raymond, 2012). Relatedly, epistemic stance of interactants may shift from K-
to K+ of epistemic gradient in situ. The shift in the epistemic stance can be shown with a
change of epistemic stance token (i.e., oh) after receiving an answer to a question

(Heritage, 1984a) or can be directly claimed or demonstrated, which | now turn to.
Claim and Demonstration of Knowledge in Interaction

Heritage (2013, p. 370) asserts that “within Conversation Analysis (CA), research
into epistemics focuses on the knowledge claims that interactants assert, contest and
defend in and through turns-at-talk and sequences of interaction”. Sacks (1992) makes a
distinction between claim and demonstration of understanding. He highlights the
importance of understanding in co-constructing interaction and draws attention to how
understanding is shown to sustain interaction. Sacks (1992) analyzes the extract below
(Fig. 2.1) and he puts forward that a demonstration of understanding is produced as A

incorporates and contextualizes the answer of B.

Figure 2.1

Demonstration of understanding (excerpted from Sacks, 1992)

A: How long are you gonna be in town?
B: Uh, til about Monday.
A: Ohit'll be just a week then.

Heritage (2012b) draws on an extract coming from an earlier paper by Terasaki
(2004). He proposes that upon the pre-announcement of A to tell good news in the first
line, D positions himself/herself as knowledgeable (K+) and explicitly claims this in line 3

(see Fig. 2.2) below.
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Figure 2.2

Claim of knowing (Terasaki (2004) as cited in and excerpted from Heritage, (2012b))

(12) [KC4:1 (Terasaki 2004:189)]

1 A: Hey we got good news.

2 C: [What’s the good ne]ws,

3 D: I k n o : w]

4 )

5 A: [Oh ya do::?

6 B: [Ya heard it?

7 A: Oh good.

8 C: Oh yeah, mm hm

9 D: Except I don’t know what a giant follicular
10 lymphoblastoma is.
11 A: Who the hell does except a doctor.

Koole (2010) extended the notion of epistemics in interaction by specifically
differentiating between claim of understanding and demonstration of knowing, and how
context required claim or demonstration. He explains the differentiation with the following

2 extracts (see Fig. 2.3 & Fig. 2.4).

Figure 2.3

Claim of understanding (excerpted from Koole, 2010)

Extract 1 Patricia ZO-091199'

84 Teacher: Nou snap je ‘t wel?

Now you do understand?
85 Patricia: Ja.=

Yes.=
86 Teacher: =Oke.

=0Okay.



35

Figure 2.4

Demonstration of knowing (excerpted from Koole, 2010)

Extract 2 Tatjana RB-101299

23 Teacher: Teken een assenstelsel met een zaagtand ((reads))
Draw a coordinate system with a saw tooth

24 Weet je wat een |zaagtand is?=
Do you know what a saw tooth is?=

25 Tatjana: = Jadatis [ditding he?
=VYes that’s this thing right?

26 [((points))

In the first extract (see Fig.2.3), Patricia answers the teacher’s epistemic access
seeking question (Now you do understand?) with an acknowledgement token (yes) which
reveals that Patricia claims understanding in the first extract. In the second extract (see
Fig. 2.4), Tatjana answers the teacher’s epistemic access seeking question (Do you know
what a saw tooth is?) with acknowledgement token (Yes), and she asks a confirmation
question (that’s this thing right?). While Tatjana claims knowing with an acknowledgement
token, she demonstrates knowing with a confirmation seeking question in the second part
of her answer. Therefore, Tatjana’s and Patricia’s answers to the teachers’ epistemic
access seeking question accomplished different social actions. While Patricia claims
understanding with an acknowledgement token, Tatjana elaborates on her claim of
knowing and produces demonstration. The demonstration was formulated following the
claim. Namely, demonstration has not substituted the claim but extended it with the
structure [claim + demonstration of knowing/understanding]. According to Koole (2010),
some sequences may require a claim of epistemic access, while others may require
demonstration. In other words, claim is the preferred answer for “Do you understand?”

question. On the other hand, demonstration is preferred to answer “Do you know?”

question.

As the ultimate goal of any educational context is to move the epistemic status of
students from a less knowledgeable level to a more knowledgeable level between K- and

K+ ends of the epistemic gradient, having access to the epistemic status of students
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shape the practices of teachers. In an educational setting, teachers have the epistemic
authority regarding the subject matter which underscores an epistemic asymmetry
between students and teachers. Thus, teachers have the right to ask epistemic questions
and engage in epistemic status check (Sert, 2013). Questions are also commonly used in
classrooms for a similar interactional purpose. Interactants, who ask questions, adopt
varying levels of epistemic stance between K- and K+ ends of the gradient (Heritage &
Raymond, 2012). Therefore, despite the epistemic authority of teachers, they may employ
a different level of epistemic stance in situ than their actual epistemic status by
downgrading their epistemic level. K- status of teachers reduces the risk of an explicit
assessment and implies a closer gap between epistemic stance of teacher and students
which elicit more engagement from students. For example, teachers’ indirect question with

”

‘I wonder...” were reported to enable students to engage in interaction more and to
display their knowledge (Houen et al., 2019). In a similar vein, van der Meij et al. (2024)
discussed that epistemic disclaimers of teachers in turn initials increase students’
participation. However, they also argue that epistemic disclaimers do not always end up

with more participation of students depending on the sequential structure of the

interaction.

Epistemic status of students may not conform with the epistemic stance they adopt
or epistemic stance of other students in the class (Balaman, 2016; Balaman & Sert,
2017a, 2017b). Koole (2012) explored mathematics explanations of a teacher in
multilingual classroom. He found that teachers’ epistemic primacy may hinder displaying
epistemic status of students, and students may tend to align with teachers’ explanations
rather than challenging them. Although experience affects epistemic status of people,
similar experiences do not necessarily lead to epistemic equality either (Heritage, 2012a).
Therefore, epistemic status of individual students may vary in the educational contexts,
and it makes it complex to address the epistemic status of the whole class while regarding

individual differences as well (Solem, 2016b). However, teachers tend to generalize
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claimed epistemic status of individual students to the whole class. The public attribution of
epistemic status may not be in accordance with the actual epistemic stance that students
adopt (Heller, 2017). Thus, an incongruence emerges between what students
claim/disclaim in situ and their expected epistemic status (Batlle & Deal, 2021; Heller,

2017).

