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Abstract        

Drawing on the principles underlying conversation analysis (CA), this paper is a single case 

analysis of interaction in an English as a foreign language (EFL) reading comprehension 

classroom in Saudi Arabia. It looks at learning from a sociocultural perspective and uses 

constructs from this theoretical perspective. It focuses on Classroom Interactional Competence 

(CIC) (Walsh, 2013), showing classroom interaction features that are considered CIC. The paper 

reflects how an understanding of the concept can lead to more dialogic, engaged learning 

environments. The paper also connects CIC to teachers' ability to manipulate simple classroom 

interactional resources to make the teaching process more effective. The paper demonstrates how 

teachers can induce CIC by utilizing interactional techniques, such as relaxing the mechanism 

and speed through which turns are taken or given, use of active listenership devices, extending 

wait time, and use of open-ended questions to expand topics under development. The paper 

argues that those techniques will help teachers, as evidenced from the cited examples, further 

enhance classroom participation so that it is convergent with their pedagogical goals. Finally, the 

paper has pedagogical implementations as it sheds light on techniques that help promote 

classroom interaction as an indication of learning among students with limited linguistic 

resources.  
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Introduction 

 The past two decades have witnessed considerable growth in the literature on the 

importance of the social aspect of second language acquisition (SLA). At the same time, there 

has been a remarkable increase in polarisation among scientists. SLA researchers have been 

divided over the usefulness of conversation analysis (CA) as a methodology for studying SLA. 

Nevertheless, CA has gained a foothold in the field of SLA (Ortega, 2005) because of the 

perceived value it adds because it looks at learning via a social lens (Zuengler & Miller, 2006) as 

well as looking at the micro details of the interactional organization.  

 

 On the other hand, SLA theories traditionally and due to their focus on the process 

whereby second language (L2) is learned have had an inherited cognitive orientation leading 

mainstream SLA researchers, such as Long (2006) and Gregg (2005), to consider SLA as a 

psycholinguistic process. However, inspired by Firth and Wagner’s (1997) proposal, several 

researchers have challenged this orientation. The publication of Firth and Wagner’s (1997) 

paper, which calls for a revision of the framework within which SLA is viewed, has led to a 

proliferation of studies that use CA within the field of SLA (Gardner & Wagner, 2004; Richards 

& Seedhouse, 2005; Kasper & Wagner, 2011). In their 1997 (and a more recent version of the 

paper, 2007), Firth and Wagner emphasized the importance of the social and cultural aspects of 

L2 learning.  

 

The following decades have witnessed a paradigm shift in the way mainstream SLA 

scholars view SLA. This paradigm shift is represented by several studies that emphasize the 

social and cultural aspects of SLA manifested in its use outside the classroom setting. Studies 

such as Kurhile (2006), Seedhouse (2004), and Nguyen (2011b), for example, brought to light 

the essential role of language use through talk-in-interaction in the process of L2 acquisition. 

And, subsequently, with the focus placed on spoken interaction came the questions about the 

nature of interactional competence and how it should be assessed in the classroom setting 

(Galaczi & Taylor, 2018).  

 

 Interactional competence is one of the many aspects of SLA, in which conversation 

analysis (CA) has emerged as a powerful instrument and a well-established method of 

investigation. However, conversation analysts distinguish between IC as a constructed social 

activity and competence as cognitive knowledge that native speakers possess about their 

language, as defined by Chomsky (1965). CA, they have argued, is not a theory of language 

learning; thus, it cannot reflect what is occurring inside the interactants' minds (He, 2004).  

 

 Classroom interactional competence (CIC) is one of the many facets of IC. It is a term 

coined to define the “teachers’ and learners’ ability to use interaction as a tool for mediating and 

assisting learning” (Walsh, 2013, p.124). Though CIC takes different shapes and has different 

characteristics depending on the context, some features are common to all contexts. 

Nevertheless, teachers' CIC manifests itself in the shape of successful use of language that leads 

to the creation of better opportunities for learners to interact and display understanding in the 

classroom context. In other words, the teachers can make interactional decisions that serve their 

pedagogical goals and, at the same time, create 'space for learning' (Walsh & Li, 2013). A more 

detailed discussion of CIC is presented in the next section.  
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Galaczi & Taylor (2018) noted a mismatch between the importance of interactional competence 

in SLA and the number of studies examining it in different instructional contexts. Their paper is 

a comprehensive review of the history of the term from a theoretical and empirical perspective.    

