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and eventualities that could have a possible effect on classroom interaction with respect
to language and literacy.

Given that the teacher's practices were bound to change in the time between the
pilot and dissertation studies, I believed it was important to maintain an expansive lens on
data collection to take into account all such influences on dialogue. This includes
influences that I perceive but also those that [ may not readily consider as an outsider to
the classroom environment. Figure 5-2, based on Luk and Lin's (2007) visualization of
Hall's (1993) model for dialogic classroom interaction, provides a visual representation of

the aspects of classroom discourse that discussion of the relevant data aims to explore.

Figure 5-2 — visualization of data collection, using Luk and Lin's (2007)
representation of Hall's (1993) model for dialogic interaction.

In keeping with considering discrete episodes of interaction as the units of

analysis, the above figure centers the interaction between the teacher, the students, and
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me as the participant observer when I am involved. In the framework of person analysis
defined by Denzin (1989), the study of discrete interactions involves both aggregate
analysis of attitudes, beliefs, and actions of individual participants involved in the
interaction and interactive analysis to identify how participants interact with each other.
Throughout data collection, I aimed to position this study in a manner that views
interactional episodes through the multiple lenses and modes of data collection
mentioned in Figure 5-2 to provide for data triangulation in analysis as well as depth in
understanding participants' attitudes, beliefs, and actions.

Participant observations

My role in the classroom was that of a participant observer, where I would
participate in class activities and respond to the teacher's and students' inquiries as any
classroom participant would. I conducted data collection through participant observation
between the beginning of June 2019 and the end of July 2019 for a period of eight weeks
and part of a ninth week (which includes one day of classes). This period of time is
within the first semester of the Japanese academic year, particularly when, in a context
involving students who are relatively new to the university environment and to their
English teacher, misunderstandings and shortcomings in interactions are pronounced
when teacher and student are still developing a mutual understanding of norms and
expectations within a multicultural space (Lonsmann, 2017). To further highlight this
development, English classes for first-year university students were observed during this
period. This emphasis on first-year students in this study highlights the potential

unfamiliarity new university students have to their new academic context, widening the
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possible divides between expert and novice and thus reaffirming the importance of
dialogic classroom interaction.

Given the researcher positionality that I established in Chapter 4, I approach this
study through a number of emic and etic perspectives (Harris, 1976) that, in aggregate,
inform my role as a participant observer. I am an insider to both the practice of English
teaching in Japanese university contexts and, to a degree, the specific practices and
behaviors that Mr. Nelson employs while teaching, having observed his previous year's
classes and having worked with him in professional development contexts in the past.
Moreover, Mr. Nelson informed me that the scope of the topic and language knowledge
that he was required by the Practical English department to cover had not changed
between studies, so I would be familiar with at least some of the content that he would
teach in class.

Based on all of this, I entered this study with a set of assumptions about what I
might expect to see in the classes [ would observe in the dissertation study. By the outset
of the dissertation, I had become familiar with a number of elements that I would go on to
observe in the dissertation study, such as the teacher's use of warm-up activities to divide
students into pseudo-random pairs or groups, the almost-exclusive use of English (with as
little use of Japanese as possible) in his instruction, and the practice of using humor to
break what I interpreted as awkward silences during teacher-fronted activities. I would
undoubtedly observe developments that I would find unfamiliar, especially since the

theoretical lens shifted between studies. However, my understanding of unfamiliar
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developments observed in classroom participation is nonetheless informed by a working
understanding of the teacher's practices as previously studied.

That said, I am ultimately an outsider from the students' perspective. As a
researcher with prior teaching experience, I possess a status that is different than that of
first-year undergraduate students. More than that, however, is what I perceive to be my
perceived status as an L1 English speaker among L2 English learners. Nagatomo (2016)
and Holliday (2005) offer descriptive and critical perspectives about the "native speaker"
effect that L1 English speakers have on English learners in L2 English-speaking contexts.
In particular, Nagatomo provides excerpts of interviews with L1 English-speaking
teachers who assert they were treated, however politely, as outsiders to Japanese culture
by students to the point of discomfort or anxiety.

While I felt no such anxiety during participant observations, I was cognizant of
the effect my presence could have when interacting with students, perhaps owing to my
experiences in the pilot study. During interviews with students who struggled to answer
my questions in English, for example, I would assure them that answering in Japanese
was acceptable if it helped them to provide an answer. While some interviewees did
switch to Japanese, others persisted in English, perhaps seeking a feeling of
accomplishment if I validated their English usage. After interviews, most student
interviewees seemed satisfied, at least to my mind, that they had participated in an
extended conversation all in English, coupled with utterances of relief that they had

successfully completed the interview.
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As I observed in class sessions during the pilot study, this persistence was not in
abundance when students talked amongst themselves without the close eye of Mr. Nelson
to observe them,; initial attempts to use English to discuss something during pair or group
activities would turn to Japanese when students seemed to have trouble expressing what
they wanted to say in English. Only when the teacher drew near or when the students
noticed or focused on me was there a likelihood they would try to switch to English or
remain silent entirely. This left me to suppose that my outsider status as an L1 English
speaker had some effect on the behavior and decisions of Mr. Nelson's students.

This outsider status provided an initial sense of precarity in terms of gaining
access to observe the classroom, but also an opportunity to gain rapport, at the beginning
of the study, when I sought informed consent. For each class, field notes were taken and
interactions were recorded with an audio recorder for later transcription and analysis.

There were breaks in the observation schedule due to national and personal
holidays, as well as time set aside for mid-semester and end-of-semester speaking tests,
which fell outside of the scope of this dissertation as minimal teacher-student interaction
within the classroom took place. Only one set of class sessions postponed because of a
personal holiday was rescheduled to another day, which was then observed, while class
sessions that fell on holidays were not made up. Despite those breaks, a total of 37 class
sessions were observed, allowing for collection of field notes and recordings of over 51
hours of classroom interaction.

As best as possible, my field notes took the form of jottings as defined by

Emerson et al. (2011) and collected in a written notebook. I divided the field notes into
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discrete class sessions, marking the events in class, the classroom participants involved in
events relevant to the research, and the times in which those events occurred in order to
guide what classroom events should be transcribed for later analysis. I then created
extended prose based on instances of relevant interest to the research questions and my
reflections of such instances and compiled them in a Google Doc for later analysis,
reflection, and reporting. The field notes describe what was happening in class, along
with who was actively involved and what reactions I observed in response to the
classroom instruction or other events. Pictures were taken where board work by the
teacher or other materials such as textbooks and worksheets were seen as relevant to the
events in question. These pictures, in conjunction with the audio recordings, were used
when converting field notes into extended prose or analyzing the episodes observed.

As a participant observer, | was a part of many of the classroom activities and a
number of the interactions with the teacher and students. During classes, Mr. Nelson
would, either in front of the class or in private, ask me questions about word usage or
grammar usage to confirm what he was teaching. The students in class would do the same
when they appeared to need help but could not ask their teacher, many times because he
was out of earshot or because I was closer to them than he was. All classroom
participants appeared to view me as an expert of some kind or another; Mr. Nelson saw
me as an expert on teaching and research, while the students saw me as an expert on
English and English-speaking culture. In a number of instances in interviews, the teacher
would reflect my questions back onto me, asking what I thought I would say in his place.

Students had questions of their own when they seemed stuck on a grammar point and I
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was near enough to be asked; as our rapport developed, they would ask me questions of a
personal nature, relating to life in the United States or as a foreigner in Japan.

During data collection, there were countless instances in which my presence has
an effect on students. Most strikingly, as I listened in on a pair of students engaged in a
speaking exercise, | found that they lowered their voice to the point where only they
could hear each other. At other times, I have been a focus of interactions among students,
whether the subject was about English or English-speaking culture, or even about me. For
example, toward the end of data collection, one female student asked me what type of
woman [ liked. Instances such as these highlight the level of rapport established with at
least some of the students, illuminating the potential depth of perspectives I can later
elicit in participation observations and interviews.

Given the nature of the interactions (and reactions) generated in part by my
presence, I acknowledge the potential for the focus of the study to be shifted away from
the classroom interactions and toward me. In moments like the one presented above, the
classroom interaction became more about me than it was about the exchange between the
students and their teacher. Given the etic perspectives I brought to the study, I took
advantage of the expert and referent power that I perceived Mr. Nelson's students
perceived in me in order to establish a more meaningful rapport with classroom
participants. I sought this rapport for the purposes of fostering a greater degree of
personal comfort within the classroom but also to broaden the potential for deeper
interactions throughout the data collection period. As mentioned above, I sought to be of

help to teacher and student alike, answering questions when they sought my guidance or
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filling out a group when an extra speaking partner was needed. I tried as best as possible
to present myself as a willing and friendly participant in the class that did not judge either
the teacher about his instructional practices or the students about their English.

Eventually, I would perceive that a number of students came to see me as a
positive element in their language learning experience. Moreover, some would see me as
a means for understanding American culture or at least my perception of it. In interviews,
students with whom I had greater rapport would turn my questioning around and ask me
questions of their own. For example, I asked Daigo, a PE1 student, about why students
seated themselves in gendered groups instead of along other lines. After supposing that it
was simply "Japanese culture," he turned the question on me about whether it was
different in the United States. I replied with an anecdote that a guidance counselor
relayed to me during my undergraduate years, that the less motivated students tended to
sit in the back or to the sides of the room, but rarely in front.

As an ethnographer, I relied on principles of multicultural understanding in
interacting with students. While writing a literature review on teacher discourse for my
doctoral program, I spent some time reading about culturally responsive teaching, a
pedagogical approach that connects learning experiences to students' knowledge and
identities (Gay, 2013). I found discussions of this approach relevant to my approach to
ethnography, as it requires a constant dialogue that does not reduce cultures or customs to
simplistic or stereotyped concepts. Just as Lowenstein (2009) suggests, it is important
that, during the course of data collection, I critically reflect on my discourse with Mr.

Nelson's students to ensure that I am exercising responsivity to what they say.
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In contrast, I was also careful with my expressions of expert power to avoid
essentialisms or stereotypes, hedging statements by saying phrases such as "someone told
me..." or "my impression is..." In interactions where students were curious to know
more about me, my culture or my life back in the United States, I felt that it was
important to proactively share something about what I know to reward their curiosity in
exchange for having a deeper rapport within the classroom. These opportunities, similar
to the sort of opportunities for dialogic development that the next chapter illustrates,
served to build rapport between me and Mr. Nelson's students.

Early in the observation period, when Mr. Nelson prompted a student in a whole
class activity to ask me a question, they asked me about my plans during the previous
weekend. While staying in a capsule hotel during data collection, I had the weekends to
myself and the chance to spend time around the local area. At that time, I told them that I
had gone to a sento, or a public bath. Use of public baths is a particularly Japanese
custom, and the more contemporary baths include a cafeteria and other spaces for rest
and relaxation. This answer elicited expressions of interest from the class, perhaps
indicating surprise that a "foreigner" took advantage of a public bath.

Building on this interest, I added that I had a "traditional Japanese" dish in the
cafeteria at the public bath called "cheese potato mochi," or rice cake that includes two
decidedly non-Japanese ingredients (at least in the traditional sense). Of course, I meant
this as a joke, prompting the students to laugh and insist it was not really Japanese food.
At least for the moment, I felt that we were drawn together, not simply because we

understood each other, but that we were sharing the same humorous moment together.
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During data collection, I managed to duplicate this moment, either in whole class
situations or in private with small groups or individual students.

As a result, over the course of two months, I felt that I and Mr. Nelson's students
had become more familiar and comfortable with each other. While contact time is most
certainly a factor in this familiarity, I can attribute the development of comfort to a
number of decisions I have made regarding interaction with students. First, I repeatedly
stated to students that I was not there to judge their English, saying in interviews
beforehand that "this is not an English test." While they easily understood that I had no
legitimate authority to grade their performance, I felt this was necessary to preempt any
notion that I would make any value judgments on their character based on their English
proficiency. I also periodically changed where I sat in class to have different perspectives
about class but also to position myself closer to the students. In the first two weeks, for
example, I sat along the wall with my desk turned to see Mr. Nelson to my left and the
students to my right. I changed where I sat approximately every two weeks, eventually
taking up a position among the students and facing Mr. Nelson. This notion of not being
separate from the students seemed to elicit more casual, albeit, brief interactions. In
smaller but altogether important ways, students adjacent to me eventually exchanged
more casual greetings with me at the beginning of class, occasionally during class
offering snacks they had brought to the classroom. By the beginning of July, I perceived
that they were somewhat more comfortable with my presence to the extent that they saw

me as useful and interesting within the classroom context.
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To give one telling indication of this comfort, I noticed (and expected) early in the
observation period that I would initiate almost all of the interactions I had with students.
This is in contrast to how Mr. Nelson and I interact; because we are friends and
colleagues, he tends to initiate a verbal exchange with me almost as often as [ would with
him. As I and Mr. Nelson's students became more familiar with each other, there were
occasions when students would talk with me when I was nearby or, more strikingly,
would walk up to me to ask a question or make a comment. Naturally, some students
were more apt to engage in interaction than others were for any number of reasons, but
toward the end of data collection, I felt nearly as much of a participant in the classroom
interaction as I believed Mr. Nelson was.

During the data collection phase, I implemented a preliminary coding cycle to
identify themes and patterns that emerged (Saldana, 2013) for later, post-data collection
coding cycles. For this, I took field notes documenting events and utterances of note, as
well as approximate times when they occurred so I could refer back to audio recordings.
Shortly after observations, I then applied codes to what I noticed during observations. A
more comprehensive treatment of coding field notes is presented in the next section; what
is important in this section is that identification of patterns led to a preliminary
identification of episodes of interaction, which serve as the units of analysis for the
observations and as points of recall during interviews. I define these episodes as events in
which the teacher engages in a shift in instruction, warranting observation and analysis of

these episodes in order to address the research questions in this study.
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As I developed my field notes, I marked and coded what I thought at the time
might serve as such episodes (whether with a star or a special code to identify a potential
episode). In between classroom observations, outside of campus, I summarized my
jottings and other intuitions in brief reflective memos both to provide a reference for later
use and to organize my understanding of classroom observations into written form for the
purposes of refining my observational lens, proposing new codes, or confirming the
presence of episodes involving instructional shifts. To a certain extent, these reflections
during data collection helped to maintain my focus on the goals of the study, thus
sensitizing my research toward the desired object of inquiry and limiting time spent
pursuing phenomena that might be interesting but ultimately irrelevant to the observation
of instructional shifts.

Two examples from the data highlight the recursive nature of observations and
reflections informing each other. As Chapter 6 will illustrate, the theme of opportunities
in language learning will expand on Engin's (2017) framing of dialogic interaction in
terms of challenges either overcome or nonexistent. One of the data excerpts provided in
the next chapter illuminates how Mr. Nelson takes advantage of technology to provide
relevant schema in the form of music in a way that the textbook or another written
passage cannot provide. In this episode, I noted Mr. Nelson's utterance where he had not
considered playing music until the moment of the relevant class activity. My reflections
in that instance about the presence of opportunities, as well as the full memo about
opportunities that I wrote shortly thereafter, both effected a change in my observation

lens to not only look for patterns of communication breakdowns or unwelcome silence
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but also to look for moments where the teacher seems to exploit a welcome idea. This
change is manifest in both an active focus of the teacher changing instructional practices
when perceived opportunities arise during classroom observations, as well as the addition
of new codes to further identify other episodes.