Students’ displays of their epistemic stance has been studied across different
educational contexts. Epistemics is shown through embodiment, specifically gaze, and
students’ demonstrated knowledge by taking the initiative to correct teachers in a whole-
class activity (Kaanta, 2014). Herder et al. (2022) investigated students’ display of
knowledge during a collaborative writing activity. Similar to teachers’ generalizing
practices, students claimed shared (you know/we know) K+ epistemic stance in addition to
the individual claims (I know) and K+ epistemic stance. Solem (2016a) put forward that
students’ displays of knowledge practices challenge the notions of both epistemic
asymmetry and interactional asymmetry. In other words, they take initiative to self-select,
and, in their turns, they correct teachers to display student knowledge. It also suffices to
note that different tasks may require different epistemic stance displays. While
demonstration of understanding would be enough in one context, another context might
affect not only the range of displaying epistemics but also the assessment of it (Day &
Kristiansen, 2018). Herder et al. (2020) found that epistemic displays of students during a
collaborative writing task had diverse functions such as giving account, responding to
questions, repairing others and so on. They also discovered that students extended their
perspectives and knowledge in-and-through interaction with their peers to accomplish the

writing task.

Claim of insufficient knowledge (CIK) is one of the notions that also attracted
attention in the literature. Thus, in addition to the studies across various settings such as
courtrooms (Beach & Metzger, 1997; Drew, 1992; Metzger & Beach, 1996), and child

counseling (Hutchby, 2002), CIK has attracted attention in educational contexts (Heller,
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2017; Ingram, 2020; Sert & Jacknick, 2015a; Sert & Walsh, 2013; Skogmyr Marian et al.,
2021; Somuncu & Sert, 2019). Sert and Walsh (2013) investigated CIK in classroom
context and explored how teachers create learning opportunities following students’ CIK.
Ingram (2020) investigated students’ claim of not knowing, understanding and
remembering in a mathematics education context and how teachers manage these
situations. Sherman and Tuma (2023) argued that students produce CIK in group works
as an interactional strategy to accomplish tasks. They, for example, leave the floor to their
peers, and create learning opportunities. Skogmyr Marian et al. (2021) dealt with CIK from
a different perspective and explored counselors’ CIK practices in writing centers at
universities. In addition to playing a role to downgrade epistemic status, CIK was also a
strategy to avoid subject-specific and content-related responsibility. Students raise
awareness of their epistemic status while dealing with the epistemic gaps emerging during
pedagogic tasks (Balaman, 2015). Unlike the teacher-fronted classroom practices, in peer
interactions, students may attribute epistemic authority to each other, and their
claims/disclaim of knowledge may be assessed differently than whole-class sessions

(Jakonen & Morton, 2015).

Against this background, this study aims to contribute to the knowledge base of
SLTE by furthering our understanding of reflection and epistemics in interaction. Firstly, it
will shed light on how reflection is conducted by transnational PST groups without a
presence of a teacher educator, and potential affordances it offers for teacher education.
Secondly, by building on previous research on epistemics in peer-peer interaction in
online educational settings (e.g., Balaman & Sert, 2017), the study seeks to explore PSTs'
displays of epistemic stance in an online collaborative data-led reflection setting. The
dissertation specifically explores claim of learning, and epistemic change expressions of
transnational PSTs during their data-led collaborative reflections. The procedures for
achieving the aims will be detailed in the following Methodology chapter, with reference to

the details on research context, participants, research methodology and data.
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Chapter 3

Methodology

The third chapter of the dissertation is dedicated to the methodological background
of the study regarding participants, research context, data collection, Conversation
Analysis (CA), transcribing data, building collections. All the details are introduced and
discussed in seven sections. First, participants in the study are described as the main and
secondary ones. The Research context is then depicted based on the Digitask4IC project
and the Teacher Module on the Digitask web application. What follows is the procedures
for data collection. In this subsection, | discuss the steps followed, and tools used for data
collection. While the first three subsections help gain insights into how this study is
designed within the scope of the Digitask4IC project, the remaining subsections present
procedural information on how to deal with data from CA perspective. To do so, | present
details of CA as the research methodology and fundamentals of CA while approaching
data. Next, validity and reliability in CA research are explained. This is followed by the
steps related to transcribe the data and how the data is prepared for analysis. The chapter
ends with building collections, which presents how the collection of cases was built and

what is included in the collection.

Before proceeding with the sections in the current chapter, | would like to
reintroduce the research questions.
Research Questions

1.  How do the PSTs engage in data-led collaborative reflection without the
presence of a teacher educator on site?

2.  How do the PSTs employ various linguistic constructions to express changes

in their epistemic status?

3. What affordances does collaborative data-led reflection provide to PSTs for

teacher learning?
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a) How were micro-moments of claimed teacher learning manifested?

b) What are the sources that conribute to PSTs’ claim of teacher learning?

Participants

There are two types of participants in this study: main and secondary participants.
Main participants are transnational pre-service teachers (PSTs) who design a virtual
exchange task and have dialogic reflections in groups through video-mediated interaction.
Secondary participants are learners who engage in the tasks created by transnational
PSTs. The reason for such a differentiation between main and secondary participants is
the data on which this study is based. Namely, the study investigates the data that comes
from PSTs which makes them the main participants as their video-mediated interactions
are investigated within the scope of this dissertation. The data from the task-engagers are
complementary to the data of the former group as they play an important role in shaping
the interaction of transnational PSTs. Throughout the dissertation, the main participants
are called PSTs, and icons in bold are used to highlight them. On the other hand, the term
task-engagers refers to secondary participants in the remaining parts of the dissertation
and lighter icons are used for them (see Figure 3.1). Background information regarding

both main and secondary participants is given below.

Figure 3.1

Participants

3e%

()
PSTs Task-Engagers
(Main Participants) (Secondary

Participants)
The main participants are transnational PSTs who come from language teacher

education programs from three partner universities of Digitask4IC project in three
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countries, Turkey, Austria, and Spain (See next subsection for detailed information).
Following all considerations of syllabi and context of classes, bachelor's degree students
from Turkish university and master's degree students from Spanish and Austrian
universities were recruited for collaboration for the project. The total number of
participating PSTs is 72, and it includes PSTs of various languages i.e., English, French,
Spanish, ltalian, and Chinese. The number of the PSTs is distributed across partners as
42 pre-service teachers from the Turkish university, 17 pre-service teachers from the
Austrian university and 13 pre-service teachers from the Spanish University. These pre-
service teachers were divided into 21 sub-groups of 3 or 4 to co-operate and
collaboratively design an online task by the end of the project timeline. There are four
participants in 9 groups out of 21, and the rest of the groups include three pre-service
teachers each. In each group, there are two pre-service teachers from the Turkish
university, and there is one pre-service teacher from the Austrian university and/or one
pre-service teacher from the Spanish university depending on the participant number of

groups (See Table 1).