 

 This paper is an addition to the work that looks at CIC. It examines the EFL context 

through a sociocultural lens and demonstrates how CA can be used as a tool to illustrate the 

micro-organizational structure of conversation as an exceptional resource for second language 

pedagogy. It shows the micro details of the interactional practices that are deployed by teachers 

and students. It also demonstrates the different resources used by teachers to induce (CIC) and by 

students to display their knowledge of these resources. Learning, in this paper, is viewed as a 

social action that can be manifested and oriented towards. It is also assumed that learning is 

shaped or influenced by the extent of engagement of the students and their involvement in talk-

in-interaction (Walsh, 2012). 

  

Interactional competence Vs. classroom interactional competence 

The literature shows that many studies have looked at the role of interaction in shaping 

learning in the second language classroom (Markee, 2015; Seedhouse & Walsh, 2010; Sert, 

2015; Walsh, 2012, 2013; Waring, 2019). Interactional competence (IC) is among several 

classroom aspects that have generated increased interest from researchers in SLA during the past 

three decades. It also gained some momentum following the work of Kramsch (1986). For 

instance, Young’s (1999) study, in which he proposed that IC is co-constructed and requires 

specific interactional events, is one of the best studies examining the construct of IC in SLA 

classrooms.  

 

 The use of CA to study interactional competence in different contexts has emphasized the 

uniqueness of each interactional context. It has also highlighted the importance of obtaining the 

required knowledge of the specifics of the interactional competence related to that context. This 

context-specific interactional competence knowledge might include anything from a new native 

speaker (L1) pharmacy intern learning how to interact with patients to L1 high school students 

learning new interactional competencies to interact with teachers, administrators, and higher 

authorities (Nguyen, 2011a). The literature has shown that IC can be understood as an umbrella 

under which different practices are included. It has also demonstrated the fluid nature of IC that 

changes and develops every time the learner is engaged in a conversation with an interactant who 

is more experienced (Kim, 2017; Pekarek Doehler & Berger, 2016; Pekarek Doehler, Wagner, & 

Gonzalez-Martinez, 2018; Sert & Balaman, 2018).  

 

Nevertheless, to understand the construct of IC more accurately, one should realize that 

people vary in their ability to communicate their ideas and make themselves understood. These 

differences are witnessed and reported in institutional settings and mundane conversations. 

However, when investigating an institutional setting, such as a classroom, the argument becomes 

more about the context-specific CIC than the general umbrella of IC. For instance, in the 

classroom setting, CIC is manifested in different patterns of interactions between the teachers 

and the learners and among the learners themselves. Some teachers, for instance, are more 

capable of engaging their learners in long and more meaningful interactional episodes than 

others. These teachers use different techniques and strategies to create “interactional space” 

(Walsh, 2006) for the learners and consequently increase their learning opportunities. 
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Researchers agree on the role of teachers in helping their students utilize interactional resources, 

such as L1, to communicate in L2 while achieving their pedagogical goals. Students’ orientation 

to co-construct meanings with the other interlocutor is usually witnessed through their efforts to 

display understanding and keep up with the interaction flow regardless of the adopted 

interactional resources.  

 

Hall (1999) emphasized the importance of engaging in a conversation with an expert to 

learn interactional practices and asserted that this engagement provides guidance for the novice 

learner. In a classroom setting, the teachers play the role of the expert from whom they get 

guidance concerning interactional practices. Young (1999), one of the researchers who discussed 

IC in a classroom context,  argued for the importance of the interactants’ engagement in meaning 

construction. He stated that L2 knowledge is co-constructed and that IC is not a mental property 

in the learner’s mind. In fact, he confirmed that IC is the product of the interactive process of 

talk-in-interaction. 

 

Similarly, Walsh (2013) places interaction at the heart of learning, adding that CIC is 

mainly about how the interactants in the classroom manage the communication. To him, a 

teacher who demonstrates CIC uses the language in a way that is both convergent to his 

pedagogic agenda and, at the same time, is appropriate to the learners. Based on this argument, 

any evidence for CIC should reflect the relationship between the pedagogical agenda and the 

language used to implement it. In their discussion of CIC features, Moorhouse et al. (2021) 

added that it creates "space for learning." They argued that the space for learning could be 

created by "increasing wait-time, promoting extended learner turns and allowing planning time. 

By affording learners space, they are better able to contribute to the process of co-constructing 

meanings" (Moorhouse et al.,2021,p.3). It also, they added, helps in shaping the learners' 

contribution and helping them to express themselves. 

 

 This paper is in line with the previously mentioned work that associates classroom 

interactional competence with engagement. It argues for the teachers’ ability to induce better 

interactional competence if, and only if, they deliberately use interactional techniques that 

encourage their students to engage in extended conversations that lead to the achievement of the 

teacher’s pedagogical agenda. Teachers, we argue, can play a vital role in providing their 

students with opportunities through which they can co-construct and negotiate meaning. They 

can do this by building on their students’ L1 interactional competencies. They can also overtly 

expose the students to various L2 interactional techniques appropriate to the specific context in 

which they are involved. As Nguyen (2011b) stated, “participation itself is the target of learning: 

A second language learner needs to develop the specific interactional resources to participate in 

conversation with the target language” (Nguyen, 2011b, p. 38). 