Conversely, I have reflected on insights about observations that might prove
useful for future research but needed to be set aside, at least in terms of the research
inquiries of this study. Late in the data collection period, Mr. Nelson took notice that
students were gaming the question of the day activity in a manner that allowed them to
pair or group together with their friends. In that class, the question of the day involved
students asking each other where they will go for summer vacation and lining up in terms
of the distance they would travel from campus to go on vacation. The students who
wanted to sit next to each other appeared to deliberately make up answers, choosing
places much further than the answers of their classmates (who tended to stay closer to
home) so they were likely to line up next to each other. Having noticed this, Mr. Nelson
changed his questions to challenge his students' answers. For example, where one student
answered with "Madrid," the teacher, acting playfully, asked follow-up questions about
Spain with the intent (confirmed in an interview later that day) of ensuring they did not
know the answer (e.g., asking what foods were popular in Madrid). The challenging
questions elicited laughter from the rest of the class, and it seemed clear to all that the
students in question were making things up just to be able to sit next to each other.

This interplay between teacher and student might be interesting for future

research on classroom management and oral communication activities in language
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classrooms. Indeed, from a standpoint observing rapport, there is evidence here that both
teacher and student feel comfortable enough to engage in this exchange. Nonetheless,
there were few other similar episodes across the body of data that might have provided
sufficient evidentiary warrants to necessitate the inclusion of themes such as classroom
management into the body of formal propositions generated for this study. As a result, I
set aside this and other insights that required further study, eventually landing a
preliminary series of themes on which I would focus my observational and analytical
lenses for the remainder of the study.

Stimulated recall interviews

Episodes of note were marked in my field notes along with the participants
involved, forming the basis of most of the interviews I conducted during the observation
period. For these interviews, I implemented principles of stimulated recall (Dempsey,
2010), in which I and the participants discuss an audio recording of a classroom
observation as well as its accompanying transcript. I presented these stimuli to foster
discussion of notable episodes of classroom interaction involving instructional shifts.
Stimulated recall is a part of the interview methods in this study in order to elicit the
thoughts and beliefs of research participants to gain a more comprehensive understanding
of the perspectives brought into a particular episode of dialogic interaction as
conceptualized by Hall (1993). The recall process also acts as a mechanism for member
checking to confirm the accuracy of my transcriptions and to discuss comparisons

between my interpretation of events with that of the interview respondents.
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These interviews were semi-structured with questions (a non-exhaustive list is
presented in Table 5-1) related to the episodes being discussed. Students were asked
questions in English, but were also allowed to answer either in English or Japanese,
depending on their preference. These interviews are intended to be used to form a
sufficient degree of data triangulation (Flick, 2018) with data from classroom participants
confirming, challenging, or supplementing my suppositions drawn from my observations
as documented in memos.

Initially, I chose stimulated recall questions that related to challenges that I saw as
impeding classroom dialogue. Questions that related to how students felt, for example,
were asked in reference to moments in episodes where students were silent or exhibited
some behavior where their perspectives were more ambiguous to interpret. For example,
if a student turned to consult with a classmate about something, was it because they did
not know what Mr. Nelson was asking them or was it because they knew what he was
asking of them but still did not know the answer? Thus, identifying words or actions or
some other element in class episodes that prompt participants to shift their practices

became a central goal in interviews with the teacher and his students.

109



Initial prompts for Let's listen to a part of the class from [last Monday].

Let's look at the script of the audio from class from [last
Monday].

stimulated recall

Initial questions to teacher @ In your own words, what were the objectives of this

interaction?

e How did you feel about the way you presented this to the
students?
What was your thinking behind presenting in this way?
Why do you think there were challenges in getting the
class to participate?

e What words or grammar were more difficult to teach than
you initially thought?

e How did you feel about the changes you made during the
interaction?

e Are there things that you would do differently if you did
this a second time?
What do you think went well during the interaction?
How do you think your students felt after the interaction?

Initial questions to e Lexical challenges
students o  What English words did you find difficult?
o What Japanese words did you want to say but couldn't
in English?

o Have you heard of these words before?
o Have you studied this grammar before?
e Topical challenges
o What did you think about the topic of this lesson?
o Have you learned about the topic before?
o How interested were you in the topic of the lesson?
e (Classroom silence
o [What did you think/How did you feel] in this
moment (of silence)?
o In this moment, what did you want to do but couldn't?
e Academic expectations
o [What did you think/How did you feel] after the
interaction?
o What do you think your teacher thought after the
interaction?
o What did you learn in this interaction?

Table 5-1 — non-exhaustive list of initial questions for semi-structured interviews
with respect to episodes of classroom interaction.
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Looking holistically at the interview data, I identified challenges that related both
to language and to content, as Engin (2017) asserted. I was able to confirm a presumption
that, at times, students were at a loss to answer Mr. Nelson's question because of a
particular word usage For example, the question "What was happening?" seemed to
create a moment of confusion in one student; Mr. Nelson changing the question to "What
was the problem?" overcame this challenge and successfully elicited the desired dialogue.
Asking the student in question about this elicited some useful insight about the meaning
he drew from both questions. A more comprehensive discussion of this episode is
presented in Chapter 6, but this brief discussion of the focus on lexical challenges,
however small, highlights how potential breakdowns in mutual understanding
(Jacquemet, 2011) influence the larger dialogue and prompt classroom participants to
negotiate meaning with each other.

Regardless, I also collected data that pointed to challenges to dialogue that
transcend language. Another episode that is addressed in Chapter 6 relates to a guessing
game activity where students each choose a popular Japanese song, and groups of
students have to identify what it is by asking questions. Because the students in one
group were not deeply familiar with a song that one student had chosen, their dialogue
had reached an impasse even though they were able to successfully interact in English.
Even here, Mr. Nelson had to provide some extra guidance to the students so they could
reach a successful conclusion to the activity.

Perspectives of classroom participants about these challenges and instructional

shifts were elicited through interviews that allowed Mr. Nelson and his students to reflect
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on their experiences in the classroom. Analysis and discussion of this data, as a result,
contributes to insights that address RQ2 and the epistemology behind dialogue and
instructional shifts within Mr. Nelson's classroom.

Toward the end of the data collection period, I conducted interviews with engaged
students with whom I have developed a positive and engaging connection. These
interviews are similar in nature to the informant interviews defined by Denzin (1989),
conducted with "those persons who ideally trust the investigator; freely give information
about their problems and fears and frankly attempt to explain their own motivations" (p.
202). For these interviews, I chose two students from each PE section with whom I
judged to have a deep level of rapport and with whom I could communicate on a level
deep enough to explore complex topics of classroom interaction. I conducted
semi-structured interviews with these informants to get a sense of the classroom in
general in order to provide a more global context to the episodes to be analyzed. A
similar "exit interview" was conducted with Mr. Nelson at the end of the data collection
period to elicit his thoughts about the PE classes observed during the semester.

Finally, I briefly interviewed three students from each PE section during the week
of their end-of-semester speaking test to get a sense of what they thought about PE class,
their teacher, and their classmates. These interviews were only 3-5 minutes in length and
were conducted to illuminate student perspectives about the PE course in general. In
particular, the students in these interviews aligned with the notion established in Chapter
4 that the PE course was more casual in nature than English classes they had in high

school.
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In all, I conducted 31 interviews with the teacher, 14 PE1 students, and 13 PE2
students, all of whom contributed to a total of 15.75 hours of interview audio. I
transcribed all interviews as comprehensively as possible, taking into account pauses,
thinking utterances (e.g., "Um..." and "Let me see..."), and interjections that may be
useful for understanding and later analysis (Adu, 2019). Where any of the interactants use
Japanese, I included my best romanization (i.e., conversion of Japanese in a way that can
be more easily read by English readers) and translation into English (assisted, at times, by
Google Translate) in excerpts presented in this dissertation. I added line numbers and
page numbers for future reference and compiled identifying information for interview
transcripts in an Excel spreadsheet for data auditing purposes. Figure 5-3 is a screenshot
of the data audit sheet for interview data to illuminate how I categorized interview data
into the defined episodes. As I transcribed and then analyzed interviews, I identified
references to classroom events as involving instructional shifts and marked them with a
code and the date and time of the episode (explained in the next subsection) in the data

audit sheet for later organization.
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A B € D F H [ILS L M N

1 |ID Interview audio Interview transcrip Episode reference Participant codes Length Pages

2 | 11A_5357_061019\HPSHOO2. WAV IT_5357_061019_1 10901 1-TM1, 1-DM1, 1-5M1 0:50:41 13 Total interview tim« 15:45:17 100.00%
3 | 2/1A_5357_061019\HPSHOO3. WAV IT_5357_061019_2 10902 2-5M2, 2-NF1, 2-KM1 (0:34:53 10 With teacher 3:22:59 6
4 | 31A_5357_061419\HPSHOOB.WAYV IT_5357_061419_1 10801, 10802 T 0:52:57 14 With students 12:22:18 25
5 | 41A_5357_061919\HPSHOO3. WAV IT_5357_061919_1 10905 2-AF1 0:53:09 21 With PE1 6:16:20 12
6 | 51A_5357_062119\HPSHOOS5. WAV IT_5357_062119_1 10804, 10805 T 0:23:47 8  With PE2 6:05:58 13
7 | 61A_5357_062219\HPSHOOS. WAV IT_5357_062219_1 10904 1-KF1, 1-MF5 0:43:55 16

8 | 71A_5357_062619\HPSHOO1. WAV IT_5357_062619_1 1-TF1 0:32:52 8 Total transcribed 15:45:17 100.00%
9 | 81A_5357_062619\HPSHO02. WAV IT_5357_062619_2 10907, 10909 2-5M3 0:18:28 6 With teacher 3:22:59 6
10 | 9 1A_5357_062819\HPSHOO6. WAV IT_5357_062819 1 10809 T 0:26:54 11  With students 12:22:18 25
11 |10 1A_5357_070119\HPSHOO3. WAV IT_5357_070119_1 10906 2-5F2 0:33:43 12 With PE1 6:16:20 12
12 |11 1A_5357_070319\HPSHOO3. WAV IT_5357_0703159_1 10912 2-RM1 0:27:03 9  With PE2 6:05:58 13
13 |12 1A_5357_070319\HPSHOO4. WAV IT_5357_070319_2 10912 2-NF2 0:30:45 10

14 |13 1A_5357_070819\HPSHOO4. WAV IT_5357_070819_1 10914, 10917 1-MF6 (0:34:58 15  Left to transcribe 0:00:00 0.00%
15 |14 1A_5357_071019\HPSHOO3. WAV IT_5357_071019_1 10914 1-5M2 0:31:35 8  Tremaining 0:00:00 0
16 |15 1A_5357_071219\HPSHOO4. WAV IT_5357_071219_1 10917 1-AF3 0:42:21 16 Ssremaining 0:00:00 0
17 |16 1A_5357_071519\2019_07_15_12_08_05.MP:IT_5357_071519_1 2-KM1 0:26:26 9 PE1remaining 0:00:00 0
18 |17 1A_5357_071719\HPSHO05. WAV IT_5357_071719_1 10918 2-KM3 0:26:34 12 PE2 remaining 0:00:00 0
19 |18 1A_5357_071719\HPSHOO7. WAV IT_5357_071718 2 2-5F3 0:54:33 19

20 |19 IA_5357_071919\HPSHOO4. WAV IT_5357_071919_1 1-AF2 0:52:59 21 Page count

21 |20 1A_5357_071919\HPSHOO5. WAV IT_5357_071918 2 10819 T 0:06:25 3 Teacher 65

22 |21 1A_5357_071919\HPSHO06. WAV IT_5357_071919_3 T 0:26:01 8 PE1 128

23 |22 1A_5357_072419\HPSHO02.WAV IT_5357_0724159_1 2-AF1 0:50:26 18 PE2 131

24 |23 |A_5357_072419\HPSHD03.WAV IT_5357_072419_2 10919 1-DM1 0:36:24 12

25 |24 1A_5357_072419\HPSHO05. WAV IT_5357_072419_3 1-KF1 (0:35:57 13

26 |25 1A_5357_072619\HPSHOO1.WAV IT_5357_072619_1 1-HM1 0:03:57 2

27 |26 1A_5357_072619\HPSHO02.WAV IT_5357_072619_2 1-KM1 0:05:46

28 |27 IA_5357_072619\HPSHO03.WAV IT_5357_072619_3 1-AF1 0:04:55 2

29 |28 |A_5357_072619\HPSHOO4. WAV IT_5357_072619_4 2-TM4 0:02:52 1

30 |29 IA_5357_072619\HPSHO05. WAV IT_5357_072618 5 2-YF1 0:02:58 2

31 ISD IA_5357_072619\HPSHO06. WAV IT_5357_072619_6 2-MF1 0:04:08 2

32 |31 1A_5357_072619\HPSHOO7.WAV IT_5357_072618 7 T 1:06:55 21

Figure 5-3 — data audit sheet for interview data.

The resulting body of data provides for the capacity to understand the classroom
environment and teacher-student interactions during times when co-construction of
meaning is essential. Capturing data from multiple perspectives allows not only for
observing the processes of mediation between teacher and student, but also for observing
the extent to which teacher and student understand (and do not understand) each other.
Data analysis

Because Hall's (1993) conceptualization of teacher-student interaction exists
within a number of layers of varying degrees of locality, it becomes necessary to examine
these interactions through a series of analytical lenses. Discourse analysis, critical
discourse analysis, and an approach to qualitative coding that contains elements of
grounded theory will be used to provide a synthesized description of classroom

interaction.
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Preliminary coding

As suggested at the outset of this chapter with respect to qualitative research that
adopts a sensitizing approach, data collection and data analysis work in tandem, as
reflections on observations made while in the field sharpen (or at least develop) the
researcher's lens in subsequent observations. This study adopts an analytical strategy that
adopts principles supporting the grounded theory approach as suggested by Glaser and
Strauss (1967) while also having an initial set of proposed theoretical underpinnings
(Miles & Huberman, 1994) to guide early observations until developments can be made. I
adopt this approach to avoid what I would consider "blind observations" at the outset that
might limit the potential of documenting relevant interactions that can be used to generate
meaningful data. Rather, a guiding theoretical framework to coding that also accounts for
phenomena that falls outside of existing theory aligns with the principles of hermeneutic
phenomenology mentioned earlier in this chapter.

The initial theoretical framework for coding field notes and interviews is a
composite of the theories described in Chapter 3, using principles of instructional
conversation (Goldenberg, 1992), challenges to dialogic interaction (Engin, 2017), and
bases of social power (French & Raven, 1967). Aspects of each theory were summarized
into descriptive codes in order to identify patterns in classroom interaction. Personal
suppositions about what might transpire during episodes of interaction involving
instructional shifts (e.g., a student might make a facial expression of confusion to indicate

a challenge in interaction) further inform the coding scheme. Table 5-2 provides the
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initial set of codes used in early observations. Abbreviations were provided so that they

could be marked in written field notes.