Table 1

The number of PSTs from Partner Universities

The number of PSTs from

Group Turkish Austrian University ~ Spanish University Total number
University
Group 1 2 1 X 3
Group 2 2 1 X 3
Group 3 2 1 X 3
Group 4 2 1 1 4
Group 5 2 1 X 3
Group 6 2 1 1 4
Group 7 2 1 1 4

Group 8 2 1 X 3
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Group 9 2 1 1 4
Group 10 2 1 1 4
Group 11 2 1 X 3
Group 12 2 1 1 4
Group 13 2 1 X 3
Group 14 2 1 1 4
Group 15 2 1 X 3
Group 16 2 1 1 4
Group 17 2 1 1 4
Group 18 2 X 1 3
Group 19 2 X 1 3
Group 20 2 X 1 3
Group 21 2 X 1 3
Total Number 42 17 13 72

The PSTs from the Turkish University are 3™ grade students enrolled in the fully
online teacher education course, Analysis of Discourse and Language Teaching. The
course aimed to equip students with the skills to develop materials and to create
pedagogical tasks with the help of digital tools to improve L2 learners’ interactional
competences (IC). Via video-mediated lectures by the teacher educators, participants
were familiarized with Digitask4IC project, Open educational resources (OERS),
interactional competence, computer assisted language learning, technology-mediated
task-based language teaching, telecollaboration and virtual exchange, and task design
principles. Following the theoretical lectures, participants experienced hands-on practice
on the Digitask web application under the guidance of their teacher educators. The
participants from the Austrian University were taking a seminar class, and pursuing
expertise in teaching different languages such as Italian and Spanish. In the scope of their

course, they were expected to prepare tasks for their future students in the languages
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(other than English) they will teach. Besides individual and collaborative task design and
collaborative reflective conversations, they were also supposed to write individual
reflections. Thus, the course aimed to equip pre-service teachers with experience and
knowledge of task-based language teaching at different levels and languages. Lastly, the
participants from the Spanish University were M.Sc. degree program for pre-service
teachers of Chinese as a foreign language. The pre-service teachers were taking a
teaching methodology course which aimed to prepare them for their own classes in their
future careers. Within the scope of the course, they were also trained on task-based
language teaching. Like at the Austrian University, in addition to the collaboratively
designed task to improve English as a foreign language, the pre-service teachers were
supposed to prepare two task sequences to teach Chinese to speakers of Spanish.
Therefore, the pre-service teachers from different universities constituted a very diverse
group with different backgrounds, with different foreign languages they expertise in, and

with different levels they will teach in their future careers.

The secondary group of participants is task-engagers. Task-engagers were from
two different universities: one from Turkiye and one from Tunisia. The total number of
participants in this secondary cohort is 60, and they form 30 dyads paired as one
participant from each university. Task-engagers from the Turkish university are
undergraduate students enrolled in the class of Language and Society in the Department
of English Language Teaching while participants from the Tunisian university are master’s
degree students in English Studies, and they were enrolled in Communication Skills
course at their university. The dyads of task-engagers were divided into three clusters,
each of which includes 10 dyads of task-engagers and were supposed to complete tasks
designed by the transnational PSTs, the first cohort of participants. As this section is
devoted to depicting the participants in the study, the reason for having clusters and

details about them are explained subsequently in the data collection subsection.



44

Last but not least, although both PSTs and task-engagers were enrolled in classes
at their universities, which required them to participate in the activities as part of their
course work, they were informed about the data collection procedure and ethical
considerations to ensure that they participated in the study on a voluntary basis. When the
participants declared their voluntariness to participate in the study, written consent forms
were collected from each participant. Relatedly, the recordings of the participants who did
not opt for voluntarily taking part in the research were omitted from the dataset, although
they still participated as part of the course work, which means their participation status did
not impact the course evaluation overall. The next subsection presents the research

context of the study.

Research Context

As mentioned earlier, the transnational PSTs in this study were expected to design
one task per group through video-mediated interaction as a group on Digitask web
application. Digitask web application was produced as an outcome of the Digitask4IC
project to provide a platform for sustainable tasks for language teachers and learners. In

this section, the Digitask4IC project and Digitask web application are introduced in detail.
Digitask4IC Project

The Digitask4IC project was funded by Erasmus+ program (2020-1-TR01-KA226-
HE-098066). The project started on the 1% of June 2021 and ended on the 30" of
November 2022. The project team consisted of 22 researchers from four partner
universities in 3 countries. The project aimed to produce three intellectual outputs: to
develop a digital task catalogue; to create a digital task generator; and to provide training

on the previous outputs (see the website of the project: htips:/digitask4ic.com/).

Additionally, the project team brought together a list of open educational resources (OER)
repositories and pursued objectives to create the task generator operational only based

on OERs. OERs are described as “teaching, learning and research materials in any
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medium — digital or otherwise — that reside in the public domain or have been released
under an open license that permits no-cost access, use, adaptation, and redistribution by
others with no or limited restrictions” on the webpage of UNESCO (see

https://en.unesco.org/themes/building-knowledge-societies/oer)

(https://plus.google.com/+UNESCO, 2017). The most important output withing the scope
of the project is a web application called Digitask that was developed to enabls teachers
to design their own tasks and use tasks created by others (see next subsection). The
PSTs from the three partner universities, primary participants in the dataset, were
instructed to use Digitask to create tasks in the Teacher Module of Digitask, while the
learners, secondary participants in the dataset, were assigned to complete the tasks in the
Student Module of Digitask (see Data Collection for more detailed information). As this
dissertation mainly focuses on PSTs’ experiences, a detailed account for the design

interface available in the Teacher Module of Digitask will be given in the next subsection.
Teacher Module on Digitask

Digitask web application was created to provide a sustainable task design and
assignment tool to teachers. It comprises teacher and student modules. On the Teacher
Module, teachers can create their own tasks or use tasks created by other teachers (i.e.,
task designers). If one uses a task created by others, they can modify the task or use the
original version of the task. While creating tasks, Digitask provides already uploaded OER
materials (i.e., text, audio, video, images) to be used, or teachers can upload materials
from OERSs as they wish. In this subsection, | will introduce only the steps to create a task

considering the focus of the dissertation.

On the main page of the Digitask web application (see Figure 3.2), teachers (i.e.,
task designers) can find “create task”, “create sequence”, “create materials”, “tasks”,
“sequences”, and “materials” buttons via which they can utilize almost all technical
features of Digitask. In addition to these buttons, under the dashboard button,

management parts such as “task management”, “sequence management’, “material
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management” and “group management” appear as drop-down menus on the left side of

the interface (see Figure 3.2). In the “task management” section, teachers can get access

to “all tasks”, “bookmarked tasks”, “my tasks”, “co-designed tasks”, and “deleted tasks”.