 

Data and Methodology 

Participants 

 The data was collected in the year 2010 from a language institute in Saudi Arabia. The 

students were all native speakers of Arabic, as was the teacher. The students were studying 

English as part of their foundation program, after which they would attend university and choose 

their specialties based on their GPAs. The participants were 26 learners whose ages ranged 
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between 19 and 21.  The students’ level of proficiency is characterized as lower intermediate, 

and they are grouped based on the result of their placement test.  

 

Procedure  

 While the data is part of a bigger corpus of 30 hours of EFL teaching, the segment used 

for this paper is a teaching session of 120 minutes that stood out during the transcription process 

as a unique example of CIC. Of those 120 minutes of interaction, the focus was only on the 

phase during which the teacher shifted the focus from book-based activities to the general 

discussion of a topic related to the students' reading. During this phase of the lesson, the teacher 

asked the students to display an understanding of what they had learned from the text. The 

students were expected to use as much vocabulary as possible from that which they had just been 

taught. The teacher's initial question was about the students' opinion regarding the current 

lifestyle of young people and how this differs from the lifestyle of previous generations. The 

question was asked to test the students' ability to use the newly introduced vocabulary in an 

unfamiliar context, going beyond the text in the book (Appendix A). Typically, the teacher 

assesses the appropriacy of the provided answer in relation to the ongoing activity. 

 

Data Analysis 

 The data were transcribed using conventions adapted from Paul ten Have (2007). A turn-

by-turn analysis was conducted to allocate the different interactional techniques used by the 

teacher and students. It is essential to mention that the data is a single case that the researchers 

believe is an excellent example of CIC in EFL classrooms.  

 

Results 

 In this section, we will present different excerpts taken from a reading comprehension 

classroom. However, the focus is mainly on the section of the lesson during which the teacher 

shifted the focus from the reading material to questions related to the students’ real lives in order 

to assess their comprehension of the passage as well as their ability to use the vocabulary they 

had just learned in a new and unfamiliar context (See section 3.2). 

 

Before the extract, the teacher introduced a reading passage about the change in the 

dynamics of lifestyles in the USA over the past three decades. Following this, she started to ask 

questions related to the students’ own experiences. This sequence is used as a topic initiation 

technique (Schegloff & Sack, 1973) to get the students engaged and mark the new phase of the 

lesson.  

Excerpt (1)  
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 In this excerpt, the teacher asks the students an open-ended question about their opinion 

regarding the current lifestyles of young people and how this differs from the lifestyles of 

previous generations (lines 1-3). The teacher follows this with a relatively long pause (1.1) to 

give the students sufficient time to think about answers and establish a connection between what 

they have read in the book and their real lives, i.e., her pedagogical objective. Although the 

teacher directs her question to the entire class, S2 shows an orientation to answer by raising her 

hand to attract the teacher's attention. However, the teacher moves towards S1 and establishes a 

mutual gaze, followed by a short response token “yes” to locate the next speaker, and repeats 

part of her question as a reminder to the student. S1 takes the floor and produces a multi-unit turn 

using comparison devices to display knowledge of the purpose of the question, which is a 

comparison of her generation and the previous one.  

 

The teacher uses “okay” to acknowledge the student’s answer and follows that by a word search 

device “um” followed by a micro pause (0.3). This indicates that the teacher hesitates regarding 

whether to accept or reject the answer. She follows this by a confirmation request using the 

phrase “do you mean X” (Mackey & Goo, 2013). This kind of phrase is usually used in the 

second pair, yet the teacher uses it in the third part of the triadic IRE sequence. By so doing, the 

teacher is giving the student enough room to confirm and, possibly, to produce a further 

explanation of her answer. However, the student perceives the confirmation request as a yes/ no 

question and offers a single-unit turn using “yes” as an answer (line 10).  

 

The teacher follows with laughter to ease any tension that might have resulted from the 

delay of the evaluation part of the initial sequence or from the student’s indication of minimal 

involvement (Nesi, 2012). She follows the evaluation “excellent” by a reformulation of part of 

the student’s answer. She announces the closure of the sequence by looking at S2, who has also 

shown an orientation towards participation. 