Mediational strategies (M) e  MI — first mediational strategy (defined by
Goldenberg, 1992, or other strategy)
e M2 —second mediational strategy
e M3 — third...
e  MP?-1 — mediational strategy that employs
thematic focus
e  M?-2 — mediational strategy that employs
activation of background/relevant schemata
o ...
e  M?-MM — mediational strategy that
employs multimodality (e.g., pictures, videos,
written instructions)
e  M?-GS — mediational strategy that employs
gestures
e  M?-L1 — mediational strategy that employs
L1 usage
e  M?-X — mediational strategy that employs
some aspect not covered by the above codes

Indications of challenges to e  CD - student defers to a classmate/asks a
classmate for advice about what to do or say

e CF - student makes a facial expression
indicating confusion/lack of understanding

o (G — student makes a gesture indicating
confusion/lack of understanding

e (N - student is nonresponsive/engages in
silence

e  CR —student revoices a previous utterance
to indicate confusion/lack of understanding

dialogic interaction (C)

Possible reasons impeding e  RE —disparity in understanding of

dialogic interaction (R) (based on academic roles/expectations
Engin, 2017) e  RL —disparity in linguistic resources

e  RT — disparity in topical knowledge
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Development of dialogue after e DS —student contributes substantively to
instructional shift (D) dialogue
e DUG - student indicates understanding
through gestures
e  DUF - student indicates understanding
through facial expressions
e DUV - student indicates understanding
through verbal expression
o DT — teacher gives feedback indicating
productive development in dialogue

PR — reward power
PC — coercive power
PP — referent power
PL — legitimate power
PE — expert power

Possible indications of social
power exercised (P) (French &
Raven, 1959)

Table 5-2 — initial set of codes for field notes relating to episodes involving classroom
interaction and challenges to dialogic interaction.

The raw field notes in the written notebook were the first pieces of information to
be coded as the data collection process began, particularly with notes about instructional
shifts and various mediational strategies undertaken by the teacher. As data collection
progressed, I produced other codes to classify aspects of classroom interaction that my
interpretation of the above theories did not address. As stated in the discussion about data
collection, these additions arise from reflections about classroom observations that
ultimately refine the observational and analytical lenses for future class sessions.

For example, use of body language that transcended hand gestures was a
noticeable feature in a number of instructional shifts, requiring a new code to be
generated. Additionally, many instructional shifts involved the teacher's use of the
blackboard and supplemental materials such as worksheets or online resources,

suggesting that the M?-MM code be broken down into further codes with more specific
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descriptors. In addition to new codes, I also generated new categories that more closely
aligned with my understanding of the interactions taking place in the classroom. The
initial codes in Table 5-2, for example, did not adequately address classroom participants'
attitudes as elicited in interviews. As a result, I created two new categories describing the
attitudes expressed by the teacher and by the students.

In turn, I needed to further develop the theoretical lens I was applying to the data
in order to accommodate these new developments. In addition to theories on dialogic
interaction and power dynamics that I identified at the outset of this study, I incorporated
additional theoretical frameworks into the coding scheme during and after data collection.
These theories were relevant to identifying rapport-building behaviors (Gremler &
Gwinner, 2008; Webb & Barrett, 2014) and expressions of agency (Mercer, 2011),
particularly as the creation of analytical memos and other reflections compelled me to
look at how rapport and agency were fostered and negotiated within the classroom. These
additional perspectives contributed to the overall findings in that they provide detail as to
what instructional shifts contribute to classroom dynamics, complementing existing
discussion as to what instructional shifts appear to be.

Throughout the data collection period, the coding scheme had grown to 140
different codes. Saldana (2013) notes that, while there is no consensus in the field with
respect to a reasonable number of codes for a particular study, the application of such a
large number of codes seems to be unwieldy in the views of several scholars on the
subject of qualitative data analysis. Nonetheless, as the overall requirement for coding in

Saldana's view is coherent analysis, Saldana asserts that there is no "magic number" for
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coding. Indeed, provided that there is a sufficient degree of organization of the codes into
coherent categories usable for data analysis, the coding scheme can be as exhaustive as
necessary in order to address the research questions guiding the study. Faced with the
task of dividing large numbers of codes into preliminary but meaningful categories, |
decided on a numerical system to replace abbreviations of codes with numbers.
Appendix A outlines the full list of codes and their identifying numbers generated
during the part of the data analysis phase that ran concurrently with the data collection
period, while Table 5-3 below is an abbreviated list of the most significant major
categories and their respective number spaces allocated for subcategories and individual
codes. In brief, most codes were given a four-digit number, with the first and second
digits indicating the category and subcategory, respectively and where applicable, to
which the code belongs. As participant observations highlighted novel aspects of
classroom interaction, the last two digits allowed for expansiveness in the coding scheme
when new codes needed to be generated. The space defined between the numbers
1000-1999, for example, provides space in the coding scheme to identify instructional
moves; codes with the numbers 1100-1199 are set aside for moves defined by
Goldenberg's (1992) instructional framework, while codes above 1200 describe other
aspects of the teacher's moves. A final category had five-digit codes and started at
"10000" in order to identify interesting quotes and events, as well as mark episodes that

warranted more extensive analysis.
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power

Number space Preliminary Number space Preliminary
category / category /
subcategory subcategory

1000-1999 Mediational 4000-4999 Challenges
strategies

1100-1110 Elements of 4100-4199 Engin (2017)
instructional
conversation

1200-1299 Mode of 4200-4299 Shape of challenge
communication

1300-1399 Teacher strategies | 4300-4399 Source of anxiety
eliciting student
output

2000-2999 Dialogic 5000-5999 Opportunities
development

2100-2199 Student behavior 6000-6999 Instructional shifts

2200-2299 Teacher builds 7000-7999 Teacher
dialogue perceptions

2300-2399 Comprehension 9000-9999 Student perceptions
check

3000-3999 Bases of social 10000 Miscellaneous

Table 5-3 — list of preliminary categories generated during data collection.

The revised coding scheme preserves the theoretical lens established in the

original coding scheme by allowing codes for noticing elements of instructional

conversation, challenges in dialogic interaction, and bases of social power. In addition,

the use of number spaces afforded the creation of new codes as observations and analysis

permitted. As excerpts in Chapter 6 will illustrate, Mr. Nelson, at times, exaggerates an

utterance by a student to indicate some sort of change is necessary, or polls the students
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by asking them to give a thumbs up or thumbs down gesture, depending on the answer
they want to give. These practices were given codes 1305 and 1307, respectively.

It is through these expansions of the coding scheme where the research could
suppose and then propose expansions of theory. The latter chapters of this dissertation
will advance the assertion that dialogue is not merely or even primarily conducted via the
spoken word, but rather also through various interactional resources that contribute to the
co-construction of meaning and alignment. The use of all the codes in the 1300 number
space, which include the new codes mentioned above, contribute to supporting this
assertion that dialogic alignment transcends strictly verbal utterances.

As new codes were added to the coding scheme, the revised methodology also
allowed for preliminary groupings of codes intended to aid in more formalized
categorizations once the first iteration of coding was complete and reflections of the
generated data could be made. For example, field notes of events marked with codes in
the 4000 and 6000 number spaces indicated that an instructional shift was made in
response to a challenge encountered in the classroom, warranting the possibility that the
event could be considered an episode relevant to the study and useful in data analysis.
Other patterns were also derived to provide for defining further episodes involving
instructional shifts, such as instructional moves employing multiple elements of
instructional conversation or multiple modes of communication. Some of the more
fundamental patterns generated from and used for data analysis are presented in Table
5-4. These patterns provided a means for recognizing episodes in which instructional

shifts might be taking place. In addressing RQ1, the combinations of codes provide a
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pathway to discussing what is observed by the teacher that might prompt such shifts, as
well as what results from those shifts (e.g., a development in dialogue, further challenges

in dialogic interaction).

Combinations of categories Intended meanings

4000 — 1000 Possible instructional shift in response to
4000 — 6000 some challenge

1000 — 2000 Possible instructional shift that evoked a
6000 — 2000 response in interaction

5000 — 1000 Possible instructional shift in response to a
5000 — 6000 perceived opportunity

6000 — 2100 Instructional shifts that elicit a

development in dialogue

6000 — 5200 Instructional shifts that address rapport
between teacher and student

4000 — 6000 — 4000 Instructional shifts in response to some
challenge that still remain unresolved

Table 5-4 — non-exhaustive list of combinations of categories and their intended
meanings used for data analysis.

To triangulate interview data with the data drawn from classroom observations,
codes in the 7000 and 9000 number spaces provide insight as to the attitudes of
classroom participants during classroom interaction, discussion of which is useful for
addressing RQ2. Moreover, the codes in the 3000 number spaces in reference to those
episodes provide useful discussion with respect to dynamics of social power within
classroom interaction. Keeping this in mind, I combined my awareness of the
perspectives of classroom participants with the coded field data to provide dimension and

complexity to describing the particular instructional shifts that I observed.
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It is hoped, then, that identifying patterns in this manner provides definition to the
instructional shift in a way that promotes "the development toward systematization that
the scientific concept must have" (Denzin, 1989, p. 38). Using these patterns upon initial
organization of the data, I was able to identify at least 20 relevant episodes by the end of
the data collection period with insights across observations and interviews that now
needed to be grouped together in a coherent way that allowed for further data analysis.
Data organization and second cycle coding

One preliminary round of partially coding the field notes with the original coding
scheme and a full first coding cycle of the field notes and the interview data identifies a
sufficient number of episodes necessary for providing dimension to more formal
categories and themes as well as organization of data into episodes for further analysis. In
the post-data collection phase of data analysis, I used QDA Miner Lite, a qualitative data
analysis program, to filter and organize the breadth of data into episodes. One of QDA
Miner Lite's main functions is to group various forms of data into discrete "cases" to
allow for distinct organization and analysis of similar data across cases. To provide as
much as depth to a particular episode as possible, I defined a case as having at least some

of the components listed in Table 5-5.
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Data from participant e Scan of the raw field notes describing the episode
observation e Extended prose of rendered field notes describing the
episode
e Observation transcript of the episode
e Photograph of board work, student work, or other
aspect relevant to the episode

Data from interviews e Interview transcript with the teacher regarding the
episode
e Interview transcript with a student or students
regarding the episode

Data from personal e Prose of reflections of class sessions
reflections e Prose of analytical reflections during data analysis

Table 5-5 — data sources used to analyze episodes involving instructional shifts.

The grouping of data in this fashion aligns with the research inquiry's aspect of
examining episodes of dialogic interaction involving perceived instructional shifts. As
Flick (2018) notes, triangulation (in this case, that of data sources) provides observation
of a particular phenomenon and its varying characteristics from multiple perspectives. To
achieve this triangulation, I organized episodes in a manner that allows for easy retrieval
of relevant data and analysis that can explore both the ontology and epistemology of all
classroom participants during those episodes.

Undoubtedly, I set aside some of the collected data at this phase of the analytical
process when they were not found to be relevant to any of the identified episodes. In
particular, reflective memos written during and after data collection help to filter out
segments of data, however interesting they may be, if I find that they cannot address the
research inquiries in this study. In fact, as shown in Figure 5-2, not all of the interviews
were coded with an episode reference, indicating that they did not provide substantive

insight, directly or otherwise, to any of the episodes identified during the data collection
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process. However, the second coding cycle employed in this iteration of data analysis is
aimed at noticing patterns or similarities across episodes in order to generate formal
categories that will inform the preliminary and formalized assertions to be made in this
dissertation. In doing so, I was able to identify further episodes that echoed the categories
and preliminary themes generated through this phase of the analytical process.

I generated the themes relevant to addressing the research questions through
examining triangulated data within discrete episodes and across episodes. Using Adu's
(2019) approach for generating categories and themes, I combined codes created and
applied in the first coding cycle to identify overarching similarities across codes.
Depending on the patterns identified this requires consolidation or division of preliminary
categories as defined in Table 5-3. For example, the 5200 subcategory labeled "rapport"
can be incorporated with codes 1109 (challenging but nonthreatening atmosphere), 2109
(student laughs), and 2208 (teacher tells a joke), even though those codes initially
belonged to different preliminary categories. I interpreted instances where I found this
this new combination in the data as evidence that the teacher appeared to be successful in
connecting with his students through telling a joke, as evidenced by the laughter that he
elicited.

One caveat for identifying episodes after the data collection period is that it is less
feasible to pursue data triangulation through member checking and stimulated recall with
classroom participants. As the teacher is a close contact of mine with whom I keep touch
over social media and email, I am able to conduct informal member checks and ask

questions I may have about insights that arise about his classes during data analysis.
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However, the ability to recall details invariably diminishes as time passes, and what
strikes me as important and relevant may have been disregarded by classroom
participants, which also confounds their recall. Given this challenge, the episodes
identified in and after the second coding cycle are primarily used to provide further
evidence of patterns in discourse practices already identified earlier in the analytical
process. I address this challenge by seeking out parallels and similarities across episodes,
thus providing case triangulation that explains phenomena in one situation by examining
themes generated in others (Flick, 2004).

One example of such parallels involves numerous instances where Mr. Nelson
seeks out more explicit and detailed information during class. The dictogloss activity
highlighted in Chapter 1 highlights Mr. Nelson's need to make clear that the students
heard the word "the" by having them spell it out before validating their answer. This is
apparent across a number of episodes, particularly in reading activities that have a
multiple-choice response task. In such tasks, Mr. Nelson is observed as requiring students
to read out the answer and not the corresponding letter of the answer (e.g., saying the
answer represented by the letter choice "B," not just saying "B"). This focus on detail
illuminates the implicit language policies he has established for this class, which informs
the interactional resources that he encourages and discourages.

However, because these episodes were identified as such in the second coding
cycle, the efficacy of stimulated recall after a prolonged period after data collection was
bound to be limited. When I asked about this through direct messages online, Mr. Nelson

was able to confirm my presumptions (i.e., he knew what his students meant, but wanted
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to elicit a more specific answer to encourage more detailed expressions), but only in a
general sense as he was less confident about his ability to recall the specific classes to
which [ was referring.

Incorporation of those episodes into the body of organized data, nonetheless,
contributes to the emerging themes aimed at addressing the research questions,
generating new codes and categories and thus requiring further coding cycles. This
entails application of new codes drawn these developments onto previously identified
episodes as well as further identification of new episodes reflecting the more developed
understanding of instructional shifts. Formally, I noted two full iterations of the post-data
collection coding process, though the incorporation of new episodes into the body of
organized data was a continuous process throughout data analysis. At the point of
theoretical saturation, which Bowen (2008) identifies as the point in which no new
thematic developments emerge from data analysis, I identified a total of 26 episodes
involving instructional shifts relating to classroom interaction.

Ultimately, the coding and organizing processes contribute to the generation of
empirical indicators that connect preliminary presumptions to systematic understanding
of theoretical concepts. The analytical methods described thus far, however, can be
complemented by a deeper dive into the discourse moves of classroom interactants,
methods for which I discuss in the next two subsections.

