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ABSTRACT

By adopting conversation analysis (CA) as the research methodology, this data-driven
study investigated Walsh’s (2006) classroom interactional competence (CIC) in EFL classrooms.
The research focus was to provide empirical findings regarding the processes which CIC was
manifested through classroom interaction between the teacher and learners in different L2
classroom contexts/modes (Seedhouse, 2004; Walsh, 2006). In pursuit of this, eighteen hours of
classroom talk-in-interaction between a native English teacher and learners were video recorded,

transcribed and inductively analyzed using CA.

The research findings demonstrated that in meaning-and-fluency contexts/classroom
context modes, the teacher employed a range of interactional features in order to shape learners’
contributions including clarification requests, confirmation checks, scaffolding (reformulations,
paraphrasing, recasting and extending learners’ input), providing content feedback and
summarizing. In addition to these interactional patterns, the teacher’s claim of insufficient
knowledge (CIK) producing the utterance ‘I don’t know’ played a significant role as a type of
clarification request in the shaping process. Through shaping learner contributions, space for

interaction was facilitated and learners’ participation was enhanced.

In form-and-accuracy contexts/skills and systems modes, the teacher’s interactional
resources include display questions, teacher echo, extended teacher turns, the use of scaffolding

(reformulation, modeling, extension), clarification request, form-focused feedback, and



direct/corrective repair. Interestingly, designedly incomplete utterances (DIUs) are observed to
be the prevalent form of clarification request adopted by the teacher in order to check learners’

comprehension of the targeted grammatical item.

This study provides implications for awareness-raising of pedagogical insights into how
organization of classroom discourse affects learning opportunities. There are also pedagogical
implications and guidelines for teachers to improve their teaching strategies that could help
passive learners to develop their CIC as proposed by Seedhouse and Walsh (2010): “CIC focuses
on the online decisions made by teachers and learners, and considers the extent to which these
actions enhance learning and learning opportunity” (p. 139). The present study makes
noteworthy suggestions to the field of English language teaching that research into classroom
interaction should probe more closely the role of teachers in relation to other interactional

features of CIC.

The study also argues that in order to develop English speaking ability of EFL learners in
Thailand, English language teaching programs and teacher education should start with providing
pre-service and in-service teacher development concerning CIC. More specifically, the three key
elements of CIC are suggested to be included: (1) the alignment of pedagogic goal and language
use; (2) space for learning; and (3) shaping learner contributions. The empirical findings
obtained in this study can also be used as examples and references for pedagogical implications
and further study.

Keywords: classroom interactional competence, conversation analysis, learning

opportunities



