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OZET

YABANCI DiL. OLARAK INGILiZCE OGRENIMi BAGLAMINDA GRUP
KONUSMA SINAVLARINDA SOZ SIRASI OLUSTURMADA GULUMSEME VE
KAHKAHA ORUNTULERI iINCELEMESI

Suant Jane SEZGIN, Yiiksek Lisans Tezi
Danisman: Dog. Dr. Cihat ATAR

Sakarya Universitesi, 2023

Son on yilda, konusma c¢oziimlemesi bakis agisiyla ikinci dil sozlii degerlendirmede
kullanilan ¢ok modlu kaynaklari aragtiran kapsamli aragtirmalar yapilmistir. Sinif igi
etkilesim baglaminda giilimsemeyi ve kahkahay1 mikro-analitik bir bakis agisiyla inceleyen
cok sayida arastirma da mevcuttur. Ancak, ikinci dil soézlii degerlendirme baglaminda
guliimsemelere ve kahkahalara 6zel olarak odaklanan ¢alismalar agisindan alanyazinda bir
bosluk vardir. Bu nedenle, etkilesime dair analitik bir yaklasim kullanan bu c¢aligsma, bu
etkilesimsel kaynaklar araciligiyla gerceklestirilen eylemleri tanimlamak i¢in bir yabanci dil
olarak Ingilizce sozlii degerlendirme sinavlar1 baglaminda giiliimsemelerin ve kahkahalarin

etkilesimdeki sirali organizasyonunu anlamaya ¢alisir.

Veriler Tiirkiye'deki bir yiiksekogretim kurumunun B1 diizeyi sinav arsivinden alinmistir.
Bu ¢aligmada yer alan smav sayis1 62°dir ve her biri 3-5 kisilik gruplar halinde yapilir.
Toplamda yaklasik 8 saatlik veri, CA kurallarina uygun olarak desifre edilir ve siral
organizasyon ve konugma sirasi organizasyonel sistemleri analiz edilir. Bir sonraki adimda,
giilimsemelerin ve kahkahalarin dizilimsel sirasi analiz edilir ve konusma sirasini

olusturmak i¢in etkilesimde hangi eylemleri gerceklestirdikleri incelenir.

Bulgular, giiliimsemelerin ve kahkahalarin sirali konumlarinin sistematik oldugunu ve cesitli
islevlere hizmet ettigini gostermektedir. Sirali organizasyon agisindan, bir giiliimsemenin
ve/veya kahkahanin baslangi¢c konumu degisiklik gosterirken (etkilesimdeki bir sorundan
once, sessizlik sirasinda ve sorunun c¢oziilmesiyle), giilimseme ve/veya kahkaha
eylemlerinin bitis noktasi, bir sonraki konusmaci ciimlenin 6znesini, fiil ve 6znesini ya da
yan tlimcesini Ureterek etkilesimin devamliligini temin ettigi yerdir. Ek olarak,
giilimsemeler ve kahkahalar, etkilesimin devamliligini saglamak i¢in ikinci dil

etkilesiminde 6nemli bir role sahiptir. Verilerin mikro-analitik analizi, konusma sirasi



organizasyonunda giilimsemelerin ve kahkahalarin {i¢ farkli isleve hizmet ettigini
gostermektedir: potansiyel sorunun kabulii, séziin gelistirilmesindeki yetersiz ve herhangi
bir konusmaciya atfedilemeyen uzun sessizliklerin hafifletilmesi ve son olarak bir sonraki

konusmaci i¢in ¢agri.

Bu ¢alismanin bulgulari, gelecekteki test ve 6gretim uygulamalart i¢in sinif etkilesimsel

yeterliligi olgusunun anlagilmasina katkida bulunur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Konusma ¢6ziimlemesi, giilimseme ve kahkaha, ikinci dilde konusma

Simavi



ABSTRACT
THE SEQUENTIAL ANALYSIS OF

SMILES AND LAUGHTER AROUND TURN CONSTRUCTION IN EFL GROUP
DISCUSSION EXAMS

Suant Jane SEZGIN, Master Thesis
Supervisor: Assoc. Dr. Cihat ATAR
Sakarya University, 2023

In the last decade, there has been extensive research that explores multimodal resources
employed in L2 oral assessment through a conversation analytical (CA) perspective. In
addition, there has also been a large body of research investigating smiling and laughter in a
classroom interactional context from a micro-analytical perspective. However, there is a gap
in the literature regarding a specific focus on smiles and laughter in L2 oral assessment
context. Therefore, employing a conversational analytical approach, this study explores the
sequential organization of smiles and laughter in an L2 oral assessment context to describe

the actions achieved through these embodied resources.

The data is taken from the B1 level exam archive of a higher education institution in Turkey.
The number of exams included in this study is 62, each conducted in groups of 3-5 learners.
In total, 8 hours of data are transcribed following CA conventions, and the sequential
organization and turn-taking systems are analyzed. As of the next step, the sequential
positions of smiles and laughter are investigated, and what actions they achieve in interaction

around turn construction is studied.

The findings suggest that the sequential position of smiles and laughter is systematic and
serves several functions. Regarding sequential organization, even though the starting
position of a smile and laughter may vary (before the trouble, during silence, and with the
resolution of trouble), the retraction of acts of smile and laughter occurs after a next speaker
ensures the next turn by producing a subject of a sentence, subject with a verb or a
subordinate clause. In addition, smiles and laughter have a significant role in L2 interaction
to maintain progressivity in talk. Micro-analytical data analysis demonstrates that smiles and
laughter around turn construction serve three functions: acknowledgment of potential
trouble, mitigation of insufficient turn extension and elongated silences non-attributable to

any speaker, and a call for a next speaker.



The findings of this study contribute to understanding the phenomenon of classroom
interactional competence for future testing and teaching practices.

Keywords: Conversation analysis, smiles and laughter, turn construction, oral assessment
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CHAPTER |

1. INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, the aim and scope of the study (1.1) will be introduced with reference to the
gaps in the relevant literature. In section 1.2, the research context will be outlined. The
research questions will be presented in the next section (1.3). Finally, the limitations of the

research will be discussed in section 1.4.

1.1. The Aim and Scope of The Study

The studies on oral assessment in second language (L2) teaching have been greatly
influenced by the shifts with regard to the approaches and perspectives on L2 learning and
teaching. Therefore, in order to comprehend the evaluation tools employed to measure oral
proficiency in L2 learning and teaching, one needs to look at the shifts in approaches to L2
teaching and learning. One of the most profound impacts on understanding language
acquisition and the field of L2 learning and teaching is Chomsky’s 1965 work on linguistic
competence. This linguistic theory is remarkable in that the creative aspect of language use
is emphasized. The theory is based on the linguistic knowledge of native speakers with a
focus on the syntactic structures of language (Chomsky, 1965). According to Chomsky’s
theory of Generative Grammar, there are universal features that are shared by all languages,
thus helping to construct a grammar that applies across languages. Chomsky argues that we
can generate an infinite number of sentences through these rules. Hymes (1974), on the
other hand, criticizes this theory as inadequate since it disregards the social aspect of
language use. While conceptualizing communicative competence, the sociolinguistic
perspective highlights the purpose of using language as communication. Further work by
Halliday (1970) emphasizes that meaning can be achieved by focusing on language
functions. Employing a sociolinguistic perspective, L2 teaching methods are shaped to
include social rules and functions of language together with linguistic forms. Therefore,
“knowledge of when, how and to whom it is appropriate to use these (linguistic) forms” is

emphasized in L2 teaching (Paulston, 1992, p.98). Building on this approach,
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Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) has been developed. In CLT, L2 learning is
viewed as the acquisition of linguistic knowledge to achieve various functions of language,
emphasizing meaning, interaction, and communication (Richards & Rogers, 2001). The shift
from a perspective based on linguistic structures to a communicative one later resulted in the

need for the conceptualization of interaction in L2 teaching.

Even though the emergence of the communicative movement in L2 teaching has been vastly
influential, the attention to ‘communicative competence’ and ‘communicative language
ability’ has shifted towards interaction since interactional skills have gained more
significance as a consequence of a globalized world (Galaczi, 2014). Kramsch (1986)
expanded the previous view on competence in language ability and was the first to coin the
term interactional competence (IC), which highlights the co-constructed nature of
communication among participants. Firth & Wagner (1997) criticizes the previous
perspectives on L2 communication that view L2 users as linguistically “deficient” and focus
on the “communicative problems” of L2 users (p.760). In contrast, Firth & Wagner (1997)
argue that actions that an etic perspective views as problematic are considered from an emic
perspective to be competences employed by L2 users that allow them to achieve interaction.
In fact, what is marked as a deficiency within the view of communicative strategies is - from
an emic perspective - resourcefulness that helps interactants achieve mutual understanding.
Therefore, the emic perspective has allowed researchers to explore a wide range of resources

embodied in interaction that help interactants carry out talk.

A thorough analysis of L2 classroom talk from an emic perspective has revealed that L2
classroom talk differs from everyday talk. As a result, the notion of interactional competence
in L2 was further developed by Walsh (2006) in accordance with the pedagogic goals of the
L2 context. Walsh (2006) coined the term Classroom Interactional Competence (CIC),
which refers to “teachers’ and learners’ ability to use interaction as a tool for mediating and
assisting learning’” (p.132). Walsh (2012) argues that in the classroom context, co-
constructed interactions display the employment of a variety of skills, which improve
opportunities for learning. Walsh’s notion of the context-dependent nature of interaction has
led to a number of significant studies in the field. The features of CIC and relevant research

will be discussed in the literature review in Chapter 3.1.1.

Employing an emic perspective, the Conversation Analytical (CA) approach in research has

paved the way to understanding the natural mechanisms in interaction. Seedhouse (2006)

outlines the four core principles of CA. The first principle concerns the idea of rational
2



design, which states that talk in interactions is methodically and systematically organized.
The second principle asserts that contributions to interactions are shaped and renewed by
context, with the previous context crucial to understanding each contribution. The third
principle emphasizes that no detail can be dismissed as disorderly, accidental, or irrelevant,
and this empirical approach is enabled by analyzing recordings of natural interactions in
great detail. Finally, the fourth principle highlights that CA analysis is bottom-up and data-
driven, with no prior assumptions about contextual factors such as gender, ethnicity, or
background unless the data provide relevant evidence. Based on these principles, CA
investigates several interactional aspects of talk. Even though further details are provided on
these aspects in the Methodology Chapter (3.1.), turn-taking is briefly discussed here due to

its relevance to the research data and its analysis.

Turn-taking is one of the major interactional aspects investigated in CA studies, with a
remarkable role in achieving intersubjectivity. According to Liddicoat (2007), although the
most common and expected pattern in interaction is one person speaking at a time and fluid
transition among speakers, gaps and overlaps do occur in conversation, which can be
regarded as interactionally significant, and, therefore, “accountable.” However, considering
the action or context, such as laughter or group greetings, gaps, and overlaps do not always
indicate a problem or hinder understanding. Turn-taking may tend to occur normatively and
so may not follow a set of predetermined rules. Nevertheless, some possible turn-taking
models described by Liddicoat (2007) can explain most of the turn-taking practices in
interaction. When asked, people say that they intuitively know when it is their turn to speak.
Although people might suggest that they know it is their time to take a turn after a pause or
a stop, CA evidence refutes this argument (Liddicoat, 2007; Sacks et al., 1974). In most
cases, speakers take turns without a noticeable pause or stop. In fact, actual conversational
data demonstrate that a noticeable pause or stop indicates a problem. Liddicoat (2007) offers
some extracts that show how a speaker considers an appreciable pause after addressing a
question as an interactional difficulty and repeats the question. In contrast, an expected
behavior would be another speaker taking the turn to answer the question. This shows that a
relatively long pause tends to be seen as a dispreferred action. With sample extracts,
Liddicoat (2007) demonstrates how a 0.3-second silence in an ongoing, incomplete talk is
not suitable for a speaker change. Liddicoat (2007) suggests that pauses or silence in these
extracts need to be explained; therefore, they are accountable. These discoveries of CA

research on turn-taking demonstrate how turns are co-constructed and organized in talk.



CA research has also shed light on turn-taking structures in formal classroom settings
(Maroni et al., 2008; McHoul, 1978; Seedhouse, 2004). Seedhouse (2004) points out that the
variety in the exchange of talk in language classrooms exists in accordance with the
pedagogic focus. According to Seedhouse (2004), a teacher's monologue without any turn-
taking is natural in a ‘procedural context,” whereas turn-taking organizations are more
diverse in a ‘meaning-and-fluency context’ (pp.138-139). A large number of studies that
adopt the CA approach to investigate the aforementioned aspects of interaction have
demonstrated the use of multimodal resources to serve several purposes in interaction, such
as achieving intersubjectivity, maintaining progressivity, showing epistemic status in L2
teaching and assessment (Atar & Seedhouse, 2018; Atar et al., 2020; Sert, 2013; Copur &
Atar, 2022; Hirgin-Coban & Sert, 2020; Galaczi, 2014). One of the non-verbal resources that
is drawing more attention today is smiling and laughter. Analyzing the sequential patterns
of talk and turn-construction mechanisms, CA has been a useful method in examining how
humor (Reddington & Waring, 2015), smiles, and laughter (Sert & Jacknick, 2015) are
preceded, carried out, and followed in language classrooms. Considering the principles and
emic nature of CA (which will be discussed in detail in the Methodology Chapter), it is
helpful for researchers while identifying the sequential, syntactic, social, and semantic
mechanisms of humor and laughter. The mechanics and complex nature of humor, smiles,
and laughter provides a better understanding of human interaction (Copur et al., 2021;
Gorham & Christophel, 1992; Bell, 2009; Forman, 2011; Pomerantz & Bell, 2011; Wagner
& Urios-Aparisi, 2011; Bell et al., 2014; Gholami & Gholizadeh, 2015; Reddington &
Waring, 2015; Sert & Jacknick, 2015). In contrast to the commonly held belief that laughter
is uncontrollable and random, studies reveal that laughter is systematic, sequential, and
socially organized (Glenn, 2003; Reddington & Waring, 2015). According to Glenn (2003),
“Laughing is finely coordinated with speech and with various social activities (p.2.).” In
addition to the significance of smiles and laughter in social interaction, the previous
investigations into smiles and laughter in the L2 context have contributed considerably to
the conceptualization of IC (Glenn, 2003; Jacknick, 2013; Sert & Jacknick, 2015). These CA
studies on turn-taking patterns and smiles and laughter in L2 classrooms have complemented

and contributed to the development of L2 assessment to a great extent.