Discourse analysis
Broadly defined, discourse analysis is an exploration of discourse practices as

means "not just to say things, but to do things" (Gee, 2010, p. ix). Johnstone (2002)
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claims that discourse analysts are "trying to uncover the multiple reasons why the texts
they study are the way they are and no other way" (p. 33). In the context of language
learning, analysis of classroom interaction is useful in exploring the perceived
effectiveness (or lack thereof) of the teacher's choices to say and do certain things as well
as not to say or do other things. Given the assertion by Worgan and Moore (2010)
emphasizing that speech is an act attempting to manipulate others (well-intentioned and
otherwise), a scrutinizing examination of the teacher's discourse practices can be useful in
understanding how the teacher facilitates language learning in the classroom.

Both Gee and Johnstone, while advancing in their own treatises particular
methods and principles for understanding discourse, acknowledge a lack of consensus in
the social sciences as to what constitutes methodology for discourse analysis. As
Johnstone suggests, analysis of discourse practices can potentially serve many purposes
and, thus, require perhaps as many ways to deconstruct texts and interpret meaning and
actions. Gee's treatment of discourse analysis, however, advances a number of analytical
"tools" relevant to a study about discourse practices and instructional shifts within a
dynamic classroom environment. I identified such tools listed in Table 5-6 as useful for
supporting and developing the themes generated in the coding process. I also provide

brief summaries of Gee's explanation of his proposed tools in the following table.
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Tool name Summarized task

#2: The Fill In Tool Identify unstated knowledge and
assumptions carried in speech that
listeners must be aware of in order to
clearly understand the meaning

#3: The Making Strange Tool Assume the role of an outsider listener
and identify what aspects of speech might
appear strange or unfamiliar

#7: The Doing and Not Just Saying Tool Identify the intended action or objective
the speaker aims to achieve through
speech

#9: The Why This Way and Not That Way Examine why the speaker chose a

Tool particular way to make a certain speech
act and why other possible ways were not
undertaken

#15: The Activities Building Tool Identify what activities the speaker aims

to build or enact through speech acts

#16: The Identities Building Tool Identify what identity the speaker aims to
construct through speech acts

#23: The Situated Meaning Tool Identify the specific meanings of speech
acts are conveyed and/or understood
specific to the context

#27: The Big "D" Discourse Tool Examine how speech acts establish the
social recognizability of the speaker

Table 5-6 — list of discourse analysis tools recommended by Gee (2011) and seen as
relevant to this study.

These tasks form the foundational methodology for discourse analysis conducted
for this study. While other questions may be posed of discourse moves presented in the
transcriptions of classroom interaction and stimulated recall interviews, I build the
interpretations generated through discourse analysis on the same foundational principles

employed for illuminating the discourse practices undertaken and why such practices
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change over the course of classroom interaction. I incorporate these interpretations into
the body of organized data as reflections through analytical memos supplementing those
reflection memos I have made during data collection and recorded in field notes.

To illustrate my methodology regarding discourse analysis, what follows is an
excerpt of one of the interviews I had with Mr. Nelson about one of the episodes
addressed in Chapter 6, as well as a brief analysis of the interview excerpt using some of
the tools described in Table 5-5. This part of the interview (emphasis added) relates to a
class activity in which Mr. Nelson monitors each of the groups, listening in and waiting
for times when students may benefit from his guidance.

Teacher interview #01 - 06/14/2019

I Mr. Nelson: Yeah, I'm trying to pay attention to, um, you know, if I
2 hear a student who really wants to ask a certain question and can't
3 seem to get it into the right words, I'll jump in and help there.

4  Roehl: Right.

5 Mr. Nelson: Um, and I do it to make sure that they're on task and not
6 just chatting away in Japanese, too. There's that element as well. Um,
7 and if I pass a group where they're really like, "|ee, wakaranai, nan
8 darou? —um, I don't know, what is it?]," that's coming out...

9 Roehl: Sure.

10 Mr. Nelson: ...um, I jump in on the group like that.

11 Roehl: What would you do in that case? You don't know the music,
12 so...

13 Mr. Nelson: Well, I'll ask for, okay, give me the two lines, like I did
14 with the, your first example, give me the lines, okay. Um, I might ask,
15 "What questions have you asked already?" Like, "What clues has he
16 given you?" And then there seems to be a glaring thing that might be a
17 good thing to ask, I'll ask. That's my strategy.

A surface reading of Mr. Nelson's narrative of when he provides help when
monitoring students offers some insight as to what he is looking for in determining when
students need his help (i.e., when a student appears to struggle with asking a certain

question in English). Through preliminary coding, I have coded such excerpts and
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incorporated them into the appropriate episodic data. However, in examining Mr.
Nelson's remark in which he emulates what he perceives to be a typical Japanese student
(emphasized in bold), Gee's "Why This Way and Not That Way Tool" is useful for more
deeply unpacking his identity as a teacher familiar with the Japanese EFL context. Using
this tool, I am required to ask why the teacher decides to use some spoken Japanese to
illustrate when a student struggles with participating in the group activity rather than
simply state when students show that they do not know how to continue in the
interaction. The use of Japanese in this instance indicates that he is familiar, at least to a
useful extent, with utterances that indicate that his L1 Japanese students need help. Had
he used a more general utterance as an example, particular an example in English, I
would be less likely to interpret such an alternative discursive choice as evidence of a
teacher who is familiar in negotiating a classroom of Japanese learners of English.
Instead, I note a particular sensitivity that is developed through experience interacting
with Japanese learners of English that gives Mr. Nelson some extent of ability to navigate
a Japanese EFL classroom.

Using these insights drawn from discourse analysis, I incorporate new codes or
revise existing ones in order to locate similar instances that might contribute to
identification of new episodes for data analysis. This example led to the further
development of codes in the 1200 space, which dealt with modes of communication that
either the teacher or his students employed during classroom interaction. In particular,

revisions in the coding scheme led to a greater focus on instances of verbal L1 (i.e.,
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instances where students used Japanese) that would indicate a lack of understanding that,
in turn, might prompt Mr. Nelson to shift instructional practices.
Critical discourse analysis

Because language can be seen as an attempted act of, in Worgan and Moore's
(2010) terms, "manipulation,” critical discourse analysis (CDA) is useful to identify
power relations that can facilitate or hinder the effectiveness of instructional shifts
enacted through discourse. In conjunction with an analytical lens that examines bases of
social power (French & Raven, 1959), I employ CDA to explore how classroom
participants, and the teacher in particular, use language as a tool for establishing social
power, whether through projection of their own power or perhaps empowerment in
others. My employment of CDA then goes further to examine the effects of those
projections of power in determining what aspects of the shared interactional space are
expanded or closed off as a result.

Particularly within language education, critiques largely focus on L1 English
speakers who benefit in terms of power and status afforded by institutions that privilege
English-speaking ability in contexts where English is not the first or main language
(Holliday, 2005). This circumstance raises questions as to how speakers of different
languages and cultures can generate a meaningful and equitable dialogue in situations of
asymmetric power dynamics. Specific to the Japanese EFL context, research has noted
that the very nature of student-teacher interaction differs depending on whether the
teacher is an L1 English or an L1 Japanese speaker (Harumi, 2011). This allows for the

assertion that dialogic interaction is not simply a function of interactants sharing a
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quantifiably sufficient amount of knowledge to have a productive dialogue, but also
involves power relations that substantively affect such interactions. A discussion of the
power relations involved in classroom interaction, and how such relations are
represented, utilized, or even challenged to foster a more productive dialogue, is thus
required.

Just as with conventional discourse analysis, there is no prescribed methodology
for CDA (Lee & Otsuji, 2009). However, as with discourse analysis, there is at least a
consensus as to fundamental principles for CDA, such as the assumption of inequality
and social injustice in any discourse practice (van Dijk, 1993) as well as the use of
language as an exercise of power. Taking such assumptions as axiomatic, this study looks
at the body of data drawn from classroom interaction and stimulated recall interviews to
examine the dimensions of the power inequities between teacher and student, the extent
to which this study perceives those inequities, and how future researchers and
practitioners can negotiate them. The goal in undertaking this task is to identify beliefs
and perceptions, whether stated or implied in speech and action, that are consequential in
affecting how meaning is co-constructed and negotiated in dialogue.

My approach to CDA follows Fairclough's (2012) objectives in that CDA "does
not simply describe existing realities but also evaluates them, assesses the extent to which
they match up to various values" (p. 9). Furthermore, I recognize through the use of CDA
that the boundaries of what constitute socially acceptable practice are socially constructed
and, through asymmetric power, primarily dictated by those of greater status and power.

Taking the English-only policy set by the Practical English program (described in
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Chapter 4) as an example, examining the teacher's discourse practices in enacting or
deferring that policy can allow for a discussion into how that affects the students'
contributions to the classroom interaction. In doing so, it becomes possible to define the
extent of effectiveness of instructional shifts that promote dialogue if the teacher deems
the sort of interaction that is within the students' capability within practices he finds
acceptable.

It is important to note here that DA and CDA, at least when this study
incorporates theories from Gee (2011) and Fairclough (2012), both overlap with and have
important distinctions from each other. While both scholars on discourse share the same
sociocultural and critical traditions, I perceive different intentions behind DA and CDA.
Gee's Toolkit has a great deal to do with understanding the assumptions and identities
interactants weave into their utterances, while CDA, at least with respect to discussion of
the dialectical-relational approach, focuses on how analysis of discourse can correct
social injustices or inequities. Even in a more poststructural interpretation, O'Regan and
Betzel (2016) define CDA as a means to identify social phenomena that could be changed
in order to mitigate or overcome challenges. In this respect, where one form of analysis
examines what is happening and what do speakers intend, the analysis detailed in this
subsection questions what can be changed, why change is necessary and how it can be
changed.

The codes set aside for the bases of social power supplement CDA, providing
preliminary indicators as to where analysis and critique of power relations can be most

productive. Focusing on excerpts of classroom observations and of stimulated recall
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interviews, I apply a series of critical questions to empirical indicators of attitudes and
beliefs that convey or imply perceptions of classroom and program policies (i.e., rules,
acceptable practices, commonly perceived customs). These questions, some of which I
present in Table 5-7, differ depending on whether the interview respondent is the teacher

or a student.

Questions regarding the e What rules or policies are suggested or
teacher's attitudes and beliefs implied in this speech act?
e What methods are being employed to
empower students or give students a voice?
e What are the bounds of acceptable practice
that the teacher wants to communicate to the
student?
e What elements of the teacher's discourse are
aimed at equalizing power relations?

Questions regarding the e What rules or policies does the student
student's attitudes and beliefs perceive when expressing their beliefs about
the class or the teacher?

e What is the reason for silence in response to
the teacher's speech act?

e How does the student feel about (the
teacher/the class/English) when expressing
this belief?

e Does the student's attitude or belief change
after interacting with the teacher?

Table 5-7 — non-exhaustive list of questions used to conduct critical discourse
analysis.

One of the questions about "equalizing power relations" is problematic without
some degree of qualification, given the notion that no discourse, and thus no interactant,
is innocent or value-neutral (Kumaravadivelu, 1999). Particularly given the power of the
L1 English speaker in the language classroom, it is problematic to expect that the teacher

has the capability to easily surrender privilege in favor of a truly equitable dialogue, if
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such relinquishment is possible at all. What I am looking for in this question, however, is
more along the lines of Denzin's (1989) fiction of equality, which he says should be
sought by researchers interviewing respondents that may, because of asymmetric power
relations, tend toward social desirability or may even become less open to contributing to
dialogue. Given the communicative nature of this particular teacher's classroom, my
approach to critical discourse analysis seeks out ways in which the teacher aims to close
the power distance with students while also establishing the bounds of acceptable
practices in classroom interaction. Just as with conventional discourse analysis, I append
interpretations in CDA to the reflections of the relevant episodes in the body of organized
data so that assertions can be further strengthened.

In the following excerpt (emphasis added), Mr. Nelson divides the PE1 class into
pairs for a warm-up activity to talk about what they did during the previous weekend. In
interaction in front of the whole class, Mr. Nelson asks students to report on their
partner's weekend, particularly if it is interesting. The teacher asks for volunteers, which
leads Toru to raise his hand and talk about what his partner did. After a brief summary,
Mr. Nelson then delegates the task of choosing the next student to Toru.

PE1 observation #05 - 06/17/2019

Mr. Nelson: Okay, um, Toru, you volunteered, so, whose, whose
weekend do you want to hear about?

Toru: Um, girl?

Mr. Nelson: Yeah, anyone, anyone. Of course, a girl! Don't be afraid
of girls!

Students: [laughs]

Mr. Nelson: Scared. Maybe a little scared. Anyone.

Toru: Hiroko.

01N Nk WIN
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In this excerpt, I note two discursive moves here that can be critically unpacked
for what dispositions Mr. Nelson expects of his students. In delegating the choice of the
next student to a student, Mr. Nelson intends to reward the act of volunteering with the
power to direct the classroom, albeit in a small way, thus commodifying initiative as a
valued act within his classroom. The teacher's second discursive move, where he
emphasizes that Toru should not "be afraid of girls," is more a joke than a real
admonishment, as evidenced by the students who are laughing. In terms of policies and
expectations within the classroom, I can interpret this in a number of ways. I can view
this as an attempt to equalize power across gender by delegating the responsibility of
contributing to discourse to both male and female students. However, this is also an
exercise of coercive power in a very small and seemingly innocuous manner that Mr.
Nelson uses to poke fun at Toru's hesitation or second-guessing.

Using both discourse analysis and critical discourse analysis, I was able to
generate analytical memos containing such insights. This documentation allows for the
addition, consolidation, and revision of codes as necessary to facilitate further coding
cycles. As a result, both forms of discourse analysis contribute to the data analysis
process an understanding of social power within the classroom, which I use to narrow the
focus to expert and referent power. While the above exemplar illustrates some form of
coercive power (i.e., an admonishment that is intended to be mild but also intended to
project expectations in a forceful manner), it is also meant to establish rapport with the

rest of the class, who laugh as a result of the exchange. Through examples such as these, I
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interpret and notice Mr. Nelson's generation and exercise of referent power in the
opportunities that he perceives in navigating classroom interaction.

This development of rapport, in conjunction with the mediation of interaction to
mutually develop language knowledge with students, is a central theme among others
discussed in the next two chapters. In terms of the material contributions to analysis, the
use of CDA in this instance influenced the search for theories relevant to rapport-building
(i.e., Webb & Barrett, 2014), and their subsequent inclusion in the coding scheme (i.e.,
the addition of codes in the 8100 space).