LT

The “sequence management” part includes “all sequences”, “bookmarked sequences”,

and “my sequences”. Similarly, in the “material management”, teachers can reach “all

” LI

materials”, “bookmarked materials”, “my materials”, and “deleted materials” which helps

them to organize their tasks, sequences, and materials. Lastly, in the “class management”

”

part, three different sections are seen as “assignments”, “groups”, and “student groups”.

Figure 3.2

Main Page on Teacher Module
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On “create material page”, which is the first step if a teacher/task designer does
not use already uploaded materials on Digitask, teachers are initially requested to name
the material they upload and choose the material type as audio, image, text, mixed, or
video. In the “content part”, teachers need to copy links to the materials they
created/chose from one of the OERs repositories. They can also use shortcuts for

embedded links, YouTube videos, SoundCloud audios etc. (see Figure 3.3).
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Figure 3.3

Creating Materials on Digitask
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On “create task page”, four subsections are available (see Figure 3.4 below).
These are “basic information”, “task design”, “completion options” and “preview and
confirm” sections. In the “basic information” part, teachers/task designers are required to
give a title to their tasks. If they have partners with whom they collaborate for design
purposes, the web application also provides an opportunity to add co-designers. Teachers
are supposed to fill “task type”, “information gap”, “target skills”, “objectives”, “target

languages”, “target proficiency level” and “keywords”, while other parts are optional. There
are drop-down menus for task type, information gap, target skill, and target proficiency
level. Task type drop-down menu includes various options such as brainstorming,
collaborative writing, decision making etc. The drop-down menu for target proficiency level
allows for multiple options for target proficiency level from A1 to C1 according to CEFR.
Under the information gap drop-down menu, six options are situated: one-way, two-way,
multiple-way, emergent information gap, none and other. Lastly, the target skills drop-

down menu consists of Speaking, Interaction, Reading, Writing, Mediation, and Integrated

Skills.
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Figure 3.4

Basic Information on Create Task Page
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The next step is task design which includes “task instruction” and “students”
sections (see Figure 3.5). In the instruction part, teachers may give textual instruction and
use different materials by directly embedding them using the panel at the top of the page
that gives access to all materials available on Digitask. Students section is the part where
teachers decide on the number of students that can perform a task in a group. They can
use “add student” button to add as many students as they would like. After adding the
number of students, the next step is to add materials. Teachers may add the same
material to all the students by using “add material to all” button which is next to “add
students” button. Also, teachers may add specific materials to specific students using
“assign material” button which can be seen only individually by each student. In addition to
assigning different materials to different students, teachers may also write varying
instructions for each student on a task material basis. The teacher/task designer can also

decide when a material should appear during the task engagement, which makes it



49

possible to come up with multiple alternative scenarios for task design. The last step on
this section is to choose which students can submit an answer to the task. Depending on
the choice of the teacher/task designer, specific students or everybody in a group can
submit an answer. When we scroll down the page, we have one more option which is
called collaborative writing (see Figure 3.6); if it is ticked up, the “this student can answer”
buttons disappear and it enables a Google Documents-like collaborative writing section for

the students/task-engagers, as it is seen in Figure 3.6.

Figure 3.5
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Figure 3.6

Collaborative Writing
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The third sub-section comprises “completion options” that provides a drop-down
menu consisting of “exact value”, “word limit”, “time relevant”, “exact value+time relevant”,
“‘word limit+time relevant” or “none” (see Figure 3.7). If we go into details in each option,
we have five different scenarios numbered on Figure 3.8 except “none” option. After
clicking on the “exact value” button, teachers are required to enter exact value(s) in the
form of words, phrases or sentences as numbered 1 in Figure 3.8, which means that
students need to enter an exact value on their submission screen (answer box) to end the
task. The second scenario, numbered 2 in Figure 3.8, is the “word limit” that requires
minimum and/or maximum word limit numbers to complete a task. The last main option is
time relevant, and teachers/task designers can determine any time limit they want for the
completion of a task as the third scenario. The other two options consist of a combination
of the main options. If “word limit + time relevant” is chosen, teacher/task designer
determines the time and word limit to complete a task as it is numbered 4 on Figure 3.8.
The last option is “exact value + time relevant”, and it requires teachers/task designers to

enter exact value(s) and determine a time limit as a completion option (See Figure 3.8

below). When “completion options” is chosen, the last step is to preview and save the
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task. On this section, teachers/task designers can preview their tasks, generate QR

codes, and publish their tasks.

Figure 3.7
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Figure 3.8
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Having detailed the research context of the study with reference to Digitask4IC
project and Digitask web application interface, the subsequent section will provide a

comprehensive overview of the data collection procedure.
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Data Collection

The data in this dissertation were obtained from the dataset collected within the
scope of the Digitask4IC project. Based on the larger dataset (more than 400 hours), this
study draws on the screen-recordings of collaborative video-mediated data-led dialogic
reflections of transnational PSTs. In line with data collection procedures, the participants
were asked to record their own screens using of Screencast-o-Matic (SoM). SoM enabled
project researchers to reach and download the recordings both as an indicator of the
completion of a project output and for research purposes. To decrease the risk of data
loss, built-in screen recorder of Microsoft Teams application was also used alongside
SoM. The screen recordings coming from SoM and MS Teams were stored safely by the

collective work of the Digitask4IC project researchers.

Prior to data collection, some preparations on Digitask web application were done.
Besides the project team, the application was tested by different lecturers and teacher
educators during various events organized by the project team. Following the preparations
on Digitask, a number of meetings were held between partner universities of the
Digitask4IC project to collaboratively organize the data collection. Accordingly, within the
scope of the classes offered in the programs in partnering universities, PSTs were trained
by teacher educators on open educational resources (OER) and how to use Digitask web
application. Next, pre-design meetings were held where PSTs were informed in whole-
class sessions in each institution about the basics of task design as well as the task

design criteria, which laid the ground for the subsequent data collection process.

Before the data collection procedure, PSTs were divided into groups, and contact
information of group members was shared with one another so that they could organize
their meetings by deciding on the meeting times within groups. Then, a document, called
collaborative task-design guidelines, was shared with PSTs which included the main
requirements that PSTs were required to fulfill for collaborative task design. These

requirements were: (i) to watch the training video prepared by the project team about
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Digitask web application; (ii) to register to the TeacherModule on Digitask; (iii) to watch
videos created by teachers of task-engagers that they targeted to design a task so as to
get to know about their target students; (iv) to get familiar with the task design criteria; (v)
to watch the video prepared on how to use SoM, to register on SoM, and to have a test
recording; (vi) to contact with their group members through e-mails to mark dates for the

video-mediated task-design meetings.