 

In this excerpt, we notice the teacher’s use of several interactional techniques, such as 

extending the wait time to allow the student to rehearse the answer, paraphrasing the student’s 

response,  and then prefacing it with the phrase “do you mean X” in order to request 

confirmation. Though simple IC techniques, they result in the next students showing a 

willingness to participate, as can be seen in the following excerpt. In excerpt (2), the teacher 

approaches S2, who shows orientation towards participation and uses a short response “yes” to 

choose the next speaker.  

Excerpt (2)  
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Following the closure of the sequence with S1 (excerpt 1), the teacher also establishes a mutual 

gaze with S2, who shows orientation towards participation. In addition, she gives S2 some time 

to rehearse her answer (line 14) (Walsh, 2012) while she moves towards her. As in the previous 

excerpt, the teacher, who is mainly responsible for managing the turns by allocating who speaks 

next, tends to give the floor only to those students who show an orientation towards participation 

(Reddington, 2018). 

 

S2 (line 16) builds on her friend’s answer using the conjunction “also.” S2 also shows an 

understanding of the teacher's request for comparison by using a comparative form. The student 

marks her TRP (Transition Relevance Place: the point in any interaction where there is the 

potential for another speaker to take a turn at the talk) through the use of a descending tone. 

However, the teacher latches onto S2 contribution using a short response token “yeah” to reflect 

percipience and active listenership (McCarthy, 2003).  

 

The student perceives the teacher’s use of the short response token as a request to extend 

her explanation. This is shown in the next turn, in which the student produces a multi-unit turn 

involving an unprompted explanation. We also notice the student’s orientation to linguistic 

accuracy, as she abandons part of her turn and uses a new one to make herself more 

understandable “not_ like no uh::” The teacher (lines 21-22) expresses her surprise using the 

newsmaker device “oh,” following it with a justification of why she was surprised “because I 

thought it was the opposite.”  

 

Because the teacher seems to have established a systematic way of managing the turns, 

i.e., trajectory, that includes the students who show orientation towards participation followed by 

her allocation of the turn, she mistakenly allocates the turn to S3, expecting an addition to the 

ongoing discussion.  

 

However, to the teacher’s surprise, an unidentified student expresses difficulty in hearing 

the ongoing talk. The teacher (line 27) overtly displays her confusion as to why S3 raises her 

hand in the absence of a response, but she also uses the incident to introduce playfulness and 

create a sense of fun by using her L1 followed by laughter (Jawhar, 2018). In line (28), the class 

reciprocates by laughing out loud.  

 

Following this, the teacher retakes control of the turn using the discourse marker “okay” 

to mark the end of the playfulness and asks S2 to repeat her answer, adding a justification of why 

she should do so: “because it is great.” The teacher’s praise of S2’s answer encourages the 

student to produce a more complex and carefully designed turn in which fewer grammatical 

mistakes occur. This excerpt shows us how the teacher’s use of active listenership device and 

display of complete engagement in the conversation resulted in a more complex turn and display 

of more sophisticated interactional competence. We also notice quite a fast-paced interaction 

with a couple of incidents where latching takes place.   

 

 In the next segment of the episode, excerpts (3), S2 responds to the teachers’ request to 

repeat her answer (excerpt 2). However, S2 pauses after the first part of her participation, but is 

encouraged by the teacher, who again uses a short response token “aha” to indicate 

understanding and a desire for the student to continue. Finally, the teacher rewards S2 by 
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recasting her answer and using it as an initiator of a new subtopic. She asks the students if they 

agree with S2’s proposition.  

 

Excerpt (3)  

 
The teacher builds on S2's answer in this excerpt and uses it as a topic for the newly 

initiated sequence (line 38). S4 displays what is understood by the teacher as an orientation 

towards participation. The teacher establishes mutual gaze (Goodwin,1980) and allocates the 

turn using "yeah" in a single unit turn after stepping closer to S4. S4 is not ready to take the turn; 

therefore, she starts her turn with an L1 justification for her lack of participation. She expresses 

trouble in the communication and tells the teacher that she did not hear what was said earlier. 

 

Nevertheless, the teacher does not allow her to avoid her turn and insists on receiving an 

answer, even though S4 did not hear the entire conversation. This excerpt is yet another example 

of the teacher's use of a short response token as an acknowledgment of the student’s extended 

participation. It also shows the effects of the deployment of the short response directly after the 

student’s second turn response (i.e., a possible TRP) (Ford & Thompson, 1996). In addition, 

since the teacher does not deploy the token as a ‘stand-alone’ but provides more talk, she takes 

over speakership and does not display passive recipiency in the sense that she passes up an 

opportunity to take a fuller turn (Gardner, 2001; Jefferson, 1984) 

 

In excerpt (4), the teacher gives the floor to S4 using the short response “yeah” as a 

freestanding device in an invitation for her to participate. 