Generation of propositions

Based on Adu's (2019) methodology for second cycle coding, a consolidation of
codes based on an abundance of patterns of data facilitates further coding cycles that, in
turn, lead to further analysis and consolidation in perpetuity until theoretical saturation is
satisfactorily perceived. At that point, I attempted to draft an assertions map that provided
me with a brief summary of the potential propositions that I can advance based on the
data. A reproduction of this assertions map is provided in Table 5-8 below. In the table
below, I base the propositions that I will present in the next chapter in the evidentiary

warrants that I locate in the various forms of data that I collected.
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RQ1: What are the instructional shifts that an L1 English teacher in a Japanese
university EFL program employs during interaction with and in relation to
contributions by L1 Japanese learners in order to create spaces for dialogic interaction?

e Assertion: Shifts are dialogic between the teacher and students but involve non-verbal
affordances as well as spoken dialogue
o Language codes (1201-1212) + Dialogic development codes (2100)
o Non-verbal codes (1221-1232) + Dialogic development codes (2100)

e Assertion: Shifts arise when teacher perceives a challenge or an opportunity in relation
to classroom goals

o Challenges
m Challenges codes (4000) + Mediational strategies codes (1000)
m Challenges codes (4000) + Shifts codes (6000)

o Opportunities
m  Opportunities codes (5000) + Mediational strategies codes (1000)
m  Opportunities codes (5000) + Shifts codes (6000)

RQ2: What elements of dialogic classroom interaction inform those instructional
shifts?

e Assertion: Teacher's act of inductive understanding of students' behavior and
comprehension prompts shifts
o Teacher perception codes (7100) + Mediational strategies codes (1000)
o Teacher perception codes (7100) + Opportunities codes (5000)
o Teacher perception codes (7100) + Shifts codes (6000)

e Assertion: Teacher engages in shifts to establish rapport with students
o Some challenges codes (e.g., 4201, 4210) + Mediational strategies codes
(1000) + Rapport codes (5200)
o Some challenges codes (e.g., 4201, 4210) + Shifts codes (6000) + Rapport
codes (5200)

e Assertion: Students' perception of teacher's status as teacher and English expert
influences nature of interaction
o Episode code (10900) involving a change in mediational strategy (1000) or
shift (6000) + some student perceptions codes (e.g., 9101, 9102, 9105)
o Episode code (10900) involving perception of teacher's expert power (3400)
and mediational strategy (1000) or shift (6000) + some student perceptions
codes (e.g., 9101, 9102, 9105)

Table 5-8 — assertions map combining codes into categories and themes.
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I base the grouping of codes into meaningful assertions primarily on certain codes
being in proximity of each other in field notes or in associated interview transcripts,
providing for data and method triangulation at times in analysis when I decide to modify
the coding scheme by addition of new codes. These patterns, once noticed to be frequent
enough in keeping with Tracy's (2010) criterion for abundance, form the evidentiary
warrants behind the assertions that I generate from analysis. I then group these assertions
into meaningful themes relating to the phenomenon of the instructional shift, which I

begin to explore in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 6
FEATURES OF INSTRUCTIONAL SHIFTS

In fostering a classroom environment that is conducive to and encouraging of
engaged contribution to interaction from students, the teacher engages in a variety of
instructional shifts that I will analyze and present in this chapter. Specifically, the
instructional shifts I present here illustrate that the teacher (1) employs a variety of
interactional resources, (2) takes advantage of opportunities manifest in students'
interactional shifts, and (3) utilizes students' knowledge and sociocultural identities to
navigate power dynamics and build on dialogue. Table 5-8 in the previous chapter details
the varying evidentiary warrants that led to the groupings that formed the three themes
that I will describe in each of the major sections in this chapter. Chapter 6 then closes
with a presentation of preliminary propositions about the features of these shifts.

The research's interconnected and contributing themes holistically reflect and
inform theory on Vygotskyan approaches to teaching and learning, as a case-driven
presentation will aim to show in Chapter 7. That said, while a case-based analysis will
allow for exploration of how the themes relate to each other, a thematically-driven
approach to presenting findings can also be useful to explore how the themes relate to the
research questions (Adu, 2019). Therefore, I find it necessary to first outline the main
themes that [ see apparent in the analysis across the episodes I have identified in this
research. This chapter will focus on each of the three themes, provide examples apparent
in episodes involving instructional shifts, and detail the significance of these themes to

classroom language learning and discussions of dynamic pedagogies. Treatment of these
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themes will allow the proposal of a series of preliminary propositions in the next chapter
so that further analysis can identify demonstrate the interconnectivity of the themes in
this chapter, thus highlighting the dimensions of the instructional shifts I have observed
for this research.

Figure 6-1 outlines the findings of the research and provides the layout for the
next two chapters. I have grouped codes into larger themes, which form the bulk of the
discussion in Chapter 6. A more synthesized treatment of the research will connect the
themes to more holistic theories of rapport and mediated agency, which will be discussed

in Chapter 7.

Teacher-student rapport Mediated agency

Common grounding
Sharing of mformation
Respita fram norms
Wabb & Barrest (2014)

\/

Dynamic interaction through instructional shifts
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Figure 6-1 — visualization of the study's findings.
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This visualization demonstrates how Mr. Nelson's discursive practices as
demonstrated through instructional shifts contributes to dynamic classroom interaction,
which in turn contributes to positive learning outcomes as realized through rapport and
mediated agency. Before the farthest-reaching propositions that this study will advance
can be explored, however, it is important to detail some of the instructional shifts from
which those propositions originate.

Shifts through interactional resources

The classroom has a blackboard and an audio/video cabinet, while the students
themselves bring electronic dictionaries (or have smartphones with bilingual dictionaries)
and other resources to help them with their language learning. These elements provide
interaction affordances that, as demonstrated in the following data excerpts in this
subsection, help to facilitate communication between teacher and student, and at times
between students themselves. As the first presented episode will show, the blackboard
allows the teacher to draw illustrations that foster a mutual understanding about a
particular concept, thus indicating that an environment with multiple affordances
allowing for various interactional resources facilitates the ability of the teacher to shift
instructional practices. Further examples in this section highlight how the teacher
employs (and sometimes restricts) various resources in order to facilitate the sort of
classroom interaction he is seeking.

Analysis of the data presented in this section contributes to a useful visualization
provided in Figure 6-2 for how affordances and policies create the perceived, shared

interactional space within which productive dialogue is likely to occur. As the collected
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data indicates, the range of communication that interactants mutually consider
appropriate or acceptable within the classroom is limited by what interactants perceive is
within their abilities, while interactants further restrict modes of communication to align
with the language ideologies they hold. In particular, there are a number of data excerpts
where Mr. Nelson and even the students restrict L1 usage within the classroom, even if
interactants mutually acknowledge L1 usage as a shared interactional resource. That said,
what results from these filters is a space perceived by the teacher as defined by the
interaction resources he shares with his students and by the rules and guidelines he sets
within his classroom. Within this space, productive dialogue through dynamic interaction
is more likely; outside of it, lack of alignment presents challenges to mutual

understanding.
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Figure 6-2 — proposed visualization for interactional space as perceived by the
teacher observed in this study.

To a certain extent, both Mr. Nelson and his students share many aspects of this
visualization as discussion of interview excerpts presented in this chapter will point out.
Conversely, there are also differences between the perceptions of teacher and student,
which will present both challenges and opportunities for mediating meaning in classroom
interaction. Both alignment and divergence of perspectives will also naturally pose
implications for power dynamics between classroom interactants, complicating the
relationship between teacher and student. For now, what's asserted here is that the "size"
or range of the interactional space has an effect on the nature of the interaction in the
classroom, and the ability of the teacher to shift instructional and interactional practices

when necessary. Where challenges in interaction arise, interactants can move from one
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set of interactional resources to another in order to approach the co-construction of
meaning from different directions. Likewise, interaction may fail when interactants fail to
employ or even perceive other resources that can facilitate understanding.

Table 6-1 provides the relevant analysis of the coded field notes to indicate the
breadth of interactional resources within Mr. Nelson's instructional practices and shifts in
such practices. Throughout the observation period, a total of 51 notable occurrences
indicate Mr. Nelson's use of multiple interactional resources or expanded use of a
particular interaction resource (e.g., the teacher rewords his question or says it again more
slowly). I identify these instances through relevant codes when I perceive them in close
proximity to each other (i.e., combinations of codes occur within the same interaction or
episode). Of those occurrences, I classify 34 occurrences with codes indicating
challenges or opportunities, the latter of which is discussed in more detail in the next
subsection, as involving instructional shifts, as the teacher appears to recognize some

development in classroom interaction and responds accordingly.
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Description of occurrence Representation by code Number of recognized

spaces occurrences in field notes
Change in interactional 4000 + 1000 12
resources after challenges
to dialogue are recognized
Expanded use of 4000 + (6101, 6111, 6112, 12

interactional resources after or 6121)
challenges to dialogue are
recognized

Change in interactional 5100 + 1000 4
resources to take advantage
of opportunities for

dialogue
Expanded use of 5100 + (6101, 6111, 6112, 6
interactional resources to or 6121)

take advantage of
opportunities for dialogue

Other occurrences where 1000 or 6000 + most 2100 17
the teacher employs codes

multiple interactional

resources

Table 6-1 — number of episodes identified involving instructional shifts with respect
to interactional resources.

This table appears to indicate that Mr. Nelson frequently employs various
interactional resources while engaging students during class sessions and that such
resources allow for a number of instructional shifts during times when the teacher
employs multimodality. As a result, while Mr. Nelson employs multimodality in his
instructional practices for various reasons, he often does so in order to shift instructional
plans from what appears to be his originally intended direction for the class. There is the
possibility that data collection or coding missed smaller or unseen developments in

interaction where instructional shifts take place, but the takeaway from this table is the
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notion of multimodality playing an important element of Mr. Nelson's instructional
practices. Because of this, Table 6-1 is more of a representation of my perception of a
pattern in Mr. Nelson's teaching than it is an objective data point. However, what this
representation should reflect is a notion that multimodality is a common occurrence in
interaction within Mr. Nelson's classroom. Furthermore, as developments arise that the
teacher judges to require shifts in interaction, here I argue that the accessibility of various
interactional resources makes it more conducive for Mr. Nelson to shift practices to more
effectively facilitate classroom dialogue and objectives.

Throughout the observation period, Mr. Nelson engages in various forms of
interaction, using verbal communication as a central mode of interaction while also
relying on written text, gestures, and body language to facilitate understanding among
students. Empirical research has noted the importance of non-verbal modes of
communication as both a means of supplementing spoken communication (e.g., Bao Ha
& Wanphet, 2016; Smotrova & Lantolf, 2013) and a tool for co-construction of meaning
in itself (Arnold, 2012). To that end, I present a brief discussion of data excerpts relevant
to this point within this subsection to depict when the teacher perceives a need for
facilitation and provides non-verbal affordances accordingly.

Board work and visuals

It may be intuitive to assume that any teacher relies on their board work as much
as their discourse practices to conduct a class. Thus, the use of visuals on the blackboard
is the easiest entry point to understand how the range of interaction resources that

contribute to the teacher's capacity for instructional shifts transcends verbal
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communication. For example, in the June 21st PEI class, Mr. Nelson guides students on
the usage of a specific grammar structure used to talk about future plans (i.e., the English
grammar structure used in sentences such as "I will have done..." to express future
plans). Daigo, one of the PE1 students, has some challenges in expressing what he wants
to say in English. As a result, Mr. Nelson has to rely on the blackboard in order to build
on the classroom interaction.

PE1 observation #07 - 06/21/2019

Mr. Nelson: Um, Daigo?

Daigo: Uh, I will have eaten delicious meat.

Mr. Nelson: Delicious meats. For example? What do you most want
to eat?

Daigo: [inaudible]

Students: [laughs]

Mr. Nelson: Pardon?

Daigo: [inaudible]...[eigo... — English...]

Mr. Nelson: I don't know. [laughs]

Daigo: Expensive meat.

Mr. Nelson: Expensive meat. And why is it expensive? Like, what is
special about it? Why expensive?

Daigo: Um...rare. Rare.

Mr. Nelson: Rare.

Daigo: It has delicious...[abura]

Mr. Nelson: Ah, [abura], okay, yeah, fat.

Daigo: Fat.

Mr. Nelson: Yeah. We have, so, like...the, so, [abura], delicious...fat,
where you often describe, like, especially, like, Japanese beef
is...[writes on board] marbled. Marbled, meaning that the, kind of
hard to, you have a steak, and it's...[writes on board] marbled with
lots of...

Students: [ee — utterance for surprise]

Mr. Nelson: That's marbling. Like, an American steak is often, like,
just red with a little bit of fat. So, like, marbled means...so, rare and
marbled meat. When you say rare meat, do you mean, like, rare,
you're going to eat koala and panda and...?

Students: [laughs]

Mr. Nelson: "I will have eaten, uh, exotic meats, I will have gone to
Nagano and eaten kinako."

Students: [laughs]

O NN DN B~ W~

(SRS NS T NG T NG I NS T NG T NS T NS T NS T NG T NG Sty S ey S S T N . T o)
— O 00NN NP WP OOV JIONWM B WN PO

149



There are two challenges identified in this brief excerpt from the observation data.
First, and more obviously, Daigo appears to struggle with building on his initial answer,
as indicated in line 8. At first, Mr. Nelson helps Daigo build on the dialogue through
spoken means. In lines 3-4 and lines 11-12, he not only encourages the student to
contribute more details, but frames his questioning in a way that provides Daigo with
some guidance on what to say next. Specifically, Mr. Nelson asks a particular question
(i.e., "And why is it expensive?") in different ways (i.e., "Like, what is special about it?
Why expensive?") until Daigo is able to provide an answer, confirming to the teacher that
he not only understands but also can develop the dialogue further.

Outside of the classroom and in an interaction between L1 English speakers, I
might perceive such questioning (e.g., "For example? What do you most want to eat?") as
out of place. Thinking about Gee's (2011) "The Why This Way and Not That Way Tool,"
I see that Mr. Nelson poses his follow-up questions in a way that gives students ample
opportunity to continue to contribute to the classroom dialogue. Otherwise, the questions
would be more pointed owing to assumptions that the student knows exactly what the
teacher is asking of him. However, Mr. Nelson broadens the range of interactional
resources for the students' benefit until they indicate they can ably contribute to the
interaction.

The variety of resources within interaction is just as important as, if not more
than, the depth of those resources. Daigo utters the Japanese word abura (or oil) in
Japanese, which, by line 18, prompts Mr. Nelson to draw a picture (shown in Figure 6-3)

on the board to clarify the presented meaning.
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Figure 6-3 — Mr. Nelson's drawing of beef.

Responding to Daigo's contributions to the classroom interaction, Mr. Nelson
writes "fat" and "marbled" on the board as they are, from his perspective, key vocabulary
in this particular exchange. Next to the word "marbled" is a drawing of the inside of a
steak that still has a red and fatty center (hence the marbling).

Right away, the drawing of the picture elicits utterances of interest (or, at least,
understanding) from the students as Mr. Nelson provides unfamiliar language. His brief
explanation in conjunction with his board work, however, also solves another challenge.
When Daigo says the thing he will eat during the week is expensive because it is rare
(lines 10 and 13), it is apparent that Mr. Nelson is unsure precisely of what Daigo means

in using the word, which could be used to mean it is uncommon or, in the context of beef,
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could be used to mean it is cooked just enough without losing its red color at the center.
Given this uncertainty, Mr. Nelson uses the board to draw a picture of the marbling of fat
to explain the word to the rest of the class but also to highlight (through the use of the red
chalk) that rare in the given context could mean beef's red color, which could be achieved
regardless of whether beef is expensive or not. As a result, Mr. Nelson gives Daigo a
possible alternative word, "exotic," to describe a food that is uncommon or hard to find,
such as the sort of expensive beef that is marbled with fat and is, thus, a relative rarity.
This shift to provide guidance in the face of a challenge relating to language appears to
draw interest and utterances of understanding from the students (lines 23, 28, and 31).