The guideline also provided PSTs with a calendar of the data collection procedure
and instructions for each meeting, task design criteria, topic distribution across groups of
transnational PSTs, and MS Teams meeting links for each group. According to the task
design criteria (see Table 2), PSTs were supposed to design an online task about topics
assigned to their group with 2 or 3 real-life related learning objectives. Also, the task
should have provided opportunities for social interaction, integrate different skills, fit to

online settings, engage two or three students and last about 30 minutes.

Table 2

Task Design Criteria as stated in the Guideline

Task Design Criteria

Design tasks that cover the topic that was assigned to your group.
Define 2-3 learning objectives (real-life related).

Design a task that creates opportunities for social interaction.
Design a task that integrates skills (more than one skill).

Design a task with a clear outcome/product (audio, decision, drawing, graph, interview, message,
list, story, table, video, ...).

Design a task that is compatible with digital spaces (does it make sense to do it online?).
Design a task that is engaging and attractive.
Design a task that works for 2 or 3 students.

Design a task that lasts about 30 minutes.

The topics of tasks were collaboratively determined by teacher educators and with

inputs of the teachers of task-engagers. The topics were as follows: Getting to know each
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other, Language Learning Biographies, Language in the Public Space, Language
Varieties, Lingua Franca, Communication styles, Multilingualism, Inclusive Language, and
Final Reflection Task. The topics and their distributions across PST groups are listed in
Table 3. While the topics of Getting to know each other, Lingua Franca, and Final
Reflection Task were assigned to single PST groups, other topics were assigned to three

different PST groups.

Table 3

Topic Distribution across Task Designer Groups

Topics Assigned Task
Designer Groups
Getting to know each other Group 1
Language Learning Biographies (e.g., linguistic repertoires, personal Group 2
language learning history, episodes, portraits) Group 10
Group 16
Language in the Public Space (e.g., linguistic landscapes, linguistic Group 4
choices) Group 12
Group 18
Language Varieties (e.g., registers, dialects, styles) Group 6
Group 14
Group 20
Lingua Franca (e.g., vernacular languages, globalization, languages with Group 8

special roles)

Communication styles (e.g., individual differences, importance in Group 3
business communication, how to improve) Group 11
Group 17
Multilingualism (e.g., bilingualism, codeswitching, translanguaging) Group 5
Group 13
Group 19
Inclusive Language (e.g., gender sensitive language, sensitive to minority Group 7
groups) Group 15

Group 21
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Final Reflection Task Group 9

By the time preparations were completed and PSTs were ready, data collection
procedure started. The data collection procedure in this study consisted of three steps
(see Figure 3.9). In the first step, the transnational PSTs had five video-mediated
meetings and design a task on Digitask. The next step was task-engagers’ performance of
tasks created by the PSTs. In the last step, PSTs gained access to and watch the screen
recordings of task-engagers while performing tasks, and they critically evaluated their task
and reflected on the implementation of their task design and their VE experiences.
Although this study focuses on the third step (reflective conversations oriented to data-led
and critical evaluation of the implementation to their tasks) mainly, the previous steps will
also be explained to better understand the whole data collection procedure. In what

follows, these steps are introduced in detail.
Figure 3.9
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In the first step, the PSTs had five meetings over a period of three weeks to design
their tasks. In the first week, the PSTs had their first and second meetings as groups.
They were expected to get to know each other, warm-up for the task design process, and
discuss the instructions and task-design criteria in the first meeting. In the second
meeting, they brainstormed about task design ideas, decided on the OER materials to use
in designing tasks, and lastly chose and bookmarked OER materials on Digitask. In the
following week, the participants had their third meeting with their group members, where
they finalized the first draft of task design on Digitask and shared the links of their tasks
with the teacher educators. After the educators examined the tasks, the PSTs returned to
their local groups with classmates in their universities, and each educator (from Turkiye,
Austria, and Spain) delivered feedback in diverse modes. That is to say, while the Turkish
PSTs were gathered in a whole class video-mediated meeting to receive educator
feedback on their tasks, Austria and Spain group received written feedback from their
educators. In the third week, the PSTs held their fourth and fifth meetings. In the fourth
meeting, the PSTs discussed the feedback they received and re-designed or edited their
task designs regarding the feedback provided by teacher educators. In the final design
meeting (fifth meeting), they finalized their task design. By the time the PSTs completed
their tasks on Digitask, the teachers of the task-engager groups assigned tasks to the

task-engagers on behalf of the PSTs who originally designed the task (see Table 4).

Table 4

Data Collection Step 1

Data Collection Procedure and

Data Collection Step Participants Instructions

Meeting 1: Warm-up, get to
know each other, discuss the
instructions and the task
design criteria you received as
a team, discover potentials for
collaborative task design.

Meeting 2: Discuss design
ideas, decide on Open
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Main Participants-PSTs Educational Resources (OERS)
materials, bookmark OERs on
DIGITASK. One group member
is responsible for the task
design in the DIGITASK app.
Decide on who it is going to be.
Meeting 3: Finalize the design
of one task on DIGITASK,

share the task link with us
(your university lecturers).

Step 1 Teacher Educator (Feedback)  Educators give feedback to
Task Designers

Meeting 4: Re-design or edit
the design, compare/contrast
divergences,and convergences

Main Participants-PSTs between various lecturer
feedback points.

Meeting 5: Finalize the design
and publish your task on the
DIGITASK APP.

In the second step of the data collection, task-engagers (i.e., language learners)
performed the tasks that were assigned to them on Digitask web application. Like the
PSTs, written informed consent forms were collected, and they were paired in dyads as
one student from the Tunisian University and one student from the Turkish University. The
contact information of each peer was shared with task-engagers so that they could
arrange their meetings in pairs. When dyads were determined, they were assigned to one
of three clusters. Task-engager dyads from one to ten were assigned to the first cluster.
The second cluster consisted of task-engager dyads 11-20, and the third cluster consisted
of task-engager dyads 21-30. As a result, in each cluster, there were 10 dyads of
participants, and they had 5 meetings to perform tasks on the Student Module of Digitask.