Excerpt (4) 
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S4 does not seem to be ready for the turn to be allocated to her; thus, she displays a claim of 

insufficient knowledge (Sert & Walsh, 2013) by using the phrase “I don’t know” followed by a 

justification in a smiling voice using her L1 “I don’t feel it is right” (line 46). The teacher uses 

the short response device “okay” to display acknowledgment, but follows the acknowledgment 

with a request for a further explanation using L2, “but you have to tell me why you think it is not 

correct.” The student overlaps with the teacher’s TRP using a prolonged explicit word-search 

device “uh:::::” (Brouwer, 2003). S5 takes an unsolicited turn and offers an answer that is 

perceived as funny by the teacher and some other classmates, such as S4 and another 

unidentified student. 

 

 S5 touches upon the socially sensitive topic of mixing between the genders. However, 

the rest of the class refrains from participating in the laughter until they receive a signal from the 

teacher, who laughs and treats the suggested subtopic as a source of amusement (lines 57-58). S4 

realizes the sensitivity of the topic and overlaps with the teacher in an attempt to take the floor. 

She only manages to take the floor when the teacher gives it up and uses the discourse marker 

“okay” in what is understood as an allocation of the turn. S5 takes the floor (line 63-64) and 

explains her previous answer, but uses L1.  

 

 The teacher displays understanding of the problem but, at the same time, shifts the topic 

by looking for someone else with an opposing idea: “somebody uh:: said they disagree.” 

Another conversational difficulty occurs when S6 raises her hand in a move that the teacher 

understands as an orientation towards participation when, in fact, it is nothing but a way of 

expressing difficulty hearing. Once again, the teacher treats the communication breakdown as a 

source of playfulness and uses the L1 to create laughter. S6 understands the teacher’s 

disappointment and offers a justification for why she did not meet the teacher’s expectations, and 

produces an answer (line 73). Following this, the teacher expresses understanding and invites 

participation, but only from those who have heard the entire conversation. 

 

 This excerpt is an example of how the teacher deals with trouble in communication by 

using L1 as a source of humor, and accepting the student’s participation, using L1, for the sake 

of prolonging the exchange. A further example is her use of open-end questions to elicit more 

contributions. 

 

 Excerpt (4) is a clear example of how the teacher managed to encourage the students to 

engage in the ongoing topic by using interactional resources such as acknowledgment, active 

listenership devices and request for an explanation.  Excerpt (5) is a continuation of (4). 

 Excerpt (5) 
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Following a micro pause by the teacher (0.2), S7 shows an orientation to answer, but this time, 

the teacher wants to avoid misunderstandings or communication difficulties. The teacher 

establishes intersubjectivity by asking the student whether she is raising her hand to offer an 

answer or for other reasons. S7 confirms her desire to participate using a short response token 

“yes” in the second position of a question/answer adjacency pair. The teacher approves the 

participation and gives the student the floor. The student starts her multi-unit turn with the 

expression “I think” to indicate having lesser epistemic access to the topic, as well as her 

evaluation of a former proposition (Heinemann, 2008). The teacher latches onto the student 

using an active listenership device, “aha,” to encourage her to continue producing more talk. The 

student (line 89) maintains the floor longer by using a justifying subordinating grammatical 

conjunction “but” that indicates that more talk is coming.    

 

 Excerpt (6) 

 
 The teacher again latches onto the student (line 90), using a single-unit turn “okay” to 

indicate acknowledgment and, at the same time, to hand over the turn to the same student. By so 

doing, the teacher is creating more interactional space for the student and indicating a request to 

pursue the topic. This interactional strategy results in another complex multi-unit turn in which 

the student feels at liberty to introduce a new subtopic, as she compares the difference between 

being socially dependent and being academically dependent. She uses different devices to 

maintain the turn and express complex ideas, which indicates orientation towards interaction and 

the communication of ideas.  

 

Despite the grammatical mistakes in the S(7) turn, the teacher follows a “let it pass” strategy 