The action that Mr. Nelson takes to draw on the blackboard reflects an assumption
echoed by Worgan and Moore (2010) that speech, specifically oral communication, is just
one mode of communication from which listeners draw meaning. The written work on
the blackboard possesses different temporal qualities than that which is spoken by the
teacher as it remains on the board for everyone's reference while the meaning represented
in the spoken word may be lost if it is not documented or heard (Johnstone, 2002). As
Bao Ha and Wanphet (2016) assert, the aggregate of qualities when employing both
modes of communication is aimed at facilitating successful learner outcomes from this
small example of direct teaching.

Relevant to the discussion of affordances in the context of dialogic interaction is
the need for mutual awareness of the employment of interaction resources, both on the
part of the interactant who uses them and the interactant who is expected to perceive

them. Strictly within one mode of communication, for example, Hulstijn et al.'s (1996)
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research of vocabulary glosses in reading passages emphasized the importance of
language learners being aware of the mediation of meaning as a prerequisite to the
effectiveness of that mediation. In that study, the authors asserted that, in terms of
scaffolding language learners' understanding, explicit help with language (i.e., vocabulary
glosses at the margins of texts) proved more effective than guidance imbedded in the text
by way of noun phrases next to lexis.

This provides the implication that mediational strategies that the intended
recipient overlooks end up not providing any mediation to begin with. As highlighted in
this subsection, the variety of mediational resources that teacher and student both employ
can contribute to the likelihood of mutual understanding. However, this is only true to the
extent that there is mutual awareness and acknowledgment among interactants of the
potential of such resources to facilitate co-construction of meaning.

Thus, it is important to establish the dimensions of the interactional resources that
both Mr. Nelson and his students mutually acknowledge. In interviews with a number of
his students, I asked what Mr. Nelson does if they do not understand something about the
class or what he says. Tomoko, a PE1 student who, in my judgment, is more reserved
than many of her other classmates, seems to be well-aware of at least some of the
mediational strategies that Mr. Nelson employs during challenging moments in the
classroom.

Student interview #05 - 06/26/2019

Roehl: Now you said he is a kind teacher. Why do you know that?
Why do you think so?

Tomoko: He, he, he ask, ask, um, he asks us many thing, if we can't
speak well, so, I think he is kind.

Roehl: [dekireba — if you can], can you give me an example?
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Tomoko: Uh, if, if I, if we can't, we can't answer correct, correct
answer, but, um, he, he give hints.

Roehl: Really? Um, [dekireba], what kind of hints?

9 Tomoko: In reading textbook, uh, [laughs] reading textbook, I,
10 vocabulary test...we, if we mistake the answer, but he, he tells, he
11 told us the image of word in blackboard, so, I can understand, uh...

12 Roehl: I see, I see. That's good. Now, you said he draws a picture on
13 the board? Um, what other kinds of hints, what other things does he
14 do? So, he draws, what else?

15 Tomoko: Draws and [laughs] he, uh, uh, he, he gave us many, a lot of
16 information about, about, uh, English word.

17 Roehl: Okay. Mm-hmm. So, maybe he'll explain it.

18 Tomoko: Yes.

(o BN B

Tomoko calls the help that Mr. Nelson gives in this respect "hints," which also
includes giving abundant information about new or unfamiliar words. The use of the
blackboard is, at times, an important component of his instructional practices, particularly
when there is awareness of a linguistic challenge as Tomoko mentioned above. However,
it is an important mediational resource only because the students are aware of and
accustomed to its usage.

The general notion of hints or, in a language teacher's terminology, scaffolding to
provide guided assistance that allows students to engage with the language learning
process provided me with the idea that board work belongs to a larger category of shifts
through various interactional resources. Multimodality has a large contributing role as I
initially predicted through the original coding scheme I provided in Table 5-2. However, I
felt it was necessary to detail the specific interactional resources Mr. Nelson employs
while in dialogue with students. Using the understanding established in interviews with
students that Mr. Nelson is helpful, I looked at how students describes Mr. Nelson's

instructional practices. PE2 student Sakiko provides an insight that expands on the
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teacher's use of interactional resources in a manner that addresses but also transcends
multimodality.

Student interview #15 - 07/17/2019

1 Sakiko: Yes, he's very help, helpful. And very interesting.

2 Roehl: Mm-hmm. Why do you say interesting?

3 Sakiko: Body language. He does body language many time. And, uh,
4  uh, he kidding [kana - essentially I suppose]. Joke.

While the original coding scheme addresses the teacher's use of gestures in
instructional shifts, my interviews with Sakiko and other students remind me to expand
on the greater array of physicality that an interactant may employ to engage in
communication. Six students mention Mr. Nelson's use of gestures, while four students
mention his use of facial expressions to complement what Sakiko identifies as his use of
body language. As predicted at the outset, I found numerous instances of the teacher's use
of pragmatic resources in his instructional practices. As such, the next subsection
discusses the most significant of these pragmatic resources.

That said, I can attribute the teacher's (and, indeed, any interactant's) contributions
to dialogue not only to the breadth of interactional resources but the depth of such. Just as
Sakiko did, five other students identify the teacher as being funny or telling jokes during
class. The contemporary literature has associated humor with mitigating face-threatening
acts (Peng et al., 2014) and motivating students during classroom activity (Petraki &
Nguyen, 2016), but it has not been strongly connected, if connected at all, with building
dialogic interaction. However, if it is part of the teacher's verbal discourse as students
have identified, then I felt that I should include it in my observational and analytical

lenses. As a result, it became important to have a more sensitized understanding of
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interactional resources that seeks out not just multimodality but also the various means
afforded by the classroom environments for interactants to contribute to dialogue.

As a result, Figure 6-2 illustrates those particular resources the teacher perceives
are useful to eliciting students' contributions to classroom interaction. I identify these
different resources through the creation of codes in the 1200 and 1300 spaces outlined in
Appendix A. With respect to the student interviews mentioned above, I distinguish
pragmatic resources in the expanded coding scheme through code 1221 (gestures), code
1231 (facial expressions), and code 1232 ([other] body language). In examining these
student interviews and observational data, I found a number of modes of communication
obvious and thus predicted Mr. Nelson's use of such resources, which included code 1211
(written L2) and code 1241 (pictures). Again, | began to see other interactional resources
that were themselves not its own mode of communication in the strictest sense, but
contributing to interactional shifts nonetheless. I expanded the coding scheme with,
among other codes, code 1304 (hints), code 1311 (uses humor), and code 1261 (me as
affordance), as I noticed them in abundance within shifts and in the classroom dialogue
overall.

Furthermore, codes in the 2100 space identify those resources that students
employ and that the teacher allows, either explicitly or otherwise, in classroom dialogue.
Many of these codes parallel codes that I used for the teacher's practices, such as code
2110 (student make a gesture), except that they refer to how a student may negotiate
dialogue through their own interactional shifts, thus prompting the teacher to engage in

an instructional shift. Code 2102 (student checks w/ classmate) and code 2103 (student
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checks phone/dictionary) highlight the interactional strategies and resources that the
classroom environment affords to students, indicating the greater array of interactional
resources available to interactants in a physical classroom space.

As with that of board work as detailed in this subsection, I outline the most
prominent employment of these interactional resources in the next subsections.
Pragmatic resources

In many of these episodes, it is important to note that, when Mr. Nelson is not
eliciting output from students, he seldom determines in an overt way the extent to which
he and his students are in alignment on the meaning that is co-constructed in class, at
least not through eliciting students' verbalization of their declarative knowledge. Put
another way, Mr. Nelson, with few exceptions, seldom talks students through a task in
extensive fashion and asks them to verbally report what they know about the task in
metacognitive terms. However, if interaction consists of more than simply verbal
utterances, then I also take into account the nonverbal resources mutually understood
between classroom interactants which, in tandem with spoken dialogue, contribute to
classroom interaction. Another nonverbal resource commonly acknowledged by both
teacher and student to facilitate interaction and understanding within the classroom is the
use of facial expressions, as I discuss with Mr. Nelson in one of our interviews.

Teacher interview #06 - 07/26/2019

Mr. Nelson: [W]hen I say I go into groups to see if they've really got
it, or I'll just quietly ask, um, "How's it going? Do you need any help?
What's going on?" And...I was going to say most common reaction is
usually they pause, which is good, that means they're actually
thinking about it. They pause, and I'll get an, "Oh, no, we're okay," or
a shake of the head. Or, I'll get a question.

Roehl: Yes.

NN kW~
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8 Mr. Nelson: And, um, and, again, if I see something weird on the
9 paper, I'll be, like, "Oh, wait a second, this is not exactly what it is.
10 And here, we do this." And I'll write on their paper. And I tend, I
11 probably ask...um, I ask the group generally, but I'm usually looking
12 at, usually looking at the student that I think might have not
13 understood the initial explanation.

14 Roehl: Sure.

15 Mr. Nelson: Um, in face, he would be like, a confident nod or face,
16 "Okay, I got it," or, like, because their partner fills them in, or
17 whatever. Or maybe they had it from the beginning, and I just misread
18 them at the outset. Then I take them at their word.

19 Roehl: Well, by that, you say a confident nod.

20 Mr. Nelson: Yeah.

21 Roehl: Just a nod.

22 Mr. Nelson: Yeah, the, uh, the, and they'll usually say, "Okay." Nod,
23 and "okay." It's the most common verbal response to, um, uh, if I ask
24 them, "Is everything alright? Do you need any extra help?"

In this interview excerpt, Mr. Nelson in lines 15 through 17 represents the act of
reading students' body language as a source of useful contextual cues, at least in his
perception, to determine the extent to which his students follow along with the intended
direction of the class. To the teacher, a nod or a look of confidence (referenced in lines
19-20) is, at times, enough to ensure the extent to which a student about whom he might
be concerned is on task and following along without significant problems. At other times,
the act of students laughing at Mr. Nelson's jokes is also a good indicator, at least to Mr.
Nelson, that they understand what he says.

Both respects are true in the interaction between the teacher and Daigo; as Mr.
Nelson teaches the word "exotic," I can see Daigo nod to suggest understanding, while
the teacher's extensions into jokes elicit laughter from the entire class. From my
perspective, the instances of students' laughter in PE1 observation #07 signal the

likelihood that the students are able to follow Mr. Nelson's utterances. Whether they truly
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understand or are merely familiar with their teacher's instructional practices to the extent
that they know when to laugh or otherwise react positively, what Mr. Nelson says during
my July 26 interview indicates that he actively listens to and focuses on his students'
responses and makes decisions about his discourse accordingly.

The extent to which Mr. Nelson takes or should take the meaning expressed in his
students' body language at face value is a question that requires further exploration, as
Denzin (1989) notes in his treatment of interview research that attitudinal responses are
illuminating but in and of themselves insufficient to a full understanding of one's
knowledge. Wortham et al.'s (2011) research also aligns with this need for critically
unpacking discrete utterances or actions, considering how interactants may shift in and
out of alignment with each other when responding to interactional moves. In fact, I will
present a more thorough treatment of power relations with respect to its influence on
interaction later in this chapter. For now, what is important here is that Mr. Nelson makes
judgments regarding the effectiveness of his instructional practices by, among other
things, reading his students and inductively interpreting what their body language is
intended to convey about their disposition in class.

The practice of using gestures is another use of resources similar to that for facial
expressions. The observation excerpt provided below contextualizes an episode in which
students are working on PowerPoint presentations they are scheduled to give to students
in another Practical English class. Earlier in the week, Mr. Nelson's sections shared class
time with sections belonging to another English teacher. Mr. Nelson's students had played

the role of the audience for the other teacher's students as they gave presentations about
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sightseeing in Japan. In turn, Mr. Nelson's students were scheduled to give a presentation
about Japanese music to those students in a future class. The interaction in which the shift
in the next excerpt takes place relates to reflections on the presentations they had seen. In
this excerpt, Mr. Nelson attempts to elicit a potential critique of presentations given by
groups of students, in which one student controls what PowerPoint slide is shown while
another student speaks.

PE1 observation #11 - 06/28/2019

Mr. Nelson: One of the most important parts that students often don't
do enough of is the practice. Like, if, if, uh, for example, um, did you
notice in, there was often one type of problem in [other teacher's]
class, the PowerPoint? Do you notice?

[silence; Koki makes gesture: tapping desk with finger]

Mr. Nelson: Yeah, what was, what was happening?

Koki: [e? — indication of surprise]

Mr. Nelson: What was the problem?

Koki: Timing?

10 Mr. Nelson: Timing. Yeah, timing was a problem. The person
11 changing the slide, they were always mismatching. That's something
12 you want to practice so it doesn't happen, so, you know what slide
13 you should be on. I'm glad I wasn't the only one who noticed.

O NN DN B~ W~
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When Mr. Nelson raises the class' awareness of a concern he noticed in the other
students' presentations, Koki gestures by tapping his desk with the finger as if to press a
key on a keyboard (line 5). Mr. Nelson notices this, believing that Koki understands his
question and has an answer. Here, the teacher demonstrates a responsivity to his students'
actions as well as utterances. When Mr. Nelson allows the interaction to be built on
Koki's tapping gesture, he signals to the rest of the class that verbal utterances can be
complemented, if not replaced altogether, with pragmatic and other resources in order to

contribute to interaction. While Chapter 4 establishes a degree of prescriptiveness Mr.
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Nelson has about the use of English in the classroom, the responsivity he shows in this
interaction communicates to Koki and to the rest of the class that non-verbal means of
communication are useful for dialogue, at least in this case.

He asks Koki in line 6, "What was happening?" This elicits a bit of surprise from
Koki — the "e?" is an interjection that a Japanese speaker makes when they are surprised
or confused. Aware of the possibility that Koki was confused, Mr. Nelson quickly
changes the question to "What was the problem?" This rewording proves more effective,
and Koki answers about "timing," referring to the need for the slide changes to be in sync
with the relevant parts of the speech.

Mr. Nelson's change of question from "What was happening?" to "What was the
problem?" indicates an assumption the teacher holds at the outset of the interaction and is
broken by the end of the interaction. I was able to ask Koki about the exchange shortly
after that.

PE1 observation #11 - 06/28/2019

Roehl: T have a question for you. So, they were talking about timing
of the PowerPoint, so the first thing he asks you, "What is
happening?" Then, the second time, he says, "What is the problem?"
So, [ano toki — in that time], your image was the, is the meaning
different?

Koki: Yeah. Uh, same.

Roehl: The same? Mm-hmm.

Koki: It's difficult to tell.

Roehl: Ah, I see. Well, the first question was "What is happening?"
What's your image of...?

Koki: [chotto — a little], a little different.

Roehl: A little different? Uh, [dou chigaimasu ka — how is it
different]?

Koki: "Happening" is...moments?

Roehl: Uh-huh.

Koki: [isshun — for a moment]

Roehl: Okay. Oh, okay. At one time.

Koki: One time. "Problem" is...
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19 Roehl: It's, like, over...
20 Koki: Over time.

In this case, Mr. Nelson's assumption was that the two words, "happening" and
"problem," are interchangeable. However, the word "happening" is a loanword in
Japanese and, to Koki, means something different in substance from the meaning as
understood by Koki for the word "problem." This highlights the dimensions of the
linguistic challenge that is overcome when Mr. Nelson rewords the question in a way that
Koki then understands.