Each dyad performed a total of 9 tasks created by PSTs. In the 1% meeting, all clusters
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performed the task on the topic of “getting to know each other” as created by PST Group
1 (see Table 5). In the 2" meeting, the student dyads performed tasks on the topics of
“Language Learning Biographies” created by PST groups 2, 10, and 16, and
“Communication styles” created by PST groups 3, 11 and 17. The distribution of tasks as
follows: the first cluster performed the tasks created by PST Groups 2 and 3; the second
cluster performed tasks created by PST Groups 10 and 11; and third cluster performed
the tasks created by PST Groups 16 and 17. In the 3™ meeting, the student dyads
performed tasks on the topics of “Language in Public Space” created by PST Groups 4,
12 and 18, and “Multilingualism” created by PST Groups 5, 13, and 19. The distribution of
tasks as follows: the first cluster performed tasks created by PST Groups 4 and 5; the
second cluster performs the tasks created by PST Groups 12 and 13; and third cluster
performed the tasks created by PST Groups 18 and 19. In the 4™ meeting, the student
dyads performed tasks on the topics of “Language Varieties” created by PST Groups 6,
14, and 20, and “Inclusive Language” created by PST Groups 7, 15, and 21. The
distribution of tasks as follows: the first cluster performed the tasks created by PST
Groups 6 and 7; the second cluster performed tasks created by PST Groups 14 and 15;
and third cluster performed tasks created by PST Groups 20 and 21. In the last meeting,
all three clusters performed the tasks on the topics of “Lingua Franca” created by PST
Group 8 and “Final reflection Task” created by PST group 9. By doing so, it was intended
that each task was performed by at least 10 dyads of participants. As in PSTs, the task-
engagers were expected to record their screens via SoM while performing the tasks, so
that the project team could reach their recordings without any third-party services. By the
time they performed the tasks created by the PSTs, their screen recordings were shared
with the PSTs so that the data could become basis for the video-mediated reflection

meetings.
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Task Distribution in Meetings of Task-Engagers to Perform Tasks
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Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3
Meeting 1 Task by PSTs Task by PSTs Task by PSTs
Group 1 Group 1 Group 1
Meeting 2 Task by PSTs Task by PSTs Task by PSTs
Group 2-3 Group 10-11 Group 16-17
Meeting 3 Task by PSTs Task by PSTs Task by PSTs
Group 4-5 Group 12-13 Group 18-19
Meeting 4 Task by PSTs Task by PSTs Task by PSTs
Group 6-7 Group 14-15 Group 20 21
Meeting 5 Task by PSTs Task by PSTs Task by PSTs
Group 8-9 Group 8-9 Group 8-9

By the time PSTs received the videos of their tasks implemented by the multiple
dyads of task-engagers, the third step of the data collection started, which is the focal
point of this dissertation (see Table 6). In this step, PSTs initially watched the recordings
of task-engagers’s video-mediated interactions individually, and subsequently they
participated in data-led collaborative reflections in groups through video-mediated
interactions. To do so, they organized two meetings in groups and discussed their ideas
through questions such as “How was the task implemented? / Did learners behave like
you expected? Did learners do something you had not anticipated? / Was the task
successful?” in their first reflective meetings. Second reflection meeting of the task
designers was the closing meeting, and they were expected to evaluate and reflect on the
partnership by answering some questions on the guideline such as “What did you learn?
What would you do differently in a future collaborative task design? Was the project useful
for your future professional life as a language teacher?”. As in the previous steps, they
recorded their screens during these collaborative video-mediated data-led reflective

conversations in this step.
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Table 6

Data Collection Step 3

DataCollection Step Participants Data Collection Procedure and Instructions

* Group Reflection Part 1. Share your
observations on the recordings you viewed
(How was the task implemented? / Did
learners behave like you expected? Did

: . learners do something you had not

Step 3 MainParticipants- anticipated? / Was the task successful?)

(Main Focus) PSTs * Group Reflection Part 2 & Closing.
Collaboratively assess the entire
partnership this semester with reference to
the lessons learned (What did you learn?
What would you do differently in a future
collaborative task design? Was the project
useful for your future professional life as a
language teacher?)

Regarding the reflective meetings, no time limitation was imposed on the PSTs. As
stated above, each of PST groups recorded their screens through SoM, and the project
researchers reached the recordings in the database of SoM. In the first reflection meeting,
all 21 PST groups recorded their screens during their data-led dialogic reflections (see
Table 7). The data for the first reflection meeting is approximately 9 hours and 30 minutes.
However, as noted under table 7, approximately 15 minutes of the recording from group
21 was not usable due to lack of audio. In the second reflection meeting, 19 out of 21
groups recorded their screens. The duration of the data for this meeting is approximately 8
hours and 40 minutes. However, the recording from group 18 was not eligible for data
analysis, as the audio was not available. In addition, approximately 15 minutes of the data
that came from group 4 was not usable due to audio problems. However, despite the
audio problems in some of the recordings, the problems did not necessarily cause data

loss in the overall dataset as at least one of the group members managed to record their
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screen, except for group 18’s second reflection meeting. All in all, the sum of the data for

two video-mediated reflective meetings generated approximately 18 hours of data.

Table 7

Duration of Data

Durations
Reflection Meeting | Reflection Meeting Il Total

Group 1 00:59:05 00:36:25
Group 2 00:18:16 NR*
Group 3 00:26:32 00:49:14
Group 4 00:40:58 00:45:25**
Group 5 00:20:53 00:15:55
Group 6 00:16:08 00:20:19
Group 7 00:29:21 00:26:25
Group 8 00:33:38 00:32:11
Group 9 00:18:24 00:34:38
Group 10 00:17:30 00:25:05
Group 11 00:22:00 00:60:13
Group 12 00:44:20 00:51:40
Group 13 00:39:51 00:26:42
Group 14 00:11:29 NR*
Group 15 00:09:06 00:10:03
Group 16 00:33:19 00:35:46
Group 17 00:30:02 00:45:03
Group 18 00:26:39 00:21:25****
Group 19 00:09:03 00:10:21
Group 20 00:24:00 00:23:01
Group 21 00:41:07** 00:11:09
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Total app. 9 hours 30 mins app. 8 hours 40 minutes app. 18 hours 10
Duration minutes

NR* =No Recording

*%

= 14 mins 44 secs of the data are not usable due to audio problems
*** =15 mins 01 sec of the data are not usable due to of audio problems
****= No data is usable due to of audio problems

Following the elaboration on research components including participants, research
context and data collection, the upcoming section will delve into conversation analytic

research methodology to be employed in the current study.