(Firth, 1996), ignoring the error to ensure that the student interacts. In lines (94-95), the teacher 

uses a stretched newsmaker device “oh:::” to display change-of-state, followed by double 

discourse markers “okay okay” to show understanding. However, to maintain the turn and 

announce that more talk is forthcoming, the teacher uses the subordinate grammatical 

conjunction “but.” The teacher summarises what S5 has said “the difference is that S5 is talking 

about the difference socially”. In line (96), S5 takes the floor and offers an unsolicited 

explanation of what she had said earlier.  
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 The teacher follows with a single unit “okay” that indicates acknowledgment and hands 

the turn back to the student. The teacher does not make any attempt to claim the turn. S5 latches 

onto the teacher’s turn (line 99) and further explains what she means. The teacher only overlaps 

to display active listenership “yeah”. S5 continues with yet another multi-unit turn by using the 

appositional device "but". Due to the misunderstanding that resulted from the emerging subtopic 

of being dependent versus independent at school and home, the students continue their attempts 

to justify what they meant. This is strong evidence of the students' orientation towards 

interactional competence and the establishment of mutual understanding. The teacher takes the 

floor (line 104) and offers a solution to the problems in the communication by paraphrasing what 

each of the students meant. Following a relatively long pause by the teacher (1.1), S7 retakes the 

floor and adds a further explanation of what she meant. The teacher uses a framing move “okay, 

okay” to display an understanding of the source of the problem and to show that she is prepared 

to move to the next phase or the next person.  

 

 The following excerpt (7) is evidence of the teacher’s success in creating an 

interactional space that resulted in more willingness to participate in the ongoing talk and, 

consequently, better interactional competence.  

 Excerpt (7) 

 
 In line (111), S8 shows her orientation towards participation. The teacher announces 

that she is moving towards her in a routine that the class understands as allocation of the next 

speaker. The nonverbal orientation of the teacher regarding the acceptance of the students’ 

participation is usually accompanied using the short response device “yes” to allocate the next 

speaker. S8 responds by producing an extended and complex turn (lines 113-116).  The teacher 

does not attempt to interrupt or take the floor. She waits until the student reaches a TRP and uses 

“and” to build on the student’s previous response by asking her about her opinion regarding her 

mother’s behavior and whether it is good or bad. The student latches onto the teacher’s turn and 

whispers, “good”.  

 

 The teacher expresses difficulty in hearing what the student has said by repeating the 

source of the problem with a rising intonation to require confirmation of having heard the answer 

correctly. S8 confirms this in line (120) using a single-unit turn consisting of the short response 

token “yes”. The teacher repeats S8’s answer to the rest of the class in what is understood, in this 

context, as positive feedback and an indication of the end of the sequence. 

 

 This excerpt shows how the teacher’s minimum interruption of the students’’ turns, as 

witnessed in excerpts (6), encouraged S8 to show orientation towards participation despite her 
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limited linguistics resources. Also, the teacher showed orientation towards meaning rather than 

form by overlooking the grammatical mistakes and focusing on extending the conversation (line 

117).  

 In the following excerpt, we see another example of an exchange between the teacher 

and the student that led not only to encourage the student to use L2, but also to show orientation 

to communication beyond the teacher’s original request.  

 Excerpt (8) 

 
 Following the teacher’s closure of the sequence in line (122), S9 displays an orientation 

towards participation by raising her hand. The teacher establishes a mutual gaze with S9 and uses 

“yeah” to allocate the turn. S9 then asks the teacher for permission to participate using the L1, 

but the teacher refuses to grant her permission and asks her to try in English. The teacher’s 

refusal results in a downgraded response prefaced by the phrase “I think” to show the student’s 

epistemic stance.  

 

 The student follows this by a prolonged searching for words device “Um::” followed 

by a complete turn. The teacher waits until the student reaches a TRP and latches onto her by 

using active listenership device, “aha”, which indicates a request for the student to continue her 

talk. The student retakes the turn and adds further illustration. The teacher latches onto S9 using 

“okay” in a single-unit turn to display acknowledgment. S9 retakes the floor for the third time 

and finishes her contribution by stating that nowadays, children raise themselves through their 

experiences. The teacher indicates understanding using “okay” in lines (134-136) as 

acknowledgment, and then reformulates the student’s answer. She then uses a question format to 

initiate a new subsequence by directing the question to the entire class, asking them for their 

opinions and whether they agree with S9 (Extract 9, lines 135-136).  

Except (9) 
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 In the next excerpt, S6 tries to say something that is not audible, and the teacher 

acknowledges S6’s contribution and initiates a new sequence by asking for an addition to what 

S6 has said. S6 does not give up her attempt to contribute, as she raises her hand in a request to 

be given the floor. The teacher establishes a mutual gaze with her and allocates the turn. S6, as 

can be seen in Excerpt (10), asks for permission to initiate a side sequence by suggesting a 

different topic, “another subject” (line 144).  

Excerpt (10) 

 

 
 

The teacher gives the green light to S6 to introduce a new topic (line 145), and S6 adds 

something that is not audible. The teacher (line 147) acknowledges S6's contribution, but 

concludes the sequence without further explanation concerning the newly introduced topic, 

which indicates that she treats the newly introduced topic as irrelevant. S10 waits for the first 

possible TRP and takes the floor. However, she uses her L1 to initiate a new sequence and 
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introduces a new subtopic related to social life and neighborhoods. The teacher treats the 

contribution as humorous and repeats it, asking if the same answer can be given using English 

instead of the L1 (lines 150-151).  The students understand the teacher's use of the L1 as 

humorous and reciprocate with laughter. S10 (line 148) treats the teacher's humor as a question 

and responds by confirming that she cannot answer in English: "yes I can not". 