The changes in the perspectives on L2 teaching and the CA research in an L2 context have
been significantly influential on developments in the assessment of oral proficiency.

Previously, since the components of spoken skills needed to be understood clearly, the
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evaluation of oral production was not as developed as the assessment of linguistic skills
(Lado, 1961). Due to these shifts in the perspectives on L2 teaching, language testing has
been reshaped to include a wide range of abilities and various tasks based on communicative
competence and language use (Bachman & Cohen, 1998; McNamara, 1996). Various
assessment tools and exams have been developed to assess communicative competence
while testing spoken skills (He & Young, 1998). In light of the aforementioned shifts to the
approaches in L2, several spoken proficiency tests were designed to evaluate participants’
oral language skills. One of the most important assessment tools is paired or small-group
oral tests. In order to reveal how interaction is carried out in such tests, the opponents of the
interactionist approach focus on the co-constructed aspect of spoken performance among
interactants in oral assessment (Chalhoub-Deville, 2003; McNamara, 1996; Swain, 2001).
Young & He (1998) compiled a collection of studies investigating the efficiency of
Language Proficiency Interviews (LPIs) in their book. The studies in this collection
demonstrate the distinctions between ordinary conversations and LPIs regarding turn-taking
and repair sequences. As a consequence of the growing interest in the research field that
utilizes a Conversation Analytical (CA) approach to understand the interactional patterns
among participants of paired or group tests, studies have provided deep insights into IC in
the context of oral assessment. (Hir¢in-Coban & Cimenli, 2022; Hir¢gin-Coban & Sert, 2020;
Lazaraton, 2002; Galaczi, 2008; Galaczi, 2014; Gan, 2010; Moore, 2011; Nakatsuhara,
2011). Galaczi (2014) points out the room for investigations on “specific aspects of
interactional competence, such as interactional means to develop topics across speakers and
turns, topic shifts, listener involvement, and turn-taking strategies” (p.554). Research on
these specific aspects of interaction will pave the way to the expansion of the
conceptualization of IC in oral assessment. Nevertheless, there is a gap in the literature
regarding group discussion exams where there is no or minimum appearance of an
interlocutor, assessor, or teacher. A CA approach to examining the turn organization in group
assessment will pave the way to better understanding learners’ interaction. According to
Seedhouse (2006), CA can be useful in controlling the reliability and validity of the
assessment. Therefore, a deeper insight into turn-taking in various types of oral examinations
is valuable for pedagogical purposes. Moreover, there is also room for research related to
multimodal resources, especially smiles, and laughter, with regard to their sequential

positions and emergence around turns in L2 assessment.



1.2. Research Context

The data for this research were taken from the oral assessment video archive of the School
of Languages Department of a private higher education institution in Istanbul, Turkey. The
department offers intensive academic English programs to students before starting as a
freshman. The students registered at this institution were required to provide evidence of
language proficiency. Otherwise, the intensive academic English program was a major
requirement since the language of instruction is English in the faculties. The students took a
placement test at the beginning of the Fall semester and were placed at different levels
according to their test scores. The data used in this research were collected solely from B1-
level students’ small-group oral exams. This exam was only one of the many assessment
components in the program. Although the desirable number of students in each group was
four, the number of students in some groups was three or five, depending on the number of
students in the class. Each group was given a different motion, the themes of which were
shared with the students a day before the exam with a suggested reading list. However, the
students could see the discussion prompt when it was their time to take the test. The teachers
called groups individually while the other students were in the classroom due to space issues.
The teachers wrote the exam motion on the board and assigned students the stance that the
students were going to take. There was a 5-minute preparation time before the discussion
started. The same teachers scored the students’ performance based on a rubric (see
Appendix. 4) designed explicitly for this exam based on the Common European Framework
of Reference (CEFR) thresholds. The discussions were video-recorded by the teachers with

a laptop the institution provided.

1.3. Research Questions

1. What is the sequential organization of a smile and laughter around turn construction in B1

level group discussion exams?

2. What actions are achieved with a smile and laughter around turn construction in B1 level

group discussion exams?



1.4. Limitations

A potential limitation of this study may be related to the scope of the study. The data for this
study consists of videos from one institution in Istanbul, Turkey. Although Conversation
Analytic (CA) methodology employs a qualitative perspective, the research can be
conducted in different institutions or contexts to understand whether the results are
distinguished based on cultural or contextual differences. As a consequence, the results may
not be generalized to different contexts. Additionally, the data cover only B1-level group
discussion exams. Further research can be conducted across levels to compare the instances
of smiles and laughter around turns. A longitudinal study that tracks the development of the

focus of this study over time can also be a significant contribution to the field.

1.5. Terminology

Sequence organization: The sequential context and organization make actions
comprehensible because there are strong bonds among actions in their sequence (Schegloff,
2007).

Turn-taking: Participants of interaction organize talk by means of turns. Turns are composed
of ‘turn-construction units’ (TCUs). The definition of TCUs is not based on linguistic
parameters but on social actions. Therefore, a TCU is not necessarily a word, clause, or
sentence in all cases (Liddicoat, 2007). For example, while a long explanation can be a TCU,
a meaningful utterance completing interaction in its context -such as ‘huh?’- is also defined
asa TCU.

Repair: Repair is the treatment of problems in talk. Problems can be anything causing
interruptions in conversation and anything that impedes interaction (Seedhouse, 2004). As a
result of unfixed problems, a relevant subsequent action cannot be performed, bringing the
conversation to a halt. Therefore, such situations are considered repairable by the
participants of the talk.

A smile: In this research study, a smile is defined as a facial gesture involving the upward

movement of the corner of the lips, which is often, but not necessarily, accompanied by the



activation of muscles around the eyes and cheeks. It is transcribed with the “$” symbol in

the extracts.

Laughter: Laughter, in this research, is a wide smile, which is often, but not necessarily,
accompanied by different sounds and aspirations. According to Hepburn & Varney (2013),
“laughter is typically made up of pulsed out-breaths, which can be delivered quite quickly,
for example ‘ahHAH HA THA tHAH’” (p.27). In this study, it is transcribed with the “$$”

symbol in the extracts.



CHAPTER II

2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This chapter presents the previous literature that paved the way for this research. The first
section introduces the history and premises of Classroom Interactional Competence. Later,
the assessment of L2 interaction and turn management in L2 Interaction will be discussed.

Finally, literature with regard to laughter and smiles will be introduced.

2.1. The History and Premises of Classroom Interactional Competence (CIC)

The emergence and increasing attention to the communicative approach in EFL have led to
a growth in interest in oral interaction in the past decades. As for assessment, formats that
display learners’ competence at interaction have been developed as a consequence of the
rising awareness of the significance of interaction in EFL. Some examples of these formats
that involve interactional competence (IC) and classroom interactional competence (CIC)
are paired and group speaking tests. This chapter aims to seek insight into the definition of
IC and CIC by seeking the historical factors that shape the concept of CIC.

The emergence of the Direct Method that concentrates on the significance of speech with
the purpose of communication in the late 19th century (Larsen-Freeman, p.28, 2000) and the
Reform Movement with an emphasis on communication and phonetics in EFL paved the
way for a significant shift in the field of language teaching. Thanks to the changes to the
approaches in language teaching, there were some shifts to language assessment in the early
20th century. In the first half of the 20th century, institutions both in the United Kingdom
(Cambridge Certificate of Proficiency and The Lower Certificate in English) and in the
United States (the Army Specialized Training Program) added a conversational element to
their tests (Galaczi & Taylor, 2018).

Chomsky, in his highly-reputable 1965 book, coined the terms competence and performance

with regard to linguistic theory to highlight the distinctions between linguistic knowledge

and production of language. Competence denotes the knowledge of a language, while

performance refers to how linguistic knowledge is interpreted and the acts of utterances are
9



produced accordingly. However, the opponents of the communicative approach to language
learning, such as Savignon (1972), opposed this view, arguing that it undermines the
communicative aspect of language. Hymes (1972) expanded the definition of competence to
include the use of grammatical competence in a communicative context. Several other
distinguished studies in the 1970s (Hymes, 1974; van Dijk, 1977) also contributed to the
phenomenon of interaction by expanding the focus on different aspects of language, such as
function, speech act, and discourse. In 1980, following the phenomenon of communicative
competence, Canale & Swain (1980) defined three types of knowledge; grammatical
knowledge, knowledge of language in a social context for communication purposes, and
knowledge of using communicative functions in relation to discourse. These studies have
had a remarkable influence on shaping IC by shifting the focus from linguistic competence
to communication. Hence, they paved the way to building knowledge on interaction with

regard to not only language teaching, but also assessment.

Further work on second language assessment (Canale, 1983; Bachman, 1990; Bachman &
Palmer, 1996) included various aspects of competence, such as strategic competence,
discourse, and sociolinguistics. However, Kramsch (1986) was the first to coin the term
interactional competence. According to Kramsch (1986), interactional competence refers to
a collaborative act where participants build ‘“a shared internal context or a sphere of inter-
subjectivity” (p.367). He emphasized the dynamic aspect of communication while pointing
out the co-constructed nature of interaction where the listener is also involved in negotiating
meaning in the interaction. Young (2008) listed seven resources that the IC consists of.
According to his list, the IC components include identity resources, which denote the
participants’ identities, such as official or unofficial. The second item in his list is the
linguistic resources that refer to register, including the use of language and modes of
meaning referring to how speakers create ‘interpersonal, experiential and textual meanings.
Finally, interactional resources include resources related to speech acts, turn-taking, repair,
and boundaries (Young, 2008, p.71). Young (2011) points out that one distinguishing
characteristic of IC is intersubjectivity, which is the dependence of these resources on other
speakers’ actions. In other words, IC differs from communicative competence in that it refers
to not only the knowledge of these sources but also what speakers do or how they use these

resources together with others. Therefore, IC shows differences in various interactional acts.

Regarding interactional competence in classroom discourse, the phenomenon of Classroom

Interactional Competence (CIC) was defined by Walsh (2006) as ‘Teachers’ and learners’
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ability to use interaction as a tool for mediating and assisting learning’ (p.132). In his 2012
article, Walsh provides data extracts to demonstrate the occurrences of CIC that align with
the pedagogic aims of the classroom in interaction. Based on these extracts, Walsh (2012)
examines both the teacher and learner perspectives in classroom interaction and categorizes

the main features of CIC into three.

One of the CIC characteristics manifested in these extracts is a teacher’s adjustment of
language to promote learning opportunities. Walsh (2012) argues that the language used by
teachers with CIC is adjusted repeatedly to align with the pedagogic agenda and to co-
construct meaning together with learners. The second characteristic is providing room for
learning and learner participation to take place through elongated wait time. He emphasizes
the learners’ need for space for their contributions to conversations and the teacher’s
feedback on these contributions. A teacher showing CIC manages to fulfill these needs by
augmenting the space for learner interaction and providing more time for planning. The third
feature of CIC is the employment of strategies such as paraphrasing, extending, modeling,

or scaffolding a response in order to ‘shape learner contributions’ (Walsh, 2012, p.177).

Focusing on learners’ perspectives, Walsh (2012) describes the strategies used in classrooms
that demonstrate CIC by learners. First, a learner displays knowledge of a question's
appropriate second pair part in an adjacency pair. Additionally, in the extracts provided by
Walsh (2012), a learner shows recognition of the required time and type of response for a
specific question given to the learner (pp.177-178). By providing an extended response to a
‘why’ question, a learner demonstrates sufficient CIC through acknowledgment of the
teacher’s pedagogic agenda, that is elicitation of further information. Another CIC feature
manifested in learners’ classroom interaction is related to managing turns. The same extracts
show that learners may display recognition of transition relevance places by completing and
giving turns appropriately or through the provision of a quick response to an opening

question by the teacher.

Considering these characteristics specific to the L2 interactional context, Walsh (2012)
emphasizes the significance of understanding the components of CIC and the ways to
achieve it for not only teachers but also learners. Given the significance of CIC in language
learning, research into understanding interaction in L2 assessment with a perspective of CIC

will pave the way to enhance learning opportunities.
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2.2. Assessment of L2 Interaction

Acknowledging the importance of classroom interaction has paved the way for some shifts
in L2 assessment. Despite the ongoing popularity of oral proficiency interviews (OPI)s,
paired and group formats in oral assessment have also been adopted. A number of empirical
studies reveal insight into various types of oral exams (Roever & lkeda, 2022; Seedhouse,
2013; Brooks, 2009; Okada, 2010; Hiittner, 2014; Hirgin-Coban & Cimenli, 2022; Hir¢in-
Coban & Sert, 2020).