Other challenges arising from differences in knowledge about language take the
form of explaining nuances or detailed actions. In one class session, Mr. Nelson plan is to
teach the students about the English words for flavors and textures of particular foods. At
the outset, the more familiar words (e.g., "spicy" and "sweet") come easy to the students,
but as the teacher tries to build interaction around arguably less commonly used concepts,
the students become more silent and unresponsive. As the teacher tries to build an
exchange around the word "umami," used in English and borrowed from Japanese, he
seems to have difficulty encouraging the students to build on a topic that he feels would
have been interesting to his students, and ends up lecturing more than having a more
engaged exchange with the students.

PE2 observation #08 - 06/24/2019

Mr. Nelson: Got the major ones. Ah, no, there's one. So, there's
actually a Japanese word to describe flavor that has become used all
around the world in cooking. In America, you can use this word with
the chefs. In France, you can use this word with the chefs. Japanese
word to describe food. Kanako?

Kanako: [silence] Umami.

Mr. Nelson: Yeah, umami. Umami is a Japanese word that is known
outside of Japan now. Umami to describe food. Um, the first time, the
first time I've heard this word, I was actually in America. Not the first
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10 time I heard this word. First time I heard this word outside of Japan, I
11 was back in America in a deli, and the, the shopkeeper was describing
12 cheese. I was looking at these different cheeses, and he started talking
13 about the umami of the cheeses. And I was saying, "Why do you
14 know that word?" And, "Oh, it's, everyone uses umami. It's a
15 Japanese word that means..." The closest thing, um, I think...[writes
16 on board] it's, in English, it's savory. And, um...[writes on board] the
17 flavor has a kind of deepness, like, full, deep, or we'd say depth of
18 flavor. Okay.

There is a pronounced silence after Mr. Nelson counts on Kanako to help him
with the answer he is looking for. As the students remain unresponsive, he builds an
extended monologue, searching for the right words that might elicit some nodding of
heads or utterances indicating interest, but the added input yields little success. Absent
his perception of confirmation that students are following him as he provides more
information, he seems compelled to move on to other concepts with which he might find
greater alignment with his students.

This highlights the importance of the shared space where there are multiple and
varied, but also mutually understood and accepted interaction affordances. Perhaps the
use of other modes of communication such as pictures or L1 usage would prompt a
greater alignment and engagement between the teacher and his students. In this case,
however, Mr. Nelson perceives that the best way to facilitate understanding and interest is
by sharing an anecdote about the use of the word "umami" in the United States. This
compels him to speak at length while waiting for some indication that students are
interested or that students, at minimum, understand what he is saying. In the end, students
remain silent and visual cues that indicate any response from the students remain few,

prompting the teacher to move on.
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In the face of this challenge, Mr. Nelson resorts to using facial expressions to
explain differences in the target vocabulary. In one instance, when exploring the
difference between "sour" and "tart," he makes two distinct facial expressions to compare
the intensity of lemons, which are particularly sour and might make one pucker their lips
uncomfortably, to that of a food that is tart, which he represents as less intense and more
pleasant through the facial reaction he makes. As he gives more contextual cues, more
students nod their heads and make verbal utterances indicating their understanding, at
least to a greater extent than they did during Mr. Nelson's prolonged speech, which
employed fewer interactional resources from which students could draw meaning.

When the lesson shifts to English words that describe texture, Mr. Nelson
combines the use of facial expressions to describe "chewy" with his board work to
explain the texture of kon'nyaku, an edible plant-based food common in Japanese culture.
In addition, Mr. Nelson provides two distinct analogies to describe kon'nyaku in a way
that appears easy for the students to understand, judging from their responses.

PE2 observation #08 - 06/24/2019

1 Mr. Nelson: The other food is the opposite. It's not [neba neba —
2 sticky], it's definitely more, more firm. Not hard, but firm.

3 Students: [silence]

4  Mr. Nelson: It's...about the...the color of Takeru's shirt. Hm?

5 Keisuke: [kon'nyaku]?

6 Mr. Nelson: Kon'nyaku! Yes! Ooh, no, thank you, I don't like
7 kon'nyaku because...can you think of a word for the texture of
8  kon'nyaku?

9 Keisuke: [zeri —jelly]?

10 Mr. Nelson: Ah, jelly. Um...[writes on board] "gelatinous."
11 Gelatinous, you know the..[nom nom sound], kind of...but,
12 gelatinous is a little bit softer, I think. kon'nyaku is a little more firm.
13 And you have to [facial expression: chewing]...what is this action
14 called? You must...your food.

15 Takeru: Bite?
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16 Mr. Nelson: Bite after, you bite it, and then you, so, biting is...[facial
17 expression: biting], that. And then you [facial expression: chewing]...
18 Risako: Chew? Chew?

19 Mr. Nelson: Chew! Yeah, like...[facial expression: chewing] and you
20 can take the word "chew" and add what? Add a "y" and it becomes
21 "chewy," you have chewy food. I think...and for me, I take it a step
22 further. I think...[writes on board] kon'nyaku is rubbery. Rubbery.
22 I'm, it's like I'm eating a bicycle tire. [facial expression: biting] [nom
23 nom sound]

24 Students: [laughs]

25 Mr. Nelson: No, thank you, I don't want to eat bicycle tire.

First, Mr. Nelson presents the food he tries to elicit as the opposite of another
Japanese food, natto, which is sticky and is not as firm as kon'nyaku (lines 1-2). Here, the
teacher assumes that posing the two pieces of food as opposites, as well as using two
Japanese foods as examples, will allow him to elicit the correct answer from his students.
However, he appears to interpret the lack of a response from students in line 3 as
indication that they do not understand what he is asking them to say, prompting a shift to
other cues that might provide a more positive result. He provides a hint in line 4 by
pointing to Takeru's t-shirt, which happens to be gray, the same color as kon'nyaku. To
the teacher, this is more successful, as Keisuke responds with the food he is trying to
elicit.

The use of facial expressions (e.g., lines 13 and 17) in this part of the class is
apparently helpful, as evidenced by the responses that Mr. Nelson elicits from Takeru and
Risako (lines 15 and 18, respectively). Moreover, Mr. Nelson perceives other means to
explain kon'nyaku in a useful manner. If the demonstration of the word "chewy" through

facial expressions is insufficient, likening the texture of kon'nyaku to that of a bicycle tire
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(line 23) may prove more effective, judging from the students' laughter that Mr. Nelson
elicits from making the comparison.

Tomoko, in her interview, said that the teacher provides a lot of information to
explain lexicon, and that is apparent in Mr. Nelson's use of analogies in the above
excerpt. In a number of other interviews, students mention Mr. Nelson's use of non-verbal
resources to scaffold meaning. When talking about how Mr. Nelson teaches, Sena
particularly mentions teaching of the word "tart," talking about facial expressions in
conjunction with other means of understanding such as examples and explanations.

Student interview #06 - 06/26/2019

1 Roehl: So, you said you understand "tart" because of [Mr. Nelson],
2 and it's only because of his explanation.

3 Sena: Yes.

4 Roehl: Did he do anything in class to make it easy to understand

5 besides using words?

6  Sena: He explained this word by...giving example.

7  Roehl: Mm.

8 Sena: For example, cranberry, [aserora — acerola cherry].

9 Roehl: Okay.

10 Sena: And his facial expression is very easy understand.
11 Roehl: I see. I see. Um, why is it easy to understand?
12 Sena: [laughs] His facial expression is very, um, too, too much.

As indicated in line 10, Sena draws meaning from Mr. Nelson's facial expressions.
However, other cues such as examples like in line 8 (i.e., cranberries and acerola cherries
as examples of tart fruits) further cement Sena's understanding of the word. Just as Bao
Ha and Wanphet (2016) emphasize in their treatment of written instructions, multiple
modes of communication work in tandem to reinforce meaning to an extent that one

mode alone (e.g., either spoken language or facial expressions exclusively) may not.

Where Aronin and Singleton (2012) assert that multilingualism is a natural state, the
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above excerpt and similar stated perspectives by students reify that multimodality is
similarly a welcome disposition in interaction with others.
L1 usage

In those interviews, however, the students make little mention of Japanese usage
on Mr. Nelson's part. In fact, in a number of interviews, students express an implied
understanding within the class that the teacher discourages Japanese usage over English
usage. There are some exceptions to this unstated policy — students make small talk in
Japanese before class and in between class activities, for example. In one class session,
Mr. Nelson also presented one information gap activity that required students to explain
differences in Japanese phrases in English; in explaining the activity, the teacher presents
himself as begrudgingly allowing the use of Japanese when necessary. Otherwise, Mr.
Nelson almost never employs the use of Japanese in his own teaching practices. As
mentioned in Chapter 4, the teacher makes it clear in one of our interviews that he
discourages the use of Japanese as a resource on which his students can rely on during
classroom discourse.

Returning to the visualization provided in Figure 6-2, Mr. Nelson's perception of
what interactional resources to employ is informed by different rationales. First,
determining what resources can be used stems from the environment in which students
might use "Practical English." Lines 4-5 establish the perceived target situation that
students would use English in a place such as New Zealand or South Africa. It is
understood through this context that the teacher perceives that the students are capable of

speaking in Japanese but the person they are speaking to are not, meaning that there is no
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mutual availability of Japanese as an interactional resource. Students may then resort to
using electronic dictionaries (lines 8-12), but such use in a real-time interaction is, in Mr.
Nelson's view, "annoying." In this case, students may have dictionaries available to them,
but the teacher represents the notion that there is a lack of mutual acceptance about their
usage in at least some situations (lines 11-12).

From the outset, Mr. Nelson provides the bounds for an approach to task-based
language teaching that discourages certain available resources within classroom activities
in favor of other affordances or strategies that help to mediate meaning (e.g., description
of objects by shape or function, as expressed in lines 19-20). Despite the contemporary
literature moving toward the use of students' L1 to supplement the classroom's
meaning-making processes and provide agency to language learners (Choi & Leung,
2017; Darmi et al., 2018), Mr. Nelson asserts that other mediational strategies will prove
useful in situations where some resources may be unacceptable. In doing so, Mr. Nelson
expresses a desire to create a classroom environment where students can rely on whatever
interactional resources are available to them, provided that students employ those
resources before those resources he considers less acceptable in the world that use
"practical English."

Building on this, the classroom not only has policies that restrict L1 usage, but
also L2 usage in the perceived sense that interaction may be too simplified. Chapter 5
mentions Mr. Nelson's "question of the day" activity, where he writes a question on the
board and students have to ask the question to their classmates and line up at the front of

the room according to a particular order. This allows the teacher to divide students into
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pairs or groups in a somewhat random manner. In the July 19th PE1 class, close to the
end of the semester, Mr. Nelson's question of the day is "Where will you go for summer
vacation?" In this activity, he asks students to line up in terms of how far away from the
university campus they are going for the summer. Before he lets the students speak with
each other and line up in front of the room, he has some instructions about what language
to use.

PE1 observation #20 - 07/19/2019

Mr. Nelson: So, close to [university], far away from [university]. And
if you're not sure, you're thinking, "Eh, Gunma and Hamamatsu,
which is...?" If you're not sure, about, about is okay. Like, Nagano
versus Tochigi, which is farther...? You're not sure, about. Alright?
Last one, so, don't be lazy and use Japanese or don't be lazy and just
be, like, "Hi, I'm Nagano, Nagano, Nagano here." Don't do that.
Stand up, go.

NN kW~

Lines 5-7 stand out for the teacher's "don't be lazy" remarks, in which laziness is
characterized as using Japanese or using simple English that students might use to get
through the activity as quickly as possible without any deeper interaction. The
implication here is that the students in class should participate in the speaking activity by
using full sentences in English, or at least a degree of English that resembles small talk
that has some extent of accuracy and completeness. The students acknowledge and
validate this belief, as evidenced in a number of interviews with students, particular one
with two PE2 students early in the observation period. Their perspectives about how they
should use English in class reflects Mr. Nelson's sentiment about oversimplified English.

Student interview #02 - 06/10/2019

1 Keisuke: I think I should speak more accurate, accurately.
2 Roehl: Ah. If Mr. Nelson is here, be more accurate?
3 Keisuke and Nanako: [laughs]
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4 Nanako: If T ask Mr. Nelson someone, something, I speak more
5 accurately. But in, in between friends, I speak more casual.

Both students agree with each other that there is a requirement for students, when
using English, to communicate in a manner that is not too casual or too simplified. These
perspectives highlight what interactional resources are available but not acceptable by the
teacher. In one particular episode involving an instructional shift, Mr. Nelson seems to
reinforce this belief when checking answers from a reading exercise with his PE2
students. The teacher typically sets aside Wednesday PE classes for reading activities,
which involve the use of a textbook with a reading passage and a number of associated
tasks, including a exercise asking students to match vocabulary words with their English
definitions. In the next excerpt of the July 7th PE2 class, Mr. Nelson asks Kenta to match
the first lexis with the correct meaning. Here, the teacher responds to Kenta's answer,
guiding him to what should be the "appropriate" way to answer.

PE2 observation #11 - 07/03/2019

1 Mr. Nelson: Okay. Let's go over...okay, number one. Um, so, the first
2 vocabulary word 1is "domesticated." Um, Kenta, what does
3 "domesticated" mean? "Sugar cane was..."

4  Kenta: Two.

5 Mr. Nelson: Sugar cane was...two. I don't understand. Sugar cane
6  was...two. [silence] Sugar cane was two? Two?

7  Kenta: Ah. "...cultivated in order to eat it."

8  Mr. Nelson: Ah, I see! Okay! I didn't understand you. "...cultivated
9 in order to eat it." Uh, yeah, "domesticated" is, um, basically,

10 modified or brought about to, uh, be grown or made or used by
11 others. So, taking something that's wild by making it, uh, usable or,
12 um, something, not created, but grown by humans.

In the textbook, each vocabulary word has a blank next to it, requiring students to

fill in the number of the correct English definition. Thus, when Mr. Nelson asks Kenta in

lines 1-3 for the definition of "domesticated," Kenta responds by saying "two," which is
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the number for the correct answer. However, this is not acceptable with Mr. Nelson's
insistence that students avoid oversimplified English. Rather than saying so directly, Mr.
Nelson takes the opportunity to make it an amusing moment by playing with Kenta's
answer in lines 5-6. There is an awkward and rather lengthy silence from the students as
Mr. Nelson waits for Kenta to understand what the teacher requires. Ultimately, Kenta
realizes what he needed to say in the first place, and reads the definition from the
textbook in line 7.

Here, the teacher shifts his interactional practices to elicit a shift from the students
that is intended to align the class to his policies on interactional resources, further
highlighting how the teacher employs interactional shifts along the lines of what
resources are mutually acceptable as well as understood. Rather than explicitly saying so,
however, Mr. Nelson attempts to convey his beliefs in something intended to be
humorous, or to at least give the indication that the initial utterance is peculiar. Put
another way, he is trying to express to his students that they should recast their utterances
in a more "acceptable" fashion, perhaps in a "native-like" fashion that is reflected in the
next subsection.