 

The teacher (line 152) maintains the humor and uses code-switching in a turn consisting 

of Arabic and English. The teacher's creative but amusing use of both languages was perceived 

as a green light to continue the communication in the L1(Jawhar, 2018). Therefore, S10 retook 

the floor and produced an extended turn in the L1 in which she offered an explanation of what 

she meant in line (148). S11 waits until S10 reaches a TRP and takes the floor to add to the 

discussion. The teacher (line 162) uses a newsmaker device in a single-unit turn "aha" without 

claiming the floor. By so doing, the teacher opens a new interactional space for S11 to elaborate 

on her answer, although still using the L1. This also shows the teacher's and the students' 

orientation towards communication rather than towards accuracy. The teacher is eager to keep 

the communication going and give the students a chance to be heard, even if this means using the 

L1. S12 takes the floor once S11 reaches a TRP and adds to the ongoing topic (line 165). The 

teacher repeats part of S12's answer in what is understood as a request for clarification; however, 

S11 takes the floor and confirms what S12 has said: “after the wakening, there is not any more”.  

 

The teacher (line 169) reformulates her question, asking overtly about what S11 means. 

S11 responds this time with an extended multi-unit turn in which she explains what she meant 

using different interactional competencies. For instance, she produces three false starts in which 

she interrupts her turn and makes a new start. She then uses self-initiated repair and reformulates 

her sentence, supporting her argument with an example. The teacher checks for understanding 

using a Wh-question with a rising intonation (line 175). The student responds to the teacher’s 

question with a degraded answer prefaced by the short response token “yes”. A lengthy pause 

(1.1) follows to give the student more time to elaborate, but when no further explanation is 

given, the teacher takes the floor and expresses acknowledgment and agreement with the 

student’s proposition. However, the teacher offers an explanation of the relatively long pause, 

adding that she just wanted to hear the opinion coming from the student herself.   

 

 This excerpt is an excellent example of the teacher's creative use of L1, topic 

management, active listenership devices, and confirmation request as interactional resources. It 

shows how the use of such simple techniques resulted in a multi-unit turn with a display of more 

advanced interactional competencies.  

 

Discussion 

 In this section, we will discuss the primary interactional resources used by the teacher 

and how they led to increased engagement on the part of the students. The focus will mainly be 

on classroom interactional competence, as discussed by Walsh (2012). We will discuss the main 

interactional features such as the turn-taking process, topic management, repair, use of the L1, 

and extended waiting time, emphasizing how the teacher managed them. The argument, as 

mentioned earlier, is that by utilizing these interactional strategies, the teacher can encourage the 

students to be more involved in the ongoing conversation and induce better interactional 

competencies.  
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Turn-taking 

 In this class, as we have seen, although the turns are mainly allocated by the teacher, 

there are several instances of the turns being managed cooperatively in such a way that the 

students are free to take a turn whenever they wish. The teacher only allocates a turn to a 

particular student when she notices verbal or non-verbal orientation towards participation. In the 

few instances in which the teacher practices her traditional institutional role and allocates the 

next turn to a student who has not shown readiness to take it, confusion results, and the students 

sometimes show unwillingness to participate.  

 

The students keep the floor using extended turns, and the teacher does not attempt to 

claim the turn. On the contrary, most of the time, the teacher uses short response tokens that 

indicate active listenership, which the students understand as a request for further illustration.  

 

We have also seen examples in which the students take unsolicited turns, and the teacher 

understands these as further contributions. Because of her orientation towards communication 

and increased classroom interaction, the teacher submits and yields the turn to the student. This 

interactional technique results in extended turns consisting of complex ideas, which signifies 

advanced interactional competence in L2 (Young,2013). The students' ability to maneuver the 

turn-taking system is excellent proof of the teacher’s success in inducing better interactional 

competence. Nevertheless, this skill would not be possible without the teacher giving up her tight 

control over the mechanism of turn taking and her right to interrupt and control the amount of 

time allocated to each student.  

 

We also see many overlaps between the teacher's turns and those of the students. The 

overlap sometimes culminates in one party yielding the floor to the original speaker. However, 

on other occasions, mainly when the original speaker is the teacher, the overlap does not give the 

student the right to take the turn away from the teacher. However, the students in this class are 

attentive to the teacher’s talk as they are oriented towards TRP when producing a response in an 

overlapping position. The students in this data show a high degree of interactional competence in 

terms of their understanding of the TRP. They display their understanding using latching and 

overlaps. Between-turns gaps are rarely witnessed, and the conversation seems to be 

characterized by a rapid pace. 