In an attempt to understand whether monologic oral proficiency tests such as TOEFL IBT
can reveal the interactional abilities of L2 speakers, Roever & lkeda (2022) conducted
research that compares the TOEFL IBT scores of the speaking section with the scores that
were awarded based on the performances of speakers in a set of role-playing tasks where
speakers’ interaction was graded. The participants of the study consisted of students who
were preparing to start university (pre-entry), first-year students who were in their first
semester (recent entry), and university students within the second semester or beyond
(longer-term university students). However, even though the results show a correlation
between the two scores, the relationship is only superficial. Furthermore, Roever & lkeda’s
(2022) research reveals that the correlation between the two test scores is limited when the
participants are pre- or recent-entry university students. In other words, monologic speaking
tests such as TOEFL IBT have some limitations in ascertaining the interactional abilities of

test takers.

In a CA research study on IELTS Speaking Tests (IST), Seedhouse (2013) focuses on turn
management, repair, and organization of interaction to compare these interactional features
in L2 classrooms and university classrooms. According to his analyses, IST shows
noticeable differences from the other two interactional contexts regarding repair. First,
unlike classroom settings, IST does not require speakers to attain intersubjectivity. A second
distinction regarding repair is the lack of examiners’ evaluation or error correction.
Moreover, turn allocation is prescribed in IST, where speakers are allowed to take turns only
to respond but not ask questions. This is another distinguishing characteristic between IST

interaction and IC in L2 and university classrooms.

The studies focusing on role plays (Okada, 2010; Hiittner, 2014) and paired or group oral
exams (Brooks, 2009; Hir¢in-Coban & Cimenli, 2022; Hir¢in-Coban & Sert, 2020) reveal a
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more comprehensive range of opportunities for interaction compared to OPIs and monologic
oral tests. Okada (2010) points out that even though role-plays may create room for more
opportunities to show a more diverse range of interactional skills, it is still not any better
than an OPI in terms of provision of space for the test-taker to organize turn-taking and topic
initiation. Likewise, Huttner (2014) proposes that whether speakers display disagreements
Is contingent on the oral exam format. She argues that in a format where the teacher is the
interviewer, the lack of disagreements is related to constraints due to the test format. On the
other hand, in the paired format, the absence of disagreements in the performance of a

student can be an indicator of insufficiency of interactional ability.

Another comparative study is by Brooks (2009), who examines test-takers’ performances in
a paired assessment and those in a format where test-takers interact with examiners. The
results reveal that not only did the prior group have higher scores, but they also demonstrated
a more sophisticated interaction with other students. In addition, the test takers in a paired

format displayed a linguistically more challenging performance.

2.2.1. Turn Management in L2 Assessment

The popularity of paired and group speaking exams is increasing due to their ability to assess
interactional competence in the broader sense. Research on a diverse range of oral
assessment types is gaining importance, accordingly. The studies on oral proficiency exams
display the need for a detailed look into the interactional skills to determine levels of
proficiency (Galaczi, 2014; Roever & Kasper, 2018; Hiittner, 2014; Ruusuvuori & Perakyla,
2009). A significant component of interaction, turn management, is one aspect of
interactional skills that has been the center of attention for researchers. These studies pave

the way to a more comprehensible description of interactional competence across levels.

Roever & Kasper (2018) demonstrate the differences between advanced and novice speakers
regarding turns and sequences. They point out that advanced speakers provide background
information to preface a request, whereas novice learners use an imperative as a request after
the salutation. Roever & Kasper (2018) suggest that considering the previous studies, it can
be argued that the use of preliminaries takes time to build up, therefore, can indicate IC.
Similarly, Galaczi (2014) points out that actions occurring to manage certain interactional

goals distinguish across levels. Regarding turn management, the common acts that display
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distinction in different levels are categorized into three: turn management in-a-no-gap-no-
overlap manner, following an overlap/latch, and following a gap/pause (Galaczi, 2014,
p.559). Galaczi (2014) describes the differences across levels regarding turns. According to
these descriptions, B1 level L2 speakers show “abrupt topic shifts,” where the statement is
noticeably different from the points discussed in the previous turn. In contrast, in authentic
conversations, as suggested by Sacks, speakers connect new arguments to the initial ideas
step by step (as cited in Galaczi, 2014). Moreover, as Galaczi (2014) suggests, the
“disjunctive topic shifts” (p.562) may be a defining characteristic of the B1 level since test
takers of higher proficiency levels connect the topic to the prior topic “in a stepwise fashion”
(p.562). Describing turns in conversation among B2 level test takers, Galaczi (2014) argues
that the pauses are fewer between turns compared to B1 speakers. The emergence of overlaps
and latches is more frequent in the conversations of B2-level speakers. The turn management
usually appears to be “in a no gap-no overlap manner.” C2-level speakers’ overlaps or
latches in speaker change are tailored in a way that creates flow and confluence in the

interaction.

2.3. Laughter and Smile

The notions of smile, laughter, and humor have been a focus for researchers for a while.
From a CA perspective, according to Jefferson (2015), laughter is a vocalization form with
no morphology. However, the fact that it is a social conduct like other verbal and non-verbal
forms of social actions makes it significant in interaction (Jefferson, 2015, p.165).

In an effort to explore the nature and mechanics of humor in the classroom, there have been
a considerable number of studies. Schmitz (2002) categorizes humor into three: universal
humor, culture-based humor, and linguistic humor. Schmitz’s study described a link between
humor type and language proficiency. According to Schmitz, only advanced students can
get the most out of all three types. He argues that elementary students can benefit from
universal humor, and intermediate students can understand and enjoy universal jokes and
some culture-based humor. However, Bell (2002) revealed that although rare, some
linguistic humor, such as wordplay, occurs in lower-level classrooms. Moreover, suggesting
that laughter is not haphazard, Holt (2010) examined the shared laughter at topic termination

and non-shared laughter in topic continuations. Similarly, Haakana (2010) analyzed smiling
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in face-to-face interaction. He identified the order of laughter and smiling in conversation
and what purpose they serve in conversation. Furthermore, Reddington and Waring (2015)
described the sequential mechanisms of humor in language classrooms. They categorize
humor into three. In disaligning extension, talk fits the sequence and forms a grammatical
extension to the previous turn while challenging the expected response by adding humor.
Similarly, talk fits the order in a sequence pivot but reflects a novel and humorous act. Unlike
the first two categories, in sequence misfit, the sequential slot is not ready for the talk, which

creates incongruity in the interaction. Then laughter occurs in the interaction.

2.3.1. Laughter and Smile in Humorous Context

In an effort to identify the complex nature and mechanisms of humor in English as a foreign
language (EFL) classrooms, researchers have used various methods, such as applying
questionnaires (Mingzheng, 2012), utilizing several research tools such as discourse analytic
investigation, field notes and interviews (Forman, 2011; Pomerantz & Bell, 2011), or using
both quantitative and qualitative methods together (Wagner & Urios-Aparisi, 2011), semi-
experimental design (Gholami & Gholizadeh, 2015), a case study (Bell, 2005; Bell et al.,
2014), and conversation analysis (CA) (Bell, 2009; Holt, 2012; Jacknick, 2013; Sert &
Jacknick, 2015). However, CA made a breakthrough in analyzing social acts in interaction

in that it provides an opportunity for researchers to analyze interaction in real conversations.

CA studies on laughter provide a deeper understanding of the mechanisms of humor.
According to the studies by Glenn (2003), laughter helps create interactional relationships
by showing a connection, friendliness, or even confidence. Similarly, Treger et al. (2013)
suggest a positive link between humor and liking. They point out two variables for this link:
“perceived reciprocal liking and enjoyment of the interaction.” However, humor has not only
been studied solely in mundane talk, but it has also been a focus of research in language

classrooms.

Considering the studies about humor in foreign language classrooms, it can be concluded
that humor promotes a comfortable atmosphere for students to create bonds with other
students (Bell, 2009). The analyses of a study by Wagner and Urios-Aparisi (2011) also
indicate that motivation and cultural transmission are some of the functions of humor in the

classroom. Furthermore, research by Gorham and Christophel (1992) demonstrates a
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positive link between motivation and teachers’ use of humor. Likewise, Copur et al. (2021)
demonstrate that learners’ responses are more elaborate when humor is involved in the
teacher’s other repairs as extreme case formulations. In the findings of Copur et al. (2021),
it is observed that humorous other repairs by the teacher contribute to a collaborative learning
environment by breaking down the foreseeable structure of initiation-response-feedback
pattern in classroom interaction, which increases learner engagement in classroom

interaction.

On the other hand, a recent study by Matsumoto et al. (2022) displays that students orient
differently to the teacher’s humor embodied in his actions. How much students participate
in laughter varies. The multimodal resources employed by the teacher are also diverse. In
humorous moments, several embodied actions occur, such as pointing, writing on the

blackboard, and clapping hands (Matsumoto et al., 2022).

Research on humorous language play reveals a link between learner participation and humor
in language classrooms. In the data collected by Forman (2011), a warm and responsive
environment was observed. Learners’ desire and effort to be active in the lesson were high,
although their L2 production skills were limited. Moreover, Gholami and Gholizadeh (2015)
point out that language play positively affects learners’ socializing and participation in
second language learning activities. Treger et al. (2013) focus on the link between laughter
and liking. They indicate that shared laughter brings joy to interaction and creates rapport
among the participants of an interaction. In order to understand the different roles of humor
mentioned above, it is essential to discover the complex nature of humor in classroom

interaction.

2.3.2. Laughter and Smile for Managing Trouble

Motivation and a friendly atmosphere have been significant in language classrooms. Studies
have shown that humor decreases tension in threatening situations in foreign language
classrooms (Wagner & Urios-Aparisi, 2011; Forman, 2011; Pomerantz & Bell, 2011; Bell
et al., 2014). Data collected and analyzed by Wagner and Urios-Aparisi (2011) clearly
shows that humor can function as a tool to negotiate a face-threatening situation where a
teacher has to make a decision about the best student. Moreover, in a study by Pomerantz

and Bell (2011), a student initiates humor to criticize classroom norms. Humor allows the
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student to create “a safe house” where he can “construct several desirable identities for

himself.”

A large body of CA studies also demonstrates the emergence of smiles and laughter when
the progressivity of talk is at risk (Jacknick, 2013; Bell et al., 2014; Sert & Jacknick, 2015;
Looney & He, 2020). In a distinctive study, Jacknick (2013) examines the contributions of
laughter in a sequence with flaws in institutional roles. Her analyses reveal that laughter
occurs when the participants face a challenge. Further studies by Bell et al. (2014) indicate
that humor is used to “mitigate face threats and manage potentially uncomfortable
interaction.” Sert and Jacknick (2015) emphasize the link between epistemic status and
smile. Their data reveal that smiles are employed when students' epistemic status is at risk.
It helps to maintain not only the progressivity of interaction but also affiliation. According
to the study by Looney & He (2020), smiles and standalone laughter emerge around delayed
and disaligning responses. They are used as interactional resources that orientate to the
discomfort when the progressivity of talk is challenged in classrooms.

2.4. Conclusion

This chapter discussed the literature with regard to the history and premises of Classroom
Interactional Competence. It reviewed relevant research articles contributing to the
conceptualization of the phenomenon while pointing out the differences between
communicative competence and CIC. Then, the assessment of L2 interaction was reviewed
with several examples that illustrate the three different oral assessment models: oral
proficiency interviews, paired speaking tests, and group speaking exams. Furthermore, the
chapter reviewed the literature on turn management in L2 assessment. In the last part, the
acts of laughter and smiles in interaction were reviewed with relevant research studies,

including laughter and smiles in a humorous context and their role in managing turns.

The next chapter will discuss the methodology of the study, including the
ethnomethodological background and details of the Conversation Analytical method,
validity and reliability issues, research context, data collection, ethical considerations,

participants, and data analysis.
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CHAPTER 111

3. METHODOLOGY

This chapter introduces the research methodology, background, and justifications. In 3.1,
Conversation Analytical (CA) approach and the ethnomethodological foundations will be
presented. Then, validity and reliability will be addressed in 3.2. This part will be followed
by research data and design in 3.3. The chapter will be concluded with ethical considerations

about this research.

3.1. Introduction to Conversation Analysis (CA)

Conversation Analysis (CA) is an approach that studies interactions. This approach adopts
three principles from ethnomethodology: accountability, indexicality, and reflexivity. CA
applies these three principles to understanding social interaction, organization and sequence
of talk, and how shared understanding occurs in social actions (Ten Have, 2007). Regarding
CA principles, when the primary motivation in a study is talk-in-interaction, relevant data to
be analyzed is natural talk (Atar & Seedhouse, 2018). Therefore, in this study, real talk of
oral examinations is preferred as the data to be analyzed. Furthermore, the exams were
recorded in a way that aimed at preventing outside interventions on the natural occurrence

of the exam tasks.

3.2. Ethnomethodological Foundations of CA

CA approach grew out of Goffman and Garfinkel’s ethnomethodological studies that aim at
understanding the interactions of members of society as social beings (Atar & Seedhouse,
2018). Gardner (2004) summarizes Garfinkel’s main focus as ordinary people’s ways of
managing interaction in everyday contexts. Likewise, Goffman has led the way to social
interaction research. (as cited in Atar & Seedhouse, 2018). The work of the two pioneers has

provided motivation for the development of CA. Harvey Sacks took up the ideas of Goffman
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and Garfinkel regarding the orderliness of everyday life in his lectures in the early 1960s. In
the lectures, an approach analyzing social order was developed with a focus on practices of
everyday interaction. Thanks to the work of Sacks and his colleagues Emmanuel A.
Schegloff and Gail Jefferson, CA started to be adopted as an independent discipline by the
late 1960s and early 1970s (Liddicoat, 2007).