L2 models

The multimodality of interactional resources also speaks to the need for
resourcefulness in order for a teacher to shift instructional practices. The excerpt below
illustrates that, during the time that I am a presence in the classroom, Mr. Nelson
perceives a creative opportunity to facilitate understanding within the classroom. After

one discussion activity, Mr. Nelson asks students to report their answers to prompts about
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customs and traditions that currently exist or have disappeared in Japan. Mr. Nelson
wants to model the sort of spoken output he is looking for, but is at a loss of words in
identifying something in American culture that has disappeared. As a result, he asks me
while I am seated among the students.

PE1 observation #05 - 06/17/2019

Mr. Nelson: Roehl, I don't know, in America, what's disappeared
that's culturally relevant?

Roehl: Um...people wearing hats, I think they don't wear hats. They
wear, you know, I think people wear baseball caps but, you know,
they used to have these top hats that, you know, back in, 40 years ago,
50 years ago...

Mr. Nelson: Yeah, if you look at old pictures, men wore hats and
women wore hats. Now, no one wears hats. Hat wearing is...

Roehl: Fashion has changed in 50 years.

10 Mr. Nelson: You still wear a hat sometimes.

11 Roehl: Yeah, yeah, I was, like, [ was in a men's store, and there was
12 this, you know, I got to get that, okay.

13 Mr. Nelson: I have one in my office.

14 Roehl: I think I've seen it.
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In this example, Mr. Nelson asks me to respond to a textbook discussion prompt
in order to extend the interaction in a way that might provoke some more detailed
dialogue or engagement from students. In doing so, he asks me to model the sort of
interaction he is seeking with his students in the whole class dialogue. My answer about
hats prompts some nodding among students, indicating their understanding.

I use this excerpt here to highlight a principle in the teacher's instructional
practices relating to the use of affordances as they become available to his classroom and
as challenges arise. The challenge in this case is not lexical or grammatical but topical in
nature, and in trying to identify some topical answer that might draw responses of interest

or relevance from the students, he relies on me as a resource to foster a more positive
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learning outcome. I am not a permanent presence in his classroom and, thus, not a
resource that he can always rely on. However, what is important here is the
demonstration of a pedagogical approach that seeks out affordances as necessary to
negotiate challenges or opportunities that arise within the classroom.

There is a caveat to the use of interactional resources in this way, as it validates
L1 English norms, specifically a way of speaking or acting that the teacher recommends,
whether implicitly or otherwise, that his students emulate. This sort of modeling, which
the teacher may see as useful in having students align with his goals for target language
use, arguably has a potential effect on the power dynamics between teacher and student.
In particular, my presence in the classroom, as well as Mr. Nelson's use of my presence to
demonstrate English interaction for his students' benefit, may end up validating
interactional resources that his students may not have.

The effects of this is discussed in a later subsection. For now, what I have posited
here is that the flexibility of the teacher to shift instructional practices is a function of the
range of interactional resources that the teacher perceives to be available by way of his
students' understanding and effective for classroom interaction, provided such resources
are in keeping with Mr. Nelson's beliefs regarding what is acceptable language usage.
Moreover, the use of various interaction resources and employment of instructional shifts,
as observed through this research, extends beyond the negotiation of classroom
challenges and into perceived opportunities for language learning, as explored in the next

subsection.
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Perception of opportunities

When Engin (2017) addresses dialogic interaction, she does so to problematize a
lack of classroom dialogue arising from challenges in classroom interaction. Thus far, I
have argued that a teacher can employ instructional shifts in order to negotiate those
challenges in attempts to make classroom interaction more robust and comprehensive.
However, the data analysis suggests that the teacher shifts practices for other purposes
besides negotiating problems that arise in interaction. Indeed, various episodes explored
here show Mr. Nelson tendency to shift practices in order to take advantage of perceived
opportunities.

As Table 6-1 shows, instructional shifts arise from perception of opportunities as
well as that of challenges. That said, the initial coding scheme, relying primarily on
Engin's (2017) problematization of challenges in dialogic interaction, did not adequately
account for positive developments where no significant challenge exists or can be
identified. To account for this absence of theoretical coherence, I began to identify
episodes of instructional shifts pursuing perceived opportunities based on whether the
teacher has overtly noted an opportunity during classroom interaction. For example,
when previewing the theme of the students' reading in one particular class (i.e., excessive
use of sugar in food), Mr. Nelson says "I just thought of this now" before reminding
students of a previous anecdote he had told about Japanese sweets.

Based on this, I set aside the 5000 space in the coding scheme for identifying
where Mr. Nelson perceives such opportunities. The codes in this space initially reflected

Engin's understanding of challenges based on topic knowledge, content knowledge, and
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academic expectations. In some instances, especially in the example provided above, Mr.
Nelson employs humor or engages in behaviors that seek out a connection with his
students. As these occur during moments where I perceive Mr. Nelson to be taking
advantage of an opportunity to build engagement within the classroom, I set aside the
5200 space to code for opportunities to build rapport. As neither Engin nor Goldenberg
(1992) directly address rapport within the context of dialogic interaction, this
development of the coding scheme required a new addition to the theoretical lens. |
perceived Goldenberg's criterion for fostering a "challenging, but nonthreatening,
atmosphere" within the classroom as a starting point for identifying where opportunities
lie in establishing a stronger connection with students.

In pursuing this narrative, I added code 5202 (references something about
student), code 5203 (personal anecdote), code 5204 (validates student output), and code
5205 (talking freely) to account for Mr. Nelson's actions that I feel he employs to foster
rapport within the classroom. In conjunction with shifts that take advantage of
opportunities through various interactional resources, these actions provide evidence of
the teacher's awareness of opportunities to build dialogue and form the basis of the
discussion in this subsection. A more expansive discussion of how Mr. Nelson engages in
instructional shifts to build rapport is also explored in the subsection regarding dialogue
across power dynamics.

Use of familiar knowledge
One of Mr. Nelson's class sessions focuses on another reading activity about

music around the world, specifically using the bagpipes and the steel drums. The
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textbook the students use provide contextual through photographs depict each instrument
are clear enough to give them a sense of the topic they are about to read. One page shows
a picture of a man playing bagpipes in front of a Scottish castle, while the next page has a
picture of steel drums. This display satisfies (at least, in part) Goldenberg's (1992)
criterion for providing students with resources that may be familiar to students. At
minimum, the students do not indicate any confusion about the topic about which they
are to read. Indeed, the textbook that is used in class typically provides some degree of
topical knowledge and cues about a given topic before students engage in the textbook's
reading or listening activities. Put simply, there appears to be no great challenge relating
to language or topical knowledge that might impede the flow of interaction.

That said, Mr. Nelson seems to recognize that more context is better than less.
Asking for a show of hands from students who have heard the bagpipes before, the
teacher finds that few express even a casual familiarity with bagpipe music. Even after
previewing the topic by showing the pictures, the teacher senses that providing more
context might be useful to engaging his students' interest. As such, having a smartphone
at his disposal, he makes use of the audio equipment in the classroom to play YouTube
videos of each instrument to give students an idea of what it sounds like, something that
would not be possible simply from looking at pictures in a textbook. The playback of a
video featuring music played on bagpipes generates some utterances of interest from the
students, as if the sort of music is largely unfamiliar to them, while the music with the

steel drums is pleasant and has some students nodding their heads to the rhythm.
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When I asked him about it during class, he said that he had not planned to play

any videos at the time, but had a feeling in the moment that it would be useful.

PE1 observation #12 - 07/01/2019

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
1

Roehl: So, what brought up the idea?

Mr. Nelson: Uh, well, mostly because I...I had no idea when I asked
the students if they'd ever heard bagpipes before or not. I had no idea
how many students would raise their hand [about knowing about the
two instruments] and so few raised their hand. [...] [A]nd I wasn't
even, [ wasn't even planning to play music originally. Although this
was, I should have because it makes sense. Like, when you, I mean,
for the same reason I make them play music examples for their
presentation. [...] [ mean, here, it's a section in the textbook about

0 music, so it makes sense to play some.

Since it is apparent that the students are not familiar with either the bagpipes or

the steel drum, the teacher appears in that moment to have determined that

comprehension or interest would be less likely without playing the appropriate music in

class. However, Mr. Nelson said in a later interview that he believes the playback of

music in a reading activity about music presented a good opportunity to expose students

to useful context about the topic. In outlining his thinking in the next interview excerpt,

he provides some dimension for a rationale behind changing his instructional practices.

Teacher interview #05 - 07/19/2019
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Roehl: Um, was it something that you noticed in, among the students
or...?

Mr. Nelson: Um, I noticed it because I asked in that, I actually made a
point of asking who's heard the bagpipes, who's heard the steel
drums? And when one person raised their hand, I'm like, "Oh, no, you
can't read about a musical instrument and have any idea what it
sounds like. Here, I got to play this."

Roehl: I see, I see.

Mr. Nelson: That's because I surveyed them. Like...

Roehl: Okay. So, it sounds like you try to figure out different ways of
trying to gauge where they are, how much they understand.

Mr. Nelson: Yeah, um, a lot of things I do in class, I've done before,
so, I have some idea of their effectiveness.
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14 Roehl: Yeah.

15 Mr. Nelson: And sometimes, I'll have an inspiration to try something
16 new, and it may or may not work. Sometimes, it works great and it
17 becomes a standard.

The first of two takeaways to be drawn from Mr. Nelson's last remark in the
above interview excerpt indicates that "inspiration" (line 15) prompts him to try new
things and assess their effectiveness, while not being able to fully predict the outcome
before he adopts and employs new or different practices. This belief largely aligns with
Arnett's (1992) treatment of Anderson's (1991) framework for dialogue as applied to
educational contexts. Among other qualities, the teacher's instructional shift here
demonstrates a willingness to consider unanticipated consequences, an acknowledgment
of one's own vulnerability, and reflections on mutual implication (i.e., the evolving
understanding among interactants of how they encounter dialogue as it takes place).

In this case, Mr. Nelson is in dialogue with his students when they indicate
through a show of hands that few in the class have ever heard bagpipes or steel drums. In
the face of this unanticipated result, the teacher shifts his plans for the class, connecting
his mobile phone to the speakers and playing the music for the students, predicting that
the class might be interested while not knowing for sure how students would respond.
This sense of vulnerability is present in shifts employed because of what Mr. Nelson
considers "inspiration" to try new things without knowing the outcome until it is fully
realized (hence mutual implication when the teacher reflects on what transpires after
executing a new and unfamiliar practice).

Second, and more importantly, Mr. Nelson contextualizes the act of changing

instructional practices in the presence of inspiration (lines 16-17), which suggests that
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instructional practices do not change just because of problematic situations but also
because of opportunities to improve learning outcomes and pedagogy. Here, I
differentiate opportunity from challenge in that, in situations where the former is present,
there is no perception that the classroom interaction is broken or missing an essential
aspect of knowledge, without which learning is less likely to take place. At times when
Mr. Nelson or his students do not encounter significant challenges such as those defined
by Engin (2017), the class can still move forward with the teacher's objectives, but as the
teacher becomes aware of possible ways to build more productive and more effective
classroom interaction, the class can also benefit from instructional shifts.

Opportunities for student contributions

Suggested here is that, in shifts built on opportunities, an interesting remark or a
positive development, rather than a mistake, can prompt Mr. Nelson to adjust his
practices. In another reading lesson about the cowboy lifestyle in the Americas, the
teacher has the students discuss their answers with each other before he gives the correct
answers in a whole class dialogue. In one of the reading activities, students have to
decide whether each of a series of statements is true or false, at least according to the
assigned reading passage. One such statement relates to whether the cowboys in the
reading passage eat a healthy diet. The text itself reads that the cowboys in question live
on potatoes, pancakes, and hamburgers. The textbook's answer key, according to Mr.
Nelson, reads that the statement is false. However, as he listens to students check their
answers with each other, he hears something interesting and thinks it is a good

opportunity to share it with the class.
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PE1 observation #10 - 06/24/2019

Mr. Nelson: Um, "Tyrell and his brother ate a healthy diet," true or
false? Okay, so, Toru brought up a really interesting point to
challenge this question. So, please tell everyone what you told me.
Toru: Yeah, this question, we answered, uh, how we think Tyrell's diet
is healthy. So, you know, um, for our, for us, uh, his diet is not
healthy, but for American, his diet is maybe healthy because there is
no sugar, so, what should we answer?

Mr. Nelson: So, yeah, it's a little subjective. Do we interpret this as
healthy or unhealthy? Well, what do they eat? What was the diet? Do
10 you remember?

11 Student 1: Pancakes, potatoes, hamburgers...

12 Mr. Nelson: So, ham--pancakes and...?

13 Student 1: Potatoes.

14 Mr. Nelson: Potatoes and...?

15 Student 1: Hamburgers.

16 Mr. Nelson: Hamburgers. Yeah, hamburgers, potatoes, pancakes.
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In Chapter 4, I established how Mr. Nelson wants his students to question what is
presented in the textbook if it raises concerns for them. When recalling to the rest of the
class what Toru said while checking his answers with his partner, he validates what he
sees is a key disposition (i.e., being able to support one's answer through reasoning or
evidence) that he is looking for in his students. In this case, Toru believes the answer
might be true if the reading is taken in the context of what he perceives is an American
lifestyle that he considers as involving more consumption of food than he would consider
from his own perspective. Moreover, the cowboy lifestyle of having hamburgers and
potatoes does not appear to also involve sweets. From Toru's perspective, he has reason to
question whether the diet described in the text is really unhealthy.

Overhearing this while monitoring pair discussions and now eliciting the same in
front of the whole class, Mr. Nelson uses this opportunity to take time away from the

simple checking of answers to unpack why the textbook's answer of false might be
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correct as well as why Toru might also be justified in exploring why the statement might
be true (lines 2-7). Using his exchange with Toru, he then asks the class what evidence is
in the reading passage to indicate that the cowboy diet is unhealthy, to which one student
calls out the three foods mentioned in the text (line 11). In the next passage, the teacher
then explores why eating hamburgers, potatoes, and pancakes is not a healthy lifestyle
choice by asking what is not stated to be in the cowboy diet.

PE1 observation #10 - 06/24/2019

1 Mr. Nelson: So, what I think, Toru, you're right, it's possible you
2 could say that this, you know, how much they were eating and...we
3 don't know, but what's missing? If you eat potatoes, pancakes, and
4 hamburgers, what's missing?

5  Student 2: Vegetables.

6  Mr. Nelson: Vegetables and...?

7  Student 3: Fish.

8  Mr. Nelson: Uh, fish, or...? Vegetables...what's similar to vegetables?
9  Student 4: Fruits.

10 Mr. Nelson: Yeah, fruits, okay. Sweet. Yeah, so, fruits,
11 vegetables...so, yeah, so, like...

12 Toru: Hamburger has...

13 Students: [laughs]

14 Mr. Nelson: [laughs] Yeah, maybe there is onion and piman in the
15 hamburger, but, yeah, the lack of vegetables and fruits and any kind
16 of balance to the diet, that's probably, I think the book is expecting
17 you to say false. Like, it's not a very healthy diet to eat the same stuff
18 everyday. I think that's, it's generally unhealthy to