Conversation Analysis

In their influential paper, Firth & Wagner (1997) have problematized a number of
issues in SLA studies: (i) the imbalance between cognition and social aspects of language
learning; (ii) native speakerism; (iii) seeing the language learners as deficient learners;
and (iv) etic perspective employed in studies. This thought-provoking paper has changed
the practices of second language acquisition (SLA), and the social turn has come into
prominence informed by research on Conversation Analysis (CA) besides other theories
to language learning such as sociocultural theory (Lantolf, 2011), complexity theory
(Larsen-Freeman, 2011), identity theory (Norton & McKinney, 2011) (see Atkinson, 2011
for additional theories). Not initially being devised to study SLA, CA was developed by
Harvey Sacks, Emanuel Schegloff and Gail Jefferson in the 1960s (Sacks, 1992a) to
empirically study details of social actions drawn from Garfinkel’'s ethnomethodology and
Goffman’s interaction order (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 2008). Starting with telephone
conversations with a ground-breaking article on turn-taking (see Sacks et al., 1974), CA
enabled examining face-to-face (see Goodwin, 1981; Schegloff, 1984 for initial examples)
and technology-mediated interactions (see Negretti, 1999; Tudini, 2003) with diverse

topics in various disciplines (Stivers & Sidnell, 2012) including SLA research.
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CA is a data-driven research methodology that approaches data without any
determined hypotheses. CA mentality “involves more a cast of mind, or a way of seeing,
than a static and prescriptive set of instructions which analysts bring to bear on the data”
(Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998, p. 94). To conduct CA research, one should build their
methodology according to what CA requires: (i) CA deals with naturally occurring data
collected through audio/video recordings instead of data collected through experimental
designs, field notes, surveys, etc.; (ii) data should be transcribed in detail with reference to
prosody and multimodality; and (iii) line-by-line analysis should be conducted (Waring,
2019). In this respect, it is obvious that CA is an empirical research methodology because
it deals with natural data as it is produced in interaction without any exogenous
interventions, represents data with details in transcription, and approaches data regarding
all the details it bears. Thus, CA helps to closely examine how talk-in-interaction is co-

constructed with its rigorous approach to data.

Seedhouse (2005) notes that CA brings its own principles about talk-in-interaction.

These principles are:
1. “There is order at all points in interaction”
2. “Contributions to interaction are context-shaped and context-renewing.”

3. “No order of detail can be dismissed a priori as disorderly, accidental, or

irrelevant.” (as cited from Heritage, 1984, p.241)
4. “Analysis is bottom-up and data-driven.” (p.166-167)

First, unlike the common belief that mundane talk is too complex to study
according to the mainstream views of SLA, there is order at all points of interaction from
the CA perspective. CA identifies order of interaction that interlocutors systematically and
consistently utilize to co-construct interaction (Kasper & Wagner, 2011). Interaction is
constructed with actions of interlocutors functioning as building blocks of conversations. In

other words, interaction is orderly and systematic, and different contexts have their own
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interactional organizations. However, it also suffices to say that CA mainly focuses on
social actions rather than operationalizing a solely linguistic inquiry (Seedhouse, 2004,
2005) by seeking answers to the question “Why that, in that way, right now?” throughout
the process of the analysis. According to Kasper and Wagner (2014), orderliness in
interaction affects sense-making mechanisms of participants and points to how
participants make sense of each other and co-construct interaction by producing turns
according to previous turns. In other words, analysts need to look at the next turn to see
how sense-making is accomplished by participants in interaction. This methodological
practice is referred to as next turn proof procedure in CA. The second principle is that
contributions to interaction are context-shaped and context-renewing. Interaction is
context-shaped since utterances can solely be understood properly in the context they are
designed and as they are affected by previous contributions. Contributions are context-
renewing as they provide the basis for the next turn. All interactions are subject to
renewing the context at every step of interaction, as each action affects the actions
following them (Heritage, 1984b). That said, the context shapes, and it is shaped by
contributions in interaction, and social actions find their meanings in their contexts. The
third principle suggests that details should not be disregarded as incidental (Seedhouse,
2005). With its micro-analytic perspective, CA requires researchers to explore micro
details in conversation with minute-detailed, fine-grained, and robust transcriptions. As
mentioned earlier, micro-details in talk-in-interaction are significant in every step of CA
studies from data collection to analysis. Hence, researchers need to design their research
to be able to capture all the details in interaction, to present detailed transcription, and to
conduct a robust and rigorous analysis of data. Lastly, analysis is bottom-up and data-
driven. This suggests that data should be analyzed with an emic perspective without any
prior or external theories. Therefore, rather than an etic perspective that has an outsider
stance, an emic perspective with an insider stance (Pike, 1967) is employed in CA
methodology (Seedhouse, 2005). Emic perspective requires analysts to adopt participant-

relevant perception to analyze data at hand. To do so, CA aims to study how
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intersubjectivity is constructed between interlocutors by analyzing turns and sequences of

these turns (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 2008).

Seeking for an answer to the “why that, in that way, right now” question, turn-
taking, sequence organization, preference and repair play an utmost importance in CA
studies. Turn-taking mechanisms allow participants to make their contributions and co-
construct interaction. Taking a turn is achieved through some strategies of participants in
interaction. These strategies are: (i) the current speaker selects the next speaker; (ii) the
next speaker self-selects; or (iii) the current speaker continues to speak (Sacks et al.,
1974). Participants sustain the flow of interaction with smooth turn-taking practices
through systems of turn constructional units (TCUs) and transition relevance place (TRP).
TCUs are possibly complete coherent actions in the unfolding of interaction. The lengths
of TCUs may change, and they can be at word, phrase, clause, or sentence level, or
gestures (Wong & Waring, 2020). One or more TCUs constitute a turn. At the end of each
TCU, there is a TRP in which a transition in speakership possibly occurs. Thence, each
TCU generates a TRP. TCUs and TRPs are generally projected by participants through
grammar, intonation, bodily movements, and so on (Sacks et al., 1974), and turn-taking is
highly precise and organized with smooth transition between interlocutors with minimal
gaps and overlaps (Clayman, 2012). However, when they are not seized, overlaps or

gaps are prone to occur.

Turn-design underlies talk-in-interaction (Drew, 2012; Wong & Waring, 2020), and
it is one of the fundamentals of CA studies. Turn-design is shaped by three principles
according to Drew (2012): “where in a sequence a turn is being taken; what is being done
in that turn; and to whom the turn is addressed” (p.134). Namely, turns are constructed
and designed to accomplish specific actions in the context that they unfold regarding
recipients aimed to address. Through analyzing the turns in an interaction, an analyst can
display the sequence organization and order of the talk-in-interaction. Analysis of turn-

design helps analyst to answer questions mentioned earlier in this part: “Why that, in that
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way, right now?” in that every turn usually follows a pioneering turn and is usually followed
by a next turn. Hence, turns are dependent on turns constructed before them and shapes
turns following them. To this end, adjacency pairs play a significant role in the order of
talk-in-interaction. Adjacency pairs help to sustain intersubjectivity in an interaction
(Heritage, 1984b), and they are the basis of sequence organization of interaction (Stivers,
2012). Adjacency pairs consist of two parts which are uttered by different speakers
respectively. These parts are called as first pair part (FPP) and second pair part (SPP).
FPP of the adjacency pair is generally followed by SPP such as summons and answers,
greetings and greetings (Wong & Waring, 2020). Although SPP is expected to be
produced following FPP, SPP does not always come into play in interaction (Seedhouse,
2004). Absence of second pair part of adjacency pairs leads one to make some
conclusions about interlocutors. Therefore, it can be claimed that adjacency pairs bring

about some preferred and dispreferred social actions and responses.