3.2.1. Emic perspective

Conversation Analysis (CA) is a ground-breaking methodology for analyzing real
conversations: their components, dynamics, and mechanisms. CA differs from other
methodologies in that it enables researchers to develop an emic perspective while uncovering
the organization and order of interaction. According to Seedhouse (2006), emic descriptions
come from “the participants’ perspective within the interactional environment in which the
talk occurs” (p.166). Therefore, CA practitioners do not rely their analyses on the “etic
viewpoint (which) studies behavior as from outside of a particular system” (Pike, 1967,
p.37). On the other hand, as Liddicoat (2007) suggests, CA focuses on instances that occur
naturally in order to examine what the participants of interaction do when they talk rather
than analyze what they think they do. Hence, CA researchers do not ask questions to
participants about their understanding of the interaction since this method contrasts the emic
nature of CA analyses. There are various other ways that CA contrasts other methods of
data collection. According to Mondada (2012, p.33)

CA contrasts ‘introspection,” which is used in traditional linguistics. In introspection,
researchers decide if a sentence is grammatical based on their competence. However,
Garfinkel suggests that “situated actions are only discoverable but not imaginable.”
(as cited in Mondada, 2012, p.33)

It contrasts with field notes since the data comprises observation by the researcher.
These notes are limited to the researcher's memory, his/her interpretation or intuition,
and situated selectivity. However, in the CA method, recordings provide the

researchers with an opportunity to see details repeatedly.

It contrasts with experiments, which test pre-established hypotheses in a controlled
way. However, CA focuses on discovering the interactional machinery in its

naturally organized way.
19



3.2.2. Basic Principles of CA

To explore the naturally occurring mechanisms in interactions, CA adopts four principles.
Seedhouse (2006) defines these principles as follows. The first principle concerns the
concept of rational design. “Talk in interaction is systematically organized, deeply ordered,
and methodic.” (Seedhouse, 2006, p.166). This idea supports Sack’s notion about how the
existence of order is observed in all points of interaction. This was a groundbreaking idea at
the time, as in the 1960s, conversation was regarded as too disorderly to be analyzed
(Seedhouse, 2006). The second principle is that “contribution to interaction is context-
shaped and context-renewing.” (Seedhouse, 2006, p.166). It is context-shaped in that the
context is formed in its naturally occurring sequential environment. Previous context is vital
to understand one single contribution. Moreover, it is context-renewing in that each
contribution shapes the following sequence of interaction. The third principle is that “no
order of detail can be dismissed, a priori, as disorderly, accidental, or irrelevant.” (Heritage,
1984, p.241). This principle puts emphasis on the empirical nature of CA methodology.
Recordings of natural interactions are regarded as the primary data. Detailed transcriptions
of recordings make it possible for the analyst or the readers to analyze the primary data
thoroughly. The fourth principle is that “analysis is bottom-up and data-driven.” (Seedhouse,
2006, p.167). Therefore, CA analysts are not expected to have prior assumptions concerning
participants’ background, gender, race, or any other contextual factor. They focus on these
factors if the data provide relevant evidence. Apart from the four principles of CA, various
types of interactional organizations uncovered by Sacks et al. (1974) assist CA practitioners

in analyzing data.

3.2.3. Interactional Structures of CA

Seedhouse (2006) describes interactional organizations as “a point of reference for
interpretation of their (interactants’) actions” (p.167). Interactional organizations described
by Seedhouse (2006) are adjacency pairs, preference, turn-taking, and repair. “The
interactional organizations (turn-taking, sequence, repair) themselves are stated in context-
free terms, but the vital point is that participants employ these context-free organizations in

a context-sensitive way to display their social actions” (Seedhouse, 2019, p.26). Looking at
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these types of interactional organizations, CA practitioners are able to interpret “the context-
sensitive social actions of others,” which provides the emic perspective to CA analyses
mentioned above. In this study, smiling and laughter will be the main focus. In order to
understand the roles of smiles and laughter in EFL classroom interaction, different types of

interactional organizations will be analyzed and interpreted.

Researchers have been using CA to analyze adjacency pairs, preference organization, repair,
and turn—taking organization as a practical approach to understanding spoken interactions in
their natural environment (Seedhouse, 2006). This part describes these interactional

structures to provide a deeper insight into CA data analysis.

3.2.4. Sequence Organization

The sequential context and organization make actions comprehensible since there are strong
bonds among actions in their sequence. To illustrate, an acceptance does not occur without
an offer (Schegloff, 2007). Social interaction is built through groups of actions called action

sequences. These are fundamental to understanding the structure of interaction.

Paired actions or adjacency pairs are the sequence patterns observed in the organization of
talk. Some core characteristics of adjacency pairs are outlined as “They (1) consist of two
turns (2) by different speakers, (3) which are placed next to each other in their basic minimal
form, (4) which are ordered and (5) which are differentiated into pair types” (Liddicoat,
2007, p.106). Liddicoat (2007) also indicates that adjacency pairs commonly occur together
without any intervention. Nevertheless, the emergence of other talk between the two turns is
also possible, even though these occurrences are limited, which are discussed in more detail
in the following paragraph as pre-, insert, and post-expansions. Moreover, there is an order
in the occurrence of adjacency pairs: a first pair part (FPP) and a second pair part (SPP). To
illustrate, an invitation always takes up the FPP position, whereas a refusal always occurs in
the SPP position. Finally, adjacency pairs are type-matched in that an FPP is relevant to its
particular SPP. For instance, if the FPP is an offer, the type-matched SPP can be an
acceptance or refusal. An FPP is normatively expected to be followed by a type-matched
SPP. The absence of a type-matched SPP makes it hearable, accountable, and notable. For
instance, if a question follows another question, this can be noted as trouble in the shared

understanding of the interaction (Liddicoat, 2007)
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Besides the basic unit of sequences consisting of a single, basic, and minimal adjacency pair,
expansions to these sequences are vital for understanding talk. These expansions can emerge
before the FPP, which is called pre-expansion, between the FPP and the projected SPP,
called insert expansions, and finally, after the SPP, referred to as post-expansions. First, pre-
expansions are preliminary to the FPPs of specific types, such as invitations, offers, and
requests (Schegloff, 2007). The function of pre-expansions is to avoid trouble in the
interaction, mainly to prevent a potential dispreferred response (Liddicoat, 2007). Second,
sequences can be expanded between the FPP and the SPP. Even though an insert expansion
Is an interruption to the SPP, it displays relevance to the projected SPP (Jefferson, 1972).
Third, insert expansions delay the SPP, which can be formed as post-first insert expansions
or pre-second insert expansions (Liddicoat, 2007). The last one of these three is the post-
expansion, which refers to the phenomenon where even though an SPP is produced, which
completes the sequence, the emergence of further talk connected to the prior sequence is
possible. The possible expansion to the SPP is a post-expansion (Schegloff, 1990).

Briefly, the sequential context makes interaction meaningful as participants follow a
sequential organization in talk. Analyzing adjacency pairs lead to more profound insight into
actions in talk. The normatively expected actions serve as a reference. The lack of these
desired actions makes it noticeable and accountable.

3.2.5. Preference Organization

The term preference has been employed to refer to the nonequivalent but alternative actions
that characterize as possible choices for speakers in a conversation (Atkinson & Heritage,
1984). It is defined in line with “the fact that choices among nonequivalent courses of action
are routinely implemented in ways that reflect an institutionalized ranking of alternatives*
(Atkinson & Heritage, 1984, p.53). Atkinson & Heritage (1984) outlines three ways
“institutionalized rankings” shape preferences. First, it is pointed out that avoidance or delay
of certain actions takes place in various contexts, including different speakers on diverse
occasions. Second, how preferred and dispreferred alternatives are employed routinely
display distinctions across diverse occasions. While preferred actions emerge with little or
no delay, dispreferred actions are indirectly performed and softened through delays between

or, more commonly, within turns. Finally, “the communication of personal dispositions is
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itself accomplished by reference to basic institutionalized forms”. (Atkinson & Heritage,
1984, p.54). In other words, the separation between a personal choice based on a desire and

the institutionalized preference regarding that choice is associated with common experience.

3.2.6. Turn-Taking

Participants of interaction organize talk by means of turns. Turns comprise ‘turn-
construction units’ (TCUs). The definition of TCUs is not based on linguistic parameters but
on social actions. Therefore, a TCU is not necessarily a word, clause, or sentence in all cases.
While a long explanation can be a TCU, a meaningful utterance completing interaction in its
context -such as ‘huh?’- is also defined as a TCU. Following a TCU, there is room for a
possible transition to another participant to take the turn. This is called a ‘transition relevance
place’ (TRP). Such points are directly relevant to the possible completion of a TCU.
However, a TRP does not indicate that speaker change must take place there, but it is possible
that speaker change takes place. What is accountable in conversation is speaker change at a
place other than a TRP. In other words, It is inappropriate, therefore, hearable to change
speakers without a possible TCU completion. (Liddicoat, 2007). Throughout the interaction,
participants follow the talk not only to find TRPs but also to plan and anticipate them before
their occurrence (Sidnell, 2012). Nonetheless, overlaps may occur in many ways. In
institutional settings, there are more restrictions to turn-taking organizations (Seedhouse,
2006).

Turn allocation occurs at a TPR in two ways: the current speaker selects the next speaker, or
the next speaker chooses to speak. The former may occur with a question. Although the
current speaker does not choose the next if the question is addressed to a group, a question
is still very relevant to turn allocation and shapes the frame for what is regarded as
appropriate talk. However, silence after a question is accountable since an appropriate next
action to a question would be an answer. Lerner suggests that If “you” is used to select the
next speaker while addressing a group, another technique is required to reduce complexities,
such as non-verbal cues like gaze direction, context, or turn design (as cited in Liddicoat,
2007). The latter, self-selection, occurs when the next speaker is not designed by the current
speaker, and an appropriate action would be a speaker to take the floor. Also, the current
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speaker may self-select as the next speaker if no appropriate action is taken by another
speaker (Liddicoat, 2007).

Sacks et al. (1974) connect turn allocation with turn construction with the outlined a set of
rules (p.704). According to these rules, the transition relevance place is where the TCU is

possibly complete. These rules are ordered as below.
“1) At any transition relevance place of an initial turn constructional unit:

(a) if the turn so far uses a 'current speaker selects next' technique, then the selected
person has the right and obligation to take the next turn to speak, no other speaker

has such rights or obligations;

(b) if the turn so far is not constructed to select a next speaker, then self-selection
may but need not occur. The first participant to begin speaking acquires the right to

aturn;

(c) if the turn so far is not constructed to select a next speaker, the current speaker
may, but need not continue if no other speaker self-selects.

2) If the current speaker continues after the initial TCU, these rules apply again at
the next transition relevance place and each subsequent transition relevance place

until speaker change occurs.” (Sacks et al., 1974, p.704)

Liddicoat (2007) indicates that overlaps are prevented by the order of the rules. The non-
speakers have to follow the talk for possible completion to take the floor when required or
desired. However, the frame of the talk is still constrained to the speakers' understanding.

Therefore, the following actions demonstrate the understanding of non-speaker(s).

Sacks et al. (1974) list a number of features that define turn construction. These

characteristics are briefly summarized below.

“Speaker change recurs, or at least occurs” (Liddicoat, 2007, p.70). The rules do not ensure
that speakers take turns equally, as conversations are shaped by the participants in interaction

by themselves. Therefore, these rules do not limit the domination of a speaker during a talk.

“One person talks at a time and occurrences of more than one speaker at a time are common,
but brief” (Liddicoat, 2007, p.70). The current speaker has the right to talk until the possible
completion of his/her TCU. However, it is accountable when another speaker self-selects
before a possible completion. Although the model allows overlaps or simultaneous

beginnings, it allows some resolutions in a short time.
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“Transitions with no gap or no overlap are common” (Sacks et al., 1974, p.708). This is
because speaker change at possible completion prevents gaps, which would not be possible
if speaker change occurred at actual completion. In addition, thanks to the projectability of
possible completion, the next speaker can take a turn at the end of the previous speaker

without an overlap.

“Turn order varies and the relative distribution of turns is not specified in advance”
(Liddicoat, 2007, p.71). The order of turns is interactionally designed by the participants

themselves. Therefore, turns are not distributed equally among speakers in conversation.

“Turn size is not fixed, but varies” (Sacks et al., 1974, p.709). Turn size varies as TCU
elements range from a word to a sentence. Also, it varies because the current speaker might

self-select as a next speaker, which allows the extension of a TCU.

“The number of parties can vary” (Liddicoat, 2007, p.71). The rules apply regardless of the
number of speakers.

“Talk can be continuous or discontinuous” (Liddicoat, 2007, p.72). If a current speaker does
not change to a next speaker and the next speaker does not self-select, then the conversation
may discontinue. However, if there is silence, even though the current speaker chooses the

next, it is accountable.

3.2.7. The Repair Mechanism

Repair is the treatment of problems in talk. Problems can be anything causing interruptions
in conversation and anything that impedes interaction (Seedhouse, 2004). As a result of
unfixed problems, a relevant subsequent action cannot be performed, bringing the
conversation to a halt. Therefore, such situations are considered repairable by the

participants of the talk.