 

Active listenership 

 The teacher’s extensive use of active listenership devices has succeeded in eliciting 

complex multi-unit turns, with more than one idea expressed by the students. Sacks, Schegloff, 

& Jefferson (1978) discussed the notion of “active listening”, considering it necessary to 

participate in a conversation. McCarthy (2003) examined the same idea and emphasized the 

critical role of the listener in constructing intersubjectivity simply by being attentive to the other 

interlocutor. 

 The teacher’s use of active listenership also results in topic expansion by the students, 

something that linguists such as Waring (2002) consider a crucial topic development move. It 

shows a great deal of understanding on the part of the students, as well as an ability to express 

themselves beyond the original topic. This reflects the students’ interactional competence in L2 

(Young,2013; Walsh, 2012). When used appropriately by the teacher, active listenership devices 
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also support the students and present proof of the teacher’s comprehension of what they have 

said, which leads to further participation. 

 

Repair 

 The teacher’s use of questions to help the students extend the topic under development 

results in multi-unit turns in which several interactional resources are used, including self-

initiated repair. When a breakdown in the communication occurs, the teacher refrains from using 

the less-preferred, other-initiated repair. On the contrary, she uses techniques such as 

clarification requests and confirmation checks to allow the students to carry out the preferred 

self-repair in the form of questions.  

 

The students sometimes use L1 to establish mutual understanding, particularly when 

intersubjectivity is threatened or a communication breakdown occurs. The teacher, however, 

does not seem to object to this use. In fact, she encourages it by responding in L1. However, the 

use of L1 is abandoned once intersubjectivity is re-established, or the topic under development 

reaches a termination point. 

 

Extended wait time 

 In this dataset, the teacher’s extended waiting time results in some instances of post-

expansion on the part of the students (Schegloff, 2007). The teacher in this data set tends to delay 

the feedback step in the traditional triadic IRF/E. In fact, she sometimes replaces the possible 

negative evaluation with a reformulation of the student’s response. This is understood as a 

request for confirmation, as proved by the subsequent turn. This technique encourages the 

students to communicate freely without concerns regarding their linguistic competency. 

 

Topic management   

 Generally speaking, the conversation in these data is goal-oriented, as it lasts for a long 

time once it begins, and the topic is maintained over a long stretch of talk. Regarding topic 

management, the teacher in this class maintains the original topic; however, because the topic is 

relatively free, the students can suggest new subtopics, and the teacher seems to encourage this. 

Nevertheless, the teacher signals the concluding move in each sequence and the shifts to the next 

one via the use of discourse markers and response tokens that indicate agreement or 

acknowledgment, followed by the allocation of the next speaker’s turn. Despite this, the students 

play a highly active role in the development of the topics. 

 

We also observed a great deal of mutuality and collaboration among the students and the teacher, 

particularly regarding topic development. 

 

We noted the teacher’s use of syntactic elements to link the turns and the tremendous 

sense of joint responsibility to maintain the interaction by all interactants. On the other hand, the 

teacher tended to use many open-ended questions to help the students extend the topic under 

development, thus increasing their interactional space.  

 

The conversation was generally characterized by multiple subtopics related to the central 

theme, or those that mainly stemmed from the original topic suggested by the teacher in the 

opening move.  
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Conclusion 

 This paper is a detailed microanalysis of a transcript of part of a reading comprehension 

classroom. The teacher in this data set takes the students a step further in their comprehension by 

announcing a new phase in which they are required to display understanding by applying the 

knowledge they have acquired from the reading passage to their own lives. What is interesting 

about this move is the teacher’s ability to encourage students with limited linguistic resources to 

employ complex interactional competencies and to become fully engaged in the classroom 

discussion. 

 

We present examples of how teachers can help their students develop a better 

understanding and display better interactional competencies by carefully utilizing different 

interactional resources. It is hoped that the result will help EFL/ESL teachers to attain a better 

understanding of CIC in EFL. It is also hoped that this paper will add to the body of work that 

has been done to conceptualize IC in institutional contexts, namely, the classroom.  

 

The discussion in this paper also highlights the importance of CIC as an additional skill 

that should be introduced deliberately, in addition to other linguistic skills, in any EFL/ESL 

classroom.   

 

Further, it is essential to discuss the role of teachers’ awareness of their use of 

interactional resources and the implications of such use on their students’ abilities to become 

better conversationalists (Eskildsen, 2021).     
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