Preference is one of the elements of interactional structure that CA deals with. It
refers to the notion of affiliation and disaffiliation (Heritage, 1984b) of a certain contribution
in interaction rather than desire of parties (Liddicoat, 2021). Thus, contributions can be
preferred or dispreferred in situ. For instance, the preferred action for an invitation is
acceptance of it, while rejection is a dispreferred action. In addition to these generally
accepted preferred and dispreferred actions, cultures and contexts may determine
preferred and dispreferred actions (Pomerantz & Heritage, 2012) as well. Preferred and
dispreferred actions are displayed differently in interaction (Pomerantz, 1984). While
preferred contributions are uttered without any delay or hesitation, dispreferred
contributions such as rejection, disagreement, and disconfirmation are mostly uttered after
mitigation, hesitation markers, and delays (Pomerantz & Heritage, 2012) to maintain

relationships with greater effort than preferred actions (Liddicoat, 2021).

The last element of CA’s analytic tools is repair. Repair helps to sustain

intersubjectivity and mutual understanding between participants (Schegloff, 2007) when
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there is a (potential) trouble in interaction. The trouble or source of difficulty ranges from
hearing problems to grammatical structures. Therefore, repair does not necessarily mean
fixing errors that hinder intersubjectivity and sense-making in talk-in-interaction. In fact,
most repairs do not arise from errors (Liddicoat, 2021). There are four types of repair
depending on who initiates the repair and who repairs because initiation and production of
repair can be accomplished by different participants in interaction (Kitzinger, 2012). These
types are: (i) self-initiated self-repair; (ii) other-initiated self-repair; (iii) self-initiated other-
repair; and (iv) other-initiated other-repair. If initiation and repair of the trouble source are
carried out by the owner of trouble source, this kind of repair is called self-initiated self-
repair. On the other hand, if initiation comes from the other party than speaker but repair
is performed by speaker of a trouble source, it is called other-initiated self-repair. Although
some repairs are initiated by the speaker of the trouble source, they are accomplished by
other parties, which is self-initiated other-repair. Lastly, both initiation and repair can be
accomplished by parties other than the owner of the trouble source, which means other-
initiated other-repair. Self-initiated self-repair is the most common and preferred repair
type, whereas other-initiated other-repair is the least preferred repair type (Schegloff et al.,
1977). Initiation and repair may occur when a trouble source occurs or subsequently.
Upon presenting the core elements and principles of CA, the next section will detail other

focal aspects, validity and reliability.

Validity and Reliability

As it is clear from all the principles and methods CA bears, CA attributes a great
deal of significance to validity and reliability. From data collection procedure to analysis,
CA approaches research rigorously and empirically, and endeavors to obtain and present
naturally occurring interactions in situ. Reliability in CA is a crucial aspect that ensures the
accuracy and consistency of findings. There are three components of reliability: the
selection of what is recorded; the technical quality of recordings; and the adequacy of

transcripts (Perakyla, 1997, as cited in Seedhouse, 2005). To this end, CA counsels to
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record naturally occurring interactions as they unfold, to have recorded data in a way to
eliminate data loss, and to present detailed transcriptions prepared according to Jefferson
(2004) and Mondada (2018) transcription conventions (see Appendix A and Appendix B).
In this study, screen-recording data was collected from each participant via SoM, and
built-in screen recorder of MS Teams was used to eliminate the risk of data loss and to be
able to capture all the screen activities of the participants. Moreover, transcription
conventions for prosodic, multimodal, and screen-based activities were implemented to

best represent the data.

Unlike most research methodologies, CA studies provide data to readers and so
becomes fully open data for verification. This transparency is a fundamental aspect of CA
research, and it allows for the findings to be critically evaluated by others. To ensure
transparency and validity, CA draws on several principles and methods. First, CA requires
researchers to conduct unmotivated looking (ten Have, 2007) which assures that data is
not fitted into any pre-determined hypotheses. Then, detailed transcriptions are prepared
to best represent how interactions are co-constructed with members’ methods. In addition,
analysts adopt an emic perspective without any impositions in data. Relatedly, the
analysis reflects the data as it is generated in talk-in-interaction by the participants
themselves (Seedhouse, 2005). In addition to these, next-turn proof procedure is applied
in the analysis of data in CA studies. Next-turn proof procedure means to look for
evidence of a finding in subsequent turns. All of these principles and strategies of CA
studies contribute to assuring validity and reliability of research findings. It is important to

note that all these principles and strategies were implemented in every step of the study.

In addition to the steps that CA bears to collect and analyze data, | presented
extracts from the dataset in data sessions and had presentations at international
conferences to obtain expert feedback. The data sessions are held by several volunteer
CA scholars and graduate students. They repeatedly watch recordings and examine

transcripts and analyze data by referring to CA terminology. Also, the findings and data
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were discussed with the committee members during the thesis meetings every six months
in the last three years. Therefore, the findings of this study were validated multiple times
by several researchers in various contexts. In conclusion, the principles and strategies
employed in CA studies are crucial for ensuring the validity and reliability of research
findings. The steps taken to collect and analyze the data, along with presenting extracts
from the dataset in data sessions, seeking expert feedback at international conferences,
and discussing findings with committee members have all contributed towards validating
the study and strengthened the credibility of the thesis. As previously mentioned,
transcription plays a significant role to ensure validity and reliability of the study.

Accordingly, the next section will depict the process of data transcription.

Data Transcription

Rather than an etic perspective, this study adopts an emic perspective
(participant/data relevant) that examines data with data-driven perspicacity. From a
conversation analytic perspective, the focus is on the naturally occurring data, on fine-
grained analysis of the naturally occurring interaction, and on examples from this
interaction which can be adduced for the existence of categories (Seedhouse, 2004). To
prepare the naturally occurring interaction for data analysis, transcription process is one of
the crucial steps in Conversation Analysis as transcripts provide details that are hardly
available to the analyst via listening to or watching the recordings 