Repair is given the utmost importance because of its role in proceeding intersubjectivity.
Schegloff et al. (1977) revealed a sequential pattern of repair preference. There are four types
of repair in CA: self-initiated self-repair, self-initiated other-repair, other-initiated self-
repair, and other-initiated other-repair (Liddicoat, 2011). The first type, self-initiated self-
repair, is defined as the repair where the speaker recognizes and resolves the repairable
element after production. In the second type, self-initiated other-repair, the speaker
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recognizes the repairable after production, but the resolution of the problem is achieved by
the recipient. Another type, other-initiated self-repair, refers to the resolution of the problem
by the speaker of the element that can be accountable as repairable. However, the repairable
is indicated by the recipient. The last type is other-initiated other-repair, where the recipient
is the one who not only recognizes the problem but also resolves it (Liddicoat, 2007). Both
self-initiation of repair and self-repair are more favorable and common among participants
in comparison to other-initiation of repair and other-repair. Sidnell (2012) highlighted that
this preference order is not due to emotional or psychological reasons but because of
sequential position in conversations. The trouble source (TS) is the first participant to have
a chance to initiate and conduct repair in the same turn. So, it may be suggested that self-

repair is more face-saving.

3.3. Validity

Even though CA’s limited database is considered to be a restriction to validity, the emic
perspective of CA studies is what makes this method strong in terms of validity. Seedhouse
(2004) suggested that CA researchers “cannot make any claims beyond what is demonstrated
by the interactional detail without destroying the emic perspective and hence the whole
validity of the enterprise” (p.255). To elaborate, validity underlies in the evidence provided
by the meticulous analysis of sequential patterns of interaction, which is also related to the
next-turn proof because, as Perékyld (2004) suggests, the speakers locally share meaning
and interpret talk in interaction. Also, as CA requires a fine-grained analysis of each extract,

this increases the validity of the results (Seedhouse, 2004).

In this thesis, internal validity exists as the ‘emic perspective,” outlined previously in this
chapter, is maintained throughout the study. Claims made in this study are not based on the
participants’, teachers’, or the researcher’s interpretations or perceptions about the learners’
knowledge, language proficiency, or competence but are based on evidence from the detailed
analysis of sequences of talk from an emic perspective. Moreover, generalizability related
to external validity is also present in this study. Generalizability in this context pertains to
the concept of expanding the findings beyond the particular group discussion exams
investigated in this study. Various findings of different interactional CA studies have

revealed shared characteristics in many ways, such as basic systematics of turn-taking in oral
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proficiency exams (E.g., Galaczi, 2014; Hir¢in-Coban & Sert, 2020). This research
demonstrates that similar to previous research findings, various multimodal resources, such
as smiles and laughter, pointing, and gaze aversion, are employed to achieve intersubjectivity
around turn construction. However, | cannot claim that the phenomenon being examined
(employment of smiles and laughter around turn-construction in group discussion exams)
will display similarly in different oral proficiency exams because there has been no prior
systematic investigation into this particular phenomenon. Nonetheless, based on the results,
the phenomenon is performed similarly in different groups, which is a crucial stage in

extending its applicability to other situations in the future.

3.4. Reliability

According to Kirk and Miller (1986), reliability is the degree to which the results are not
influenced by chance factors or incidental factors in the research process. Reliability in CA
studies is related to the selection of recordings, competence in transcriptions, and technical

quality while recording interactions.

In this study, recordings are randomly selected from various B1-level classroom oral exams
without considering the primary research question to maintain the data-driven nature of the
CA method. Therefore, the initial motivation of the research is not regarded in selecting
recordings. Moreover, in order to ensure reliability, 8 hours of data from 62 group discussion

exams from the archive are included in this research.

Considering the transcriptions of recordings, because these are only representations of the
actual data, transcripts are done with the aim of giving as much information and detail as
possible. First, Mondada transcription conventions were used (see Appendix 2. & 3) to
satisfy this research’s reliability. Secondly, numerous researchers have examined the
transcriptions in 3 different data sessions, which are in HUMAN (Hacettepe University
Micro-Analysis Network) in March 2020, MIUN (Mid-Sweden University) in November
2021, and ERUMARG (Erciyes University Micro-Analysis Research Group) in March 2022.

Finally, in order to satisfy consistency in terms of technical quality, all exams have been
recorded with laptops provided by the institution. Because the number of learners in each
exam ranges from 3 to 5, one camera has been sufficient to capture all the test-takers. After
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watching all the videos, | removed a few videos with poor sound or video quality from the

research data.

3.5. Research Context and Design

The research data came from the B1 level oral assessment archive of the School of
Languages Department of a higher education institution in Istanbul, Turkey. The students’
language skills were measured throughout the semester utilizing various assessment tools,
such as Process Writing, Group Discussion, Midterm, and Final Exams. While the first two
exams measured students’ productive skills, writing and speaking, respectively, Midterm
and Final Exams included reading, listening, and use of language sections. This research
focuses on students' interaction in oral assessment; therefore, the Group Discussion Exam

archive data were analyzed using a Conversation Analytical approach.

Either two or three language instructors were teaching one section. The Group Discussion
Exam was conducted and assessed by one of the class instructors depending on who taught
on the exam day and the specific lesson that overlapped with the exam in the schedule. In
addition, the assessing teachers entered a standardization session the same week as the exam.
In the standardization session, assessors became more familiar with the assessment criteria
(see Appendix 4.) and benchmark grades by examining and evaluating 2 sample student

discussions from previous exams as a group.

A week before the exam, students were given some themes and a list of links for suggested
internet articles related to the themes that might come up in the exam. They were encouraged
to study for the themes before the exam. The groups were decided by the main class teacher,
but these group allocations were not announced to the students before the exam. At the
beginning of the exam, the assessor teachers gave each student in the group a piece of paper
with the exam prompt on it (see Appendix 5 for exam prompts). Then, the teachers randomly
assigned students to a stance, guiding them on whether they would agree or disagree with
the prompt. After the prompt sheets were distributed, the students had 6 minutes for
preparation. During this time, test-takers were allowed to take notes but could not refer to
their books, articles, or ready-made notes. At the end of the preparation time, students were
given six to ten minutes to discuss the prompt. Six minutes were given for groups of three,

eight minutes for groups of four, and ten minutes for five people.
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As for the research design, this qualitative study was carried out employing the Conversation
Analytical Methodology to investigate the sequential positions of smiles and laughter in oral
group discussion exams. Therefore, this study aims to provide evidence of whether a smile
and laughter facilitate conversations in oral exams. The answer to this question will enhance
our understanding of the different multimodal resources employed to achieve interaction in
the L2 oral proficiency exam context. According to Reddington and Waring (2015), CA
attempts to reveal unspoken methods and systems of social interaction. For this cause, it uses
video recordings and detailed transcriptions of natural interaction as data. This provides an
opportunity to see through the participants’ viewpoints. To that end, CA presents an emic

perspective that “provides an internal view” (Pike, 1967, p.37).

A descriptive CA study, this research is based on the B1 level oral assessment archive of the
School of Languages Department of a higher education institution in Istanbul, Turkey. The
data consists of 62 different exam recordings, each of which is six to ten-minute long,
depending on the number of students taking the exam. The data for the archive were collected
via video recordings using a laptop camera that the institution provided. Because the number
of students taking the exam simultaneously ranged from three to five, capturing all test-
takers with one laptop camera was possible. Therefore, using one single camera to record
each group did not influence the quality of the videos, nor did it hinder participants’ visibility

in the videos.

3.6. Ethical Considerations

Since the data was taken from the exam archive of a higher education institution, permission
to access and use the archive videos of these exams were taken from the director of the
Department of School of Languages in the institution. Moreover, the test-takers were
contacted for their consent later via their institutional emails. There was no appearance of
assessors in the recordings, nor was any data related to their grades used. As a result, data
collection was done with the consent of both the institution and students. Participants were
informed that their identities would be kept confidential and that the data would only be used
for the study. The students’ names were replaced with letters such as HAB, SUM, and ESI
to ensure anonymity. In addition, before conducting this research, | obtained approval from
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the ethics committee at Sakarya University (refer to Appendix 1) to guarantee adherence to
ethical standards.

3.7. Participants

Data were taken from the B1 level oral assessment archive of the School of Languages
Department of an English medium university in Istanbul, Turkey. Only very few
departments in this institution provide education in Turkish, including the Department of
History and the Department of Turkish Literature. The data included one hundred fifty
participants who took the B1 level oral group discussion exam. The test takers were
university students enrolled in the English Preparatory Programme of the School of
Languages Department, which provides an intensive English program for academic purposes
before the first year. The students’ ethnic background or gender differences are not my
concern in this particular research study because in CA, unless there is clear evidence that
participants orient to a particular contextual factor, “we should not approach the data with
any prior theoretical assumptions or assume that any background or contextual detail are
relevant.” (Seedhouse, 2006, p.167). In addition, gender and ethnicity are not observed to be

an issue in this research.

3.8. Data Analysis

According to the principles of conversation analysis, no detail can be considered irrelevant
or given priority in understanding the interaction between people (Liddicoat, 2007). In order
to uncover and describe the organized patterns of social behavior in an interaction,
conversation analytic transcripts must be sufficiently detailed to support the analyst's
investigation (Hepburn & Bolden, 2013). Therefore, transcription must include detailed
descriptions of all aspects of the interaction, not just the words spoken by the participants.
Following the CA principles, to facilitate micro-analysis of oral exam interaction, all video
recordings have been closely observed without any prior motivation and transcribed using
the Mondada conventions (see Appendix 2 & 3) since this system ensures a detailed

transcription of not only spoken utterances but also gestures, body movements, and
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especially smiles and laughter. Nonverbal behaviors have been marked using different signs
for each action and each person in a separate line. Some screenshots marked with a "#" sign

have also been provided to display multimodality.

A coding system was used to ensure ease of access to the relevant data and organize the
recordings and transcriptions. In the example of “5-MOD2-B106-G4-ESI-FEY-EMI-ENE,”
MOD2 refers to the module, in other words, which part of the semester the exam was
conducted, B106 refers to the class code, G4 is the group number and the last letters are the
letters used instead of the names of the students. The number at the beginning of the title of
the recording or extract is added at later stages of the research after choosing the extracts to
be used in the Findings Chapter of this research.

There are certain steps to follow in order to ensure validity in CA data collection and

analysis processes. Seedhouse (2004) outlines the stages for CA data analysis as follows:
“Unmotivated look at the data

An inductive search throughout the database to establish a collection of

instances of the phenomenon

Establishing regularities and patterns in relation to the occurrences of the
phenomenon in order to show that these instances are produced and oriented to by

the participants as normative organization of the action

Finally, a more generalized account of how the phenomenon relates to

interaction in the broader sense is produced. ” (Seedhouse, 2004, pp.38-39).

While creating the collections, | adhered to the necessary steps for CA. Initially, | watched
all the group discussion recordings several times with an impartial approach, without
focusing on any particular aspect. Then, | started to look for a pattern in the students’ actions
in the recordings. One significant action that was noticeably common in the recordings was
smiles and laughter despite the seriousness of the context. Then, | started to transcribe the
occurrences of smiles and laughter. These initial transcriptions displayed that there is a
pattern in student smiles and laughter, and they occur in a sequentially organized way. Then,
| started to look for instances of smiles and laughter, thus ensuring that these acts occurred
in a normative fashion. Later, | created a collection of smiles and laughter in group
discussion exam context. After gathering a sufficient number of instances in the collection,
| proceeded to analyze it using Seedhouse's recommended approach (Seedhouse, 2004).

Through this initial analysis, it became apparent that there is an ordered pattern in how smiles
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and laughter occur around turn construction. A pattern was observable through the
systematic employment of smiles and laughter around troubled turn-construction. To further
explore this, | conducted an extensive literature review on smiles and laughter in the L2
context, as described in the Literature Review chapter. In my research, | came across Sert &
Jacknick (2015) and Petitjean & Gonzalez-Martinez (2015)’s articles, which suggest that
smiles and laughter are multimodal resources that perform tasks such as indicating and
resolving interactional problems. Therefore, | decided to concentrate on smiles and laughter

around troubled turn-construction.

3.9. Conclusion

This chapter outlined the methodological background of this study and presented
information regarding the validity, reliability, research context, design with data collection
procedures, ethical considerations, and data analysis procedures. Considering the research
questions and purpose, the Conversation Analytic approach is the most relevant to this study

for the reasons discussed in this chapter.

The next chapter will present the findings of the research addressing the research questions
with regard to the sequential position of smiles and laughter and the actions achieved in

interaction with a smile and laughter.
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CHAPTER IV

4. FINDINGS

This chapter discusses the findings of the study in accordance with the research questions.
A smile and laughter around troubled turn construction are retracted when a next speaker
maintains the progressivity of talk. Therefore, it can be proposed that a smile and laughter
function as a face-saving action that minimizes the interruption in the interaction around turn

construction.

When the silence is attributable to the current speaker, the trouble around turn construction
is resolved by the current speaker by verbally closing the turn or verbally leaving the floor
to other speakers. Even though the starting position of a smile and laughter around troubled
turns varies, the retraction of a smile and laughter occurs when the next speakership is
ensured. Therefore, it can be argued that a smile and laughter minimize the trouble of
maintaining the progressivity of interaction. Moreover, even though incomplete utterances
can be seen as an opportunity to be the next speaker in interaction, in the B1 group
assessment context, when silence is attributable to the current speaker, the other test takers
tend to leave the floor to the current speaker to complete the utterance until the current
speaker verbally gives the turn. In contrast, when the silence is not attributable to a speaker,

the resolution is accomplished by a speaker different from the current speaker.

4.1. Silence attributable to a next speaker

In extracts 1, 2, and 3, the current speaker displays an attempt to continue their speakership
or self-selects the next speaker using rising intonation or the use of an additional linker such
as ”and.” However, when they do not continue their turn despite indicating an intention to
continue, it poses a problem to the progressivity of interaction. Consequently, an increased
transition space (ITS) (Liddicoat, 2007, p.80) occurs in their turn, which is attributable to
the current speaker. The ITS is filled with gaze, body gestures, smiles, and laughter. The
smile is observed to continue until the next speaker takes the turn with a clear turn

constructional unit (TCU) (Liddicoat, 2007, p.54), or the next speakership is ensured. The
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smile continues if the next speaker starts with a hesitation marker such as “err;” however, it
is observed to be retracted after a word, phrase, or a complete or incomplete clause is
produced. Therefore, it can be concluded that TCUs starting with a hesitation marker are not
considered indicators of next speakership by the person smiling until a word, phrase, or
clause is produced. Moreover, unlike teacher-student interaction, incomplete utterances are
not taken as an opportunity to take the next turn to complete the previous speaker in the B1

level group discussion exam context.

Extract 1 given below displays a typical example of the occurrences of a smile and laughter
during an elongated silence that is attributable to the current speaker, which is one of the
most common occurrences of smiles and laughter around turns. Moreover, as illustrated in
this extract, the onset of a smile is during the silence due to lack of topic extension, while
the smile and laughter are retracted when a next speaker ensures the progressivity of
interaction. In this particular extract, the students discuss the third topic: “When people get
rich enough, they should stop working.” FER was assigned to agree with the statement,

whereas BER and IMA were assigned to disagree with the prompt.

Extract 1 MOD2-B1-06-FER-BER-IMA
1  FER *i*~have objection*&*|here.(0.5)~for because you

*,.*gathers both H* *points IMA w RH arm forward-->

fer ~ moves his body forwards------ ~

ima -->&lowers RH, moves a pen in RH-->

ber -->|gz FER
2 say1(.)they just work for(.)to die*(.)*1no it's not

fer -->*_ *points w palms down-->
3 *(0.6)

fer  -->*raises RH-->
4 like this. they* work,*@&

fer --*holds R wrist w LH*

ima -->@
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ima -->&

5 1%(0.7) 1+$(0.5)
fer *gathers hands at eye level, drops chin—
fer $smiles—
fer TR PPRTRTR gz down-->

6 FER °i’m sorry°$!$$
F1 -->$-$$laughs—

fer -->1..gz IMA-->

\ \',‘.’ \,;\
¥ m—

Figure 1. Emergence of FER’s smile
7 IMA [&°no  pr&oblem®
&opens RH&
8 BER [%°no pr&oblem®
%opens RH
9 (0.3) + *(1.1) *+ $$1*(1.1)
fer -->$$
fer *points R arm holding w LH--*  *lowers R arm
fer -->1gz notes

35



10

11

12

13

*1(1.2) *+%1$(0.5)
fer ~ *raises R arm, clenches his fist * *points IMA-->
fer 19Z IMA----=- == Icloses eyes-->
fer $smiles-->

FER can you! r (0.6)continue because [i ~*(inaudible)

*
IRRRE

fer -->1gz IMA-->
fer ~moves body forward-->
IMA €[Tyes, i €agree €with you?

€gz notes-€......€gaze FER-->
IMA  €they &work for developing themself$(.)they work fo:r(0.4)
&moves both H-->

fer F2 -->$

Figure 2. Retraction of FER’s smile

In extract 1, FER indicates that he disagrees with the previous speaker by saying “i have

objection here.” He refers to the last speaker’s point by saying “you said they work for to die.”,

and continues “no, it’s not like this. they work”, then pauses, leaving the sentence incomplete.

From this part, he is expected to continue with something different from “for to die.” His last
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word, “work,” ends in a rising intonation, which displays an incomplete turn, yet the pause
in line 5 occurs to be a 1.2-second-long silence, which is an indicator of trouble in talk
(Liddicoat, 2007, p.72). In line 5, the long silence is attributed to FER and not taken as a
transition relevance place by the other speakers. The 0.7-second silence of FER looking
down at his notes is followed by a 0.5-second silence, at the onset of which FER starts to
smile. During the silence, FER smiles and breaks the silence by saying “i’m sorry.” and
laughs. Other speakers give a go-ahead token by saying “no problem.” FER continues his
laughter as the silence continues for 1.4 seconds. Then he looks at his notes and smiles while
pointing at IMA. Then, he orally gives the turn by saying “can you continue.” IMA takes the
turn with an aligning phrase “yes, | agree with you.” IMA begins to rephrase FER’s previous
arguments. FER’s smile is retracted after two complete clauses: “yes, | agree with you. they
work for developing themself”. Although the smile minimizes the risk of lack of a next-speaker
and mitigates the trouble due to loss of progressivity, it is not perceived as a go-ahead token
by the other interactants when the current speaker flags continuity of the turn by producing
an incomplete turn. Even though IMA rephrasing FER’s previous argument demonstrates
his listenership and ability to maintain talk, IMA leaves the floor to FER despite the long
pause due to FER’s indication of an intention to continue, an incomplete utterance “they

work.”

Regarding the sequential position of acts of smile and laughter, a smile comes in line 6 after
a 0.7 second of silence. It turns into laughter after FER acknowledges the problem verbally
by saying “I'm sorry.” IMA and BER respond by saying “no problem,” while IMA continues
his laughter for a 1.4 second of silence, which is an acknowledgment of trouble. The trouble
is also demonstrated by his hand and arm movements. His laugh is retracted when he gazes
at his notes for 1.1 seconds. However, after a 1.2-second more silence, he smiles and gives
the turn by saying “can you r(0.6) continue”. Consequently, his smile minimizes trouble and
helps manage intersubjectivity with his self-repair, giving the turn. His smile is retracted

only when a next speaker ensures to take the turn and continues the turn for some time.

Similar to Extract 1, the following extract below displays a typical example of the
occurrences of a smile and laughter occurring around turn construction. A smile emerges
during a silence accountable to the current speaker. Even though the smile is on and off
during the silence, it is retracted completely when the progressivity of interaction is ensured
by a next speaker. A micro-analysis of the starting and ending positions of smiles

demonstrated that the student’s smile serves as an acknowledgment of existing trouble and
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helps achieve intersubjectivity through mitigation of insufficient extension of the turn. In

this particular extract, the students discuss the prompt given by the teacher: “The design of

a product is more important than its price.” HAB and MEH were assigned to agree with the

statement, while FAT and BAT were assigned to disagree with the prompt.

Extract 2 MOD2-B103-G1- FAT-BAT-HAB-MEH_and you said

1 HAB

hab

2 HAB

meh

3 HAB

hab

meh

#[and it’s] not important #i think (0.5) #and %you said
%head up
-->#gz down----------------- #9z BAT--------- #gz FAT
(0.7)there (0.4) %pB>you said< again expensive,%
%R hand up, points FAT------- %

B gz down covering HAB’s facef3

(0.7)$(0.5) er  $(0.7) aand %(0.6)
%L hand up-->
F3 $smiles-----$

agz HAB-->

Figure 3. Emergence of HAB’s smile
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4 HAB #$0k #tha+t's% it.a
#l1l1l1lgz MEH-->

hab F4 $smiles-->

hab ->0p
meh -->0gz forward
fat +smiles-->

Figure 4. Emergence of HAB’s smile

5 MEH actually aerr i want too &er say something, €+(0.4) €&err a
agz down covering HAB’s face---------------- o
bat &gz FAT and smiles--------- &
fat €gz BAT-€
fat +smiles-->

6 MEH $(0.8)fatTAH said, $

hab $ $F5
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Figure 5. Retraction of HAB’s smile

In Extract 2, HAB shares his opinion by saying “it’s not important i think” and then attempts
to paraphrase or repeat the previous speaker’s turn. He signals his attempt with an incomplete
reported speech, “and you said,” which also marks the continuation of his turn. A 0.7-second
silence is observed at this point which is not regarded as a TRP by the other speakers due to
the incomplete noun clause produced by the current speaker. This silence is broken by
HAB’s attempt to maintain his turn with the word “there.” However, a 0.4-second silence
occurs this time. HAB self-repairs the interruption and maintains progressivity by saying
“you said again expensive.” The last word is pronounced in rising intonation, which is an
indication of the continuation of the turn. In other words, the current speaker, HAB, self-
selects as the next speaker. However, HAB takes a long pause where a smile occurs for 0.5
seconds. The silence is not considered an opportunity to take the turn by the other speakers.
Therefore, the interactional trouble is maintained for longer than 2 seconds. Later, HAB

closes his turn by saying “ok that’s it”” with a recurring smile.

Although he resolves the interactional trouble regarding the progressivity of the
conversation, his turn closure leaves the previous attempt incomplete context-wise, which is
demonstrated by his smile while closing the turn. As he previously hints at an intention to
add a point, the turn closure is sudden and leaves his attempt incomplete. The smile is
maintained for some time after MEH took the turn and retracted only after MEH manifested
next-speakership by saying “actually err i want to say something err”. Similar to Extract 1, in
this extract, it is observed that a smile occurs on and off during the interactional trouble of
turn-closing and turn-taking. It is retracted only after the trouble about turn-taking is ensured

to be resolved by a next speaker.
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Another example of a smile given below in Extract 3 demonstrates the variety of the starting
position of smiles around turn construction. A smile emerges at the end of the current
speaker’s self-repair. Even though MUS hints extension of the turn with “and,” after a 0.4-
second silence and a hesitation token, MUS self-repairs and completes the turn with a “yeah.”
The beginning of the smile and the next speaker’s turn-taking overlap. On the other hand,
the smile is retracted after the next speakership is achieved by another speaker. Therefore,
the smile in this extract indicates an acknowledgement of recent trouble and helps manage
intersubjectivity by mitigating the abrupt turn completion. In this particular extract, the
students discuss the following prompt: “When people get rich enough, they should stop
working. ” MUS and BET were assigned to agree with the statement, while RUM and MER

were assigned to disagree with the prompt.

Extract 3 MOD2-B103-G2-MUS-BET-RUM-MER-and yeah

1 MUS (0.2) er  #husband  *so#rry* (Jerr and@ (0.4) err
-->#gz MER-------- #gz down

mer >>gz MUS-->
bet 721 Y L [ ————— @
rum >>0z MUS-->
2 MUS #yeah
gz MER-->

3 MER  $[er #however]%er+when, +(.)#you(.) #do  #these %activities#
+gz MER+gz MUS-->>

rum -->%0gz MER--------==ceoeeoemeceecneceeeen %gz MUS-->
mus --->#gz BET----------mmmmmmmm- #9z MER#gz down#gz MER---------- #

mus F6 $smile-->
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Figure 6. Emergence of MUS’s smile

4 RUM [inaudible ]

5 MER #you: must! Serr payl money.

#(0.8) #0.6)  #

mus  #gz dOWN---------=----------mm-m-—- #9z MER#gz down#

mus F7 -->%

Figure 7. Retraction of MUS’s smile

6 MER so, you spend and you
7 MUS yeah”

lose  your money. (0.7)

In extract 3, MUS signals the continuation of a turn by saying “and” followed by a 0.4-

second silence and a hesitation token, “err.” Therefore, the elongated silence is not taken as

a transition relevance space by the other speakers, yet it is attributed to MUS. Despite

indicating an intention to add a point with “and,” MUS completes his turn with a “yeah”

while shifting his gaze from his notes to MER. The closure of the turn contradicts his
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previous action of signaling an additional point. Although there was no long silence
indicating any trouble, this contradiction at the end of his turn is considered laughable by
MUS. In line 3, MUS smiles immediately after saying “yeah” when MER takes the turn with
an “er however.” MUS’s smile emerges at the end of his turn “yeah,” which is also the
beginning of the next speaker’s turn. The smile is retracted after the next speaker displays
that the progressivity of interaction is maintained. The next speaker starts an adverbial clause
that is “‘when you do these activities.” MUS retracts his smile in the middle of the main clause.
Unlike the previous extracts, the smile in extract 3 appears at the beginning of the resolution
stage of the interactional trouble rather than a prior stage, such as silence signaling trouble.
Nevertheless, the smile is retracted after the progressivity of interaction is ensured by a self-
selected next speaker who produces an adverbial clause, followed by a main clause. The
smile is retracted when the next speaker starts the main clause with a subject and a modal.
Therefore, similar to the first two extracts, it can be argued that a smile mitigates the trouble

caused by loss of progressivity.

4.2. Silence non-attributable to a next speaker

Extracts 4, 5, and 6 demonstrate evidence for the retraction sequence of a smile and laughter
that emerges when the progressivity of interaction is interrupted between turns, and trouble
is non-attributable to any speaker. In the group discussion exams analyzed in this study,
when the next speaker is not selected by the current speaker, and none of the speakers self-
select, the smile and laughter are retracted after the next speakership is ensured. A smile and
laughter are observed to be retracted when a next speaker self-selects by starting to produce
a clause. The next speaker does not necessarily finish the clause when the smile and laughter
are retracted. The production of the subject of a clause or the end of a subordinate clause
may be the position where the smile and laughter are retracted. However, the hesitation token
“err” is not considered a TCU in interaction since the retraction of smile and laughter does

not emerge after the hesitation token “err.”

Extract 4 below displays a typical example of the emergence of a smile and laughter that
acknowledge trouble that is not attributable to the current speaker, which is another common
occurrence of smiles and laughter around turns. In this extract, a smile and laughter emerge

during an elongated silence. The smile and laughter are retracted when the progressivity of
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interaction is ensured by a next speaker. The sequential position of the smile in this extract
demonstrates that it helps mitigate trouble and achieve progressivity of talk. In this particular
extract, the students discuss “Sharing your problems with a family member is better than
sharing them with a friend.” As assigned by the teacher, SUM and DIL agreed with the
statement, while GOK disagreed with the prompt.

Extract 4 MOD2-B102-DIL-GOK-SUM
1 SUM so, @they can@ @understand@(.) @us

sum @gz DIL @gz GOK @gz above @
2 @#&((1.1)@ #& %(0.4)@ #+(1.1)% %#&(0.3)

sum @gz DIL @gz GOK--->

#point RH at DIL #opens both palms #places chin on R palm
F8 +.....laughs--->
gok %gz SUM-------- % %0z notes

dil &gz SUM & &gz GOK

Figure 8. Emergence of SUM’s smile

44



3 GOK but, ee %you @+don't have any

%gz SUM
sum ->@
sum F9 >+

Figure 9. Retraction of SUM’s smile

In this extract, SUM takes a turn to give an opinion about whether it is better to ask for
opinion from friends or parents. She supports the idea that it is better to get an opinion from
parents since they have more experience in life. In line 1, she completes her turn without
allocating the next turn to anybody else. In line 2, a total of 2.9-second silence occurs. This
silence is non-attributable to a next speaker. SUM uses her hands and gaze during this
silence. First, SUM gazes at DIL while pointing her right hand at her. The silence does not
break for 1.5 seconds. As GOK gazes at SUM after a 1.1-second silence, SUM gazes back
at GOK while opening both palms. At this point, SUM starts laughing. Her laughter mitigates
the interruption in the interaction. GOK looks at his notes and takes the turn. The next
speaker self-selects 1.4 seconds after SUM’s laughter. Although GOK signals his next
speakership by looking at his notes, the laughter is retracted after the next turn is ensured by
the next speaker. As the next speaker produces the subject of a sentence, SUM retracts her

laughter.

45



The following extract demonstrates that the starting position of a smile and laughter varies.
During an elongated silence around turn construction, ESI averts her gaze, which can
indicate turn allocation (Rossano, 2012). As ESI takes the turn after a 5-second silence, she
smiles. Unlike the previous examples, the smile appears at the beginning of the resolution of
trouble and is retracted as the next speaker proceeds. With a smile, ESI acknowledges the
trouble. In this extract, the students discuss the following prompt: “People gain more
experience by reading books than by travelling.” As assigned by the teacher, EMI and ENE
agreed with the prompt, while ESI and FEY disagreed with the statement.

Extract 5. MOD2-B106-G4- ESI-FEY-EMI-ENE _topkapi palace
1 ENE #(0.2)ee everything (.) is in the book (0.4) for ex°’ample®

fey  #gz ENE -->

2 (1L.4H)#@ *#@(1.6)$% @(2.0)
ene -->* .,,0Z ESI
fey  #gz EMI---------- #gz ESI-->
fey F10 $smiles>

fey %opens hands, shakes head L to R
esi @gz FEY @gzFEY @gz ENE

3 ESI @  &but their people &(.) tell us (\) @$& +their erm story+

@Qz FEY ----mm oo @gz ENE
esi F10-11 &smiles------------- &laughs----------- &
esi +scratches R eye+
fey F11 -->$

4 ESI  +for example ~topkapi palace

+points ENE--+
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Figure 10. Emergence of ESI’s smile
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Figure 11. Retraction of ESI’s smile

In Extract 5, four students discuss whether one can learn about a place more by reading about
it or traveling there. In line 1, ENE argues that one can learn about a place by reading. He
finishes his turn by saying “everything is in the book for example.” Although “for example” is
misplaced in the sentence, the production of the last two syllables of the word “example” in
a quieter tone indicates the completion of the turn. This could be due to L1 transfer since the
Turkish word “mesela (for example)” can be used at the end of a sentence. In the data, some
examples of the use of “for example” were observed on several occasions. At the end of his
turn, ENE does not select the next speaker, nor does a next speaker take the turn. Therefore,
none of the speakers are accountable for the elongated silence emerging after ENE’s turn.

Nevertheless, this interactional design occurs in a group discussion exam context, where
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students are assigned specific motions for the task. ENE and EMI are assigned to support
reading to learn about a place, whereas ESI and FEY are supposed to argue for traveling to
learn about a place. Unlike a natural conversation, students might feel obliged to respond to
a counter-argument in this context. Therefore, the gazes in the elongated silence after ENE’s
turn are mostly at and between ESI and FEY. After a 3-second silence, FEY smiles while
gazing at ESI, her speaking partner. She also opens her hands and shakes her head from left
to right, indicating she is not the next speaker. ESI then gazes at ENE for 2 seconds and then
takes the turn. As ESI begins her turn, she starts smiling, which then turns into laughter in
the middle of her turn. Even though ESI’s self-selection as the next speaker resolves the
trouble, she mitigates the trouble of the late response by smiling and laughing while
responding to ENE. ESI retracts her laughter after she produces the verb with its direct
object, “tell us.” This extract displays that laughter that minimizes trouble in turn-taking is
retracted after the resolution of the trouble is ensured, even though the turn constructed with

a subject, verb, and a direct object is still incomplete when the laughter is retracted.

The final extract demonstrates another example of a smile emerging during an elongated
silence that is not attributable to any next speaker. The smile appears during a long silence
around turn construction and retracted as a next speaker ensures the continuation of talk. In
this example, the students were given the following question to discuss: “Marrying at an
older age has more benefits than marrying at a young age.” The teacher assigned ESI, FUR,

and ENE to agree with the statement, whereas FUL and KUB to disagree with the prompt.

Extract 6 MOD3-B1-10-ESI-FUR-ENE-FUL-KUB

2 FUL  #erm same, #problem (.) with (.) you#ng marriage

fur -->#gz down #gz FUL----------=--=---- #gz up-->
3 (0.7)# % (0.7) # (0.6)%(2.1) % $(0.4)
fur -->#gz down right
fur F11  $smiles-->
kub #nods--#
ful %scratches hair%
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Figure 12. Emergence of FUR’s smile

4 €(0.6) € 0 (0.6) €
esi €smiles € opens mouth€
esi agz down

5 ESI isaid that if they have children too young, $

fur F12 -->l’l’l’l’l’l’l’l’l’l’l!1!1!1!1!1$
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Figure 13. Retraction of FUR’s smile

Similar to the previous extracts, Extract 6 demonstrates the sequential position of the
retraction of a smile during trouble around turn construction. In this extract, learners discuss
whether it is better to marry at an early age or not. In line 2, FUL, as a response to the
previous speaker, argues that people have the same problem when they are married at a
young age. However, the argument is not further developed by FUL, nor is a next speaker
chosen by the current speaker. Therefore, the silence cannot be attributable to any speaker.
After 4.1 seconds of silence, FUR smiles, and 0.4 seconds later, ESI smiles for 0.6 seconds.
Then, she takes the turn and starts a subordinate clause. FUR’s smile is retracted at the end
of the subordinate clause before the main clause is produced. Therefore, it can be argued that

FUR’s smile minimizes the trouble of the progressivity of talk.
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CHAPTER YV

5. DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS

5.1. Discussion

This chapter aims to discuss the research findings in relation to the research questions by
comparing them with the relevant literature introduced in the second chapter, Literature

Review.

In the Findings Chapter, two points are investigated based on the research questions
employing the micro-analytical CA approach. (1) The sequential organization of a smile and
laughter in B1 group discussion exams, and (2) the actions achieved by a smile and laughter
in B1 level group discussion exams. The findings related to the two points demonstrate that
(1) in B1 level group discussion exams, a smile and laughter emerge when there are abrupt
turn completions, insufficient topic extensions, or silence that cannot be attributable to any
next speaker. The retraction of acts of a smile and laughter occur after a next speaker ensures
speakership by producing a subject of a sentence, a subject with a verb, or a subordinate
clause. However, utterances such as hesitation markers or fillers are not considered relevant
positions for the retraction of a smile and laughter. Moreover, the findings display that (2) a
smiling or laughing act can mitigate troubles in cases of an abrupt completion or silence non-
attributable to a next speaker after turn completion. The final position of a smile and laughter
can be argued to indicate that they minimize the trouble and save face when the progressivity
is interrupted in interaction. Smiling and laughing acts can also signal and acknowledge

potential or existing trouble.

The contribution of the findings of this study is related to the sequential position of a smile
and laughter around turn construction in the L2 assessment context and its role in the
achievement of progressivity in L2 assessment interaction among B1-level learners. There
have been a large number of studies on acts of smile and laughter and turn management in
L2 assessment. This study not only addresses the previous study findings in line with the

research questions but also aims to provide contributions to the call for further research on
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the topic (Auer, 2021; Hir¢in-Coban & Sert, 2020; Looney & He, 2020; Sert & Jacknick,
2015; Petitjean & Gonzales-Martinez, 2015; Galaczi, 2014; Sert, 2019).

5.1.1. The Sequential Position of a Smile and Laughter Around Turn Construction

In this section, the sequential positions of smiling and laughing acts are discussed in relation
to the relevant literature. There are three key findings to be mentioned in relation to the
sequential position of a smile and laughter. First, a smile and laughter emerge around turn
construction involving abrupt turn completions or silence non-attributable to any speaker
after turn completion. Second, the starting position of a smiling and laughing act may vary;
however, the emergence of these acts is rare before a trouble source. Last, a smile and
laughter around a turn is retracted after a next speaker ensures to maintain progressivity of

interaction.

The first sequential position to be discussed is the appearance of a smile and laughter around
trouble involving turn construction. Previous research on smiling and laughter in the L2
context shows that these acts occur around potential troubles in interaction (Looney & He,
2020; Glenn & Holt, 2013; Petitjean & Gonzalez-Martinez, 2015; Sert & Jacknick, 2015).
According to the findings of Looney & He (2020), the emergence of laughter is around
“delayed and disaligning responses” in classroom interaction involving a teacher and
students. Similarly, Glenn & Holt (2013) argue that laughter is employed by not only
students but also teachers in problematic situations. Specifically, Petitjean & Gozales-
Martinez (2015) point out that students use laughter to serve as an interactional tool to
manage a wide range of interactional trouble, such as giving a wrong or inadequate response,
being caught while not paying attention and giving an opinion on a delicate subject. The
findings of Sert & Jacknick (2015) also demonstrate that laughter occurs around potential
troubles related to epistemic to maintain progressivity and affiliation in interaction. In line
with these findings, the analysis of this study displays that in the L2 group discussion
assessment context, test-takers employ a smile and laughter to manage abrupt turn
completions, insufficient turn extensions, and trouble of next speaker selection after turn
completions where silence is not attributable to a next speaker. The sudden turn completions
are observed to be due to the inability of a current speaker to extend the turn (e.g., Extracts

1, 2, and 3). Moreover, even though there are some abrupt turn completions when a
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dispreferred response, such as a disagreement, is given, trouble seems to occur when they
accompany an insufficient extension of the topic in most cases. This may be because a
disagreement may not be a dispreferred response in group discussion exam interaction,
where the teacher assigns students roles to agree or disagree with a statement. It can be
argued that because they do not agree or disagree based on their opinion but based on their
assigned roles, disagreements do not always cause disaffiliation or may not always be
considered dispreferred responses due to the nature of the assessment type. Therefore, the
trouble can be regarded as a lack of turn extension rather than production of a dispreferred

response.

The following two findings regarding the sequential position of smiling and laughing to be
discussed are the starting position and retracting place of smiling and laughing acts around
turn construction. Petitjean & Gonzalez-Martinez (2015) argue that smiling and laughing
acts foreshadowing trouble emerge at the beginning of the turn. They also point out that
smiles and laughter that preempt the acceleration of a problematic action appear during the
speaker’s turn and after the completion. Moreover, the findings of Looney & He (2020)
display that the emergence of laughter may be “between the initiation and response turns”
or “within an insertion sequence” (p.10). Similarly, the findings of this study demonstrate
that the starting position of a smile and laughter varies around turn construction with trouble.
The extracts show that a smile and laughter may start during a long silence due to lack of
topic extension (e.g., Extracts 1, 2, and 3), silence due to lack of turn allocation (e.g., Extracts
4, 5, and 6), after abrupt completions (e.g., Extract 3), or in the beginning or the resolution
of trouble by a next speaker taking the turn (e.g., Extracts 3, and 5). Apart from these
findings, one significant contribution of the study is related to the final position of a smile
and laughter. Even though the starting position of acts of a smile and laughter varies, as
explained above, the findings show that retraction of a smile and laughter comes after the
resolution of the trouble involving turn-construction is ensured by a next speaker. Smiling
or laughing acts are retracted after a next speaker produces a subject of a sentence (e.g.,
Extract 4), a subject and a modal (e.g., Extract 3), a subordinate clause (e.g., Extract 6) or a
complete sentence (e.g., Extract 1). However, the data shows that the retraction occurs after
the subject of a clause is produced regardless of the utterances that come before the subject,
such as hesitation tokens like “err,” hedging phrases such as “actually,” or linkers like “but.”
Any utterance is considered a TCU in conversation (Liddicoat, 2007). However, the fact that

smiling and laughing acts are not retracted after these utterances may indicate that while
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resolving troubles involving turn construction in the L2 group discussion assessment

context, producing a subject of a clause ensures next speakership.

5.1.2. Actions Achieved by a Smile and Laughter

In this section, the actions achieved by a smile and laughter are discussed in comparison to
the relevant literature. In line with the previous research, there are three key findings to be
mentioned in relation to the actions that a smile and laughter achieve in interaction. First,
they manage multiple actions when there is trouble around turn construction in the L2
assessment context. First, smiling and laughing can acknowledge existing or recent trouble
in interaction. The second function of a smile or laughter is to mitigate a current speaker’s
action of not extending the turn, closing the turn suddenly, or lacking, a next speaker. Finally,
another finding is that, co-existing with other verbal and non-verbal resources, smiling and
laughing acts may serve as or precede a call for action when elongated silence exists. The
first action achieved by a smile and laughter is the acknowledgement of existing or recent
trouble around turns in L2 group discussion exam interaction. Previous research suggests
that smiling and laughing acts display problematic actions in interaction. (Sert & Jacknick,
2015; Hir¢in-Coban & Sert, 2020; Petitjean & Gonzalez-Martinez, 2015). For example, Sert
& Jacknick (2015) argue that learner smiles can be an indicator of epistemic problems of
learners in classroom interaction. Likewise, Hir¢gin-Coban & Sert (2020) point out that apart
from gaze aversion and extended silence, smiles also serve as a signal of trouble. Moreover,
Petitjean & Gonzalez-Martinez (2015) suggest that at the beginning of a turn, a smile and
laughter are an acknowledgement of possible trouble. Building on the previous studies, the
findings of this study demonstrate that a smile and laughter can display acknowledgement

of existing (e.g., Extracts 1, 2, 4, and 6) and recent trouble (e.g., Extracts 3 and 5).

Another action a smile and laughter can achieve is mitigating trouble in interaction. A large
body of research shows that smiles and laughter mitigate trouble of various kinds (Sert &
Jacknick, 2015; Petitjean & Gonzalez-Martinez, 2015; Copur et al., 2021; Looney & He,
2020). Previous research shows that smiles mitigate disaffiliation (Sert & Jacknick, 2015;
Looney & He, 2020) and preempt the escalation of problematic actions (Petitjean &
Gonzalez-Martinez, 2015). Moreover, Copur et al. (2021) argue that examples of a teacher’s

employment of a smiley voice serve to mitigate the disaffiliation of repair sequences. The
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findings of this study are complementary to the previous literature in that test takers’
laughter, and smiles serve to minimize trouble of insufficient extension of turns, even though
an extension may be hinted verbally or through prosodic devices. (e.g., Extract 1, 2, and 3).
It is also observed that when there is elongated silence after the progressivity of a turn is
hinted, the resolution of the trouble is achieved by the current speaker as a self-repair in the
form of giving the turn to a next speaker (e.g., Extract 1), or completing the turn suddenly
(e.g., Extracts 2, and 3). Further samples display that smiling and laughing can mitigate the
elongated silence that cannot be attributed to anyone (e.g., Extracts 4, 5, and 6). These
extracts demonstrate that test-takers minimize the trouble related to the challenges they face
through smiles and laughter. The challenges are frequently related to a lack of topic
generation, turn allocation, or lack of a next speaker. These challenges are frequently
observed in the later parts of the exams, which might indicate insufficient knowledge of the

topic of the prompt.

The third action achieved by a smile and laughter in L2 group discussion exam interaction
is that it may be an indicator of a call for a next speaker. Several studies demonstrate that
smiles and laughter serve to resolve the trouble in L2 interaction (Sert & Jacknick, 2015;
Haakana, 2010; Petitjean & Gonzalez-Martinez, 2015). In line with the previous research,
the study findings demonstrate that a smile and laughter have a role in resolving trouble
around turns. Smiles and laughter can precede or co-exist with a verbal or non-verbal
allocation of a next speaker (e.g., Extracts 1 and 2, respectively). The extracts in this study
display that gaze and hand gestures, such as pointing and gazing at a possible next speaker,
contribute to turn management. Similarly, Auer (2021) points out that in most cases, the gaze
is accountable for the allocation of the next turn to the “gazed-at-person” (p.137). In the B1-
level L2 group discussion assessment context, when there is an abrupt completion or
elongated silence non-attributable to a next speaker, the current speaker uses gaze and hand
gestures along with a smile and laughter to choose the next speaker. It is also observed that
if the silence continues, the current speaker may verbally ask other test-takers to continue
(e.g., Extract 1). Therefore, the sequential position of laughter in these extracts indicates that
smiles and laughter can help resolve the trouble of elongated silences due to the lack of a

next speaker.
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5.2. Conclusion

Building on the literature, the findings about the sequential position of laughing and smiling
acts support the previous research that proposes that these acts emerge when problematic
actions occur around turn construction and that the sequential position of these acts may
vary. This study is also complementary to the previous literature as the findings show that a
smile or laughter is retracted after the trouble around turn construction is resolved by a next

speaker.

This study also reveals that smiles and laughter serve to manage three separate actions
around turn construction in L2 group discussion exams. One of the actions that a smile and
laughter achieve around turns is the acknowledgement of possible trouble. Moreover, they
mitigate not only an insufficient extension of turns but also elongated silences due to the
challenges in topic generation faced by test takers. Finally, speakers employ smiles and
laughter along with other multimodal resources to call for a next speaker.

5.3. Pedagogical Implications

This section presents the implications of the findings of this research for L2 teaching and
learning. The implications are discussed with regard to the assessment of oral proficiency in
the L2 context, teacher and learner awareness of non-verbal resources to maintain interaction

and further research on human-robot interaction in learning.

Assessment of oral proficiency of L2 learners has been changing in L2 teaching and learning
for decades due to the shifts in L2 teaching perspectives. Firth & Wagner’s (1997) criticisms
against the previous perceptions about non-native speakers and their arguments about how
interaction is maintained have raised awareness of various resources and practices employed
to achieve interaction. Moreover, the conceptualization of the phenomenon of Classroom
Interactional Competence by Walsh (2012) has contributed to a deeper understanding of how
L2 classroom interaction differs from interaction in different contexts. These changes in L2
teaching have provoked drastic changes in speaking exams and the rubrics used to measure
oral proficiency. Despite the arguments around different ways to assess oral proficiency
skills by including interactional competence, the most commonly held belief among
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researchers is that paired or group speaking exams enable the assessment of interactional
competence (Galaczi, 2014; Gan, 2010; May 2009; Nakatsuhara, 2011).

With regard to all these changes mentioned above, it becomes crucial to understand which
interactional actions can demonstrate the accomplishment of interaction in L2 learning.
Emphasizing the ability to manage intersubjectivity and co-construct meaning through
specific interactional practices (Walsh, 2012), interactional competence is an area that offers
room for further investigations since there is still a lot to uncover in terms of various
resources employed in the L2 context to achieve interaction. Several leading studies display
how gazes, facial gestures, smiles, and laughter are employed to maintain interaction in L2
classrooms (Sert & Jacknick, 2015; Sert & Walsh, 2013; Petitjean & Gonzélez-Martinez,
2015). The analysis in this study not only aligns with the previous findings but also
contributes to the literature as it is the first study that shows the sequential positions of smiles
and laughter in oral proficiency exams and displays how smiles and laughter unfold in the
L2 assessment context. The findings of this study demonstrate how smiles and laughter,
together with gaze aversion and pointing, serve to indicate trouble related to extending a turn
and to maintain progressivity by mitigating trouble around turn construction. Therefore, the
findings support the argument that the employment of multimodal resources is an indication
of interactional competence since they help co-construct meaning and maintain interaction
(Hir¢in-Coban & Sert, 2020). Knowledge of these resources can inform the development of
rubrics for assessing interactional competence in group discussion exams. Galaczi (2014)
argues that even though CEFR descriptions of interactional competence provide a valuable
frame across levels, the “generic nature” of these descriptors requires additional
clarifications across levels. Even though this study does not provide a comparative analysis
of the phenomenon, the detailed micro-analysis of the unfolding of smiles and laughter

around turn-construction offer a complement to the generic nature of the CEFR descriptions.

Additionally, the study findings help raise awareness of teachers as assessors, learners, and
assessment and rubric creators. Understanding how non-verbal resources help achieve
intersubjectivity and maintain interaction, the perceptions of assessors, learners, and creators
of exams and rubrics can shift from perceiving these actions as problematic to viewing them
as indicators of interactional competence. Considering the influence of assessment format
on measuring interactional competence, Seedhouse & Egbert’s (2006) IELTS report displays
some differences between exam interaction and classroom or ordinary interaction.

According to his report, IELTS Speaking Test interaction demonstrates an extremely high
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degree of pre-allocation of turns compared to other institutional contexts. The examiner
provides pre-allocated prompts and reads out scripted prompts, with some flexibility allowed
in Part 3. Therefore, not only the type of turn but also the precise linguistic formatting of the
examiner's turn is pre-allocated for most of the test. The findings of this research show that
the range of interactional resources is varied due to the nature of the assessment type. Since
there is no teacher or examiner to ask questions, turn construction is varied, and the resources
employed to achieve intersubjectivity are presented with variety. Finally, there is a growing
body of research on using robots in language learning and tutoring robots (Jakonen & Jauni,
2022; Al Moubayed et al., 2014; Demir-Lira et al., 2020). The use of robots in L2 learning
and assessment is now apparent in research. Therefore, understanding how non-verbal
resources, such as gazes, smiles, and laughter unfold in an L2 assessment context can

contribute to human-robot interaction studies.

5.4. Limitations

One may argue that drawing generalizations based on data from one single institution can
be problematic in the L2 context. Nevertheless, there are leading studies on learner
interaction conducted by gathering data from one institution (Sert, 2011; Atar & Seedhouse,
2018). Therefore, it can be claimed that gathering data from one single institution is valid
and appropriate. Moreover, since CA allows researchers to make detailed and focused
conclusions about a particular interaction, the number of institutions from which the data is
collected becomes irrelevant. The main goal of the study is to describe the actions of L2
learners in oral proficiency exam interactions. Additionally, in this research, I do not intend
to compare assessment tools or methods in different institutions in relation to the phenomena
being investigated. Instead, the goal is to describe the occurrences of smiling and laughter
in group discussion exam context. Previous CA research has also gathered data from one
institution or just two classrooms. For example, Sert (2011) used CA to investigate how
“claims of insufficient knowledge” develop in interaction in two classrooms taught by one
teacher. Another validity argument could be related to collecting data only from Bl-level
students. However, | have no intention of conducting a comparative analysis of oral
proficiency across levels. The main goal is to investigate the sequential positions of smiles

and laughter in multi-party conversations in an assessment context. Further research can be
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carried out to compare the occurrences of smiles and laughter. Nevertheless, drawing
conclusions from details and micro-analysis of data, CA makes the analysis of one single

level of learners’ interaction valid and appropriate.

5.5. Directions for Future Research

Building on the literature reviewed in Chapter Ill, this study has described the sequential
positions of a smile and laughter around turn construction while reconceptualizing the
actions achieved by smiles and laughter in Bl-level L2 oral assessment. In order to
understand the distinguishing characteristics of the employment of smiles and laughter in
different levels of L2 learners, a comparative research study can be conducted across levels.
A comparative study can be conducted to investigate the occurrences of smiles and laughter

around turn construction in classroom and exam contexts.

Moreover, this study covers the sequential positions of the acts of smile and laughter around
turn construction in an L2 assessment context. However, a comparative study can be
conducted to unearth whether sequential positions of smiles and laughter differ in paired
exams or oral proficiency interviews. Similarly, a comparative analysis can be carried out to
understand if teacher involvement has a difference in the interactional patterns of learners in
the assessment context compared to the format studied in this research, where there is no

teacher intervention.
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APPENDIX 2. CONVENTIONS FOR MULTIMODAL TRANSCRIPTION

Conventions for multimodal transcription
(inifial version: 2001; current version: 6.0.1, Dec. 2022)

How to refer to the conventions:

Please, when using these conventions, refer to the following paper:

Mondada, L. (2018). Multiple Temporalities of Language and Body in Interaction: Challenges for
Transcribing Multimodality, Research on Language and Social Interaction, 51:1, 85-106.

and to the following web site:

https://www lorenzamondada net/multimodal-transcription

This file contains two versions of the conventions:
» A short version (usable in the appendix of articles and chapters)
» A long version (usable as a tutorial)

2 Luc pieu~ *r’gardez fi+ile:#LEv .hfh+h #le papiifillon +bleu 1la:, *

mayr- look the -hak the butterfly biluve there
lue N P T RN R Lpoints twd insocte-se-- >
lue *one step fwd----*another step fwdececcccccccnccncaacna .
eli P HCTe) & T T ——— RPIVOLS ==

P LOOX S = o o o e e e e tpivatgm=>>
fturns H back---fipivots..>
#£ig.3 #fig.d

Conventions for multimodal transcription Lorenza Mondada — 1
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APPENDIX 3. MULTIMODAL TRANSCRIPT CONVENTIONS (Short Version)

Multimodal transcript conventions

(short version)

Embodied actions are transcribed according to the following conventions developed by

Lorenza Mondada (see Mondada 2018 for a conceptual discussion).

https://www.lorenzamondada.net/multimodal-transcription

**  Descriptions of embodied actions are delimited between

++  two identical symbols (one symbol per participant and per type of action)

A A that are synchronized with correspondent stretches of talk or time indications.
*--->  The action described continues across subsequent lines

---->* until the same symbol is reached.

>> The action described begins before the excerpt’s beginning.

--->> The action described continues after the excerpt’s end.

..... Action’s preparation.

---- Action’s apex is reached and maintained.

- Action’s retraction.

ric Participant doing the embodied action is identified in small caps in the margin.
fig The exact moment at which a screen shot has been taken

# is indicated with a sign (#) showing its position within the turn/a time measure.
Conventions for multimodal transcription Lorenza Mondada — 1
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APPENDIX 4. B1-LEVEL GROUP DISCUSSION EXAM CRITERIA
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APPENDIX 5. B1-LEVEL GROUP DISCUSSION EXAM QUESTIONS

B1-Level Group Discussion Exam Questions

1 People gain more experience by reading books than by travelling.

Sharing your problems with a family member is better than sharing them

2 with a friend.

When people get rich enough, they should stop working.

3
4 Everybody in the world should speak the same language.

The design of a product is more important than its price.
5

It is better to travel with a tour than travel alone.

6

Everybody in the world should speak the same language.
8

Marrying at an older age has more benefits than marrying at a young age.

9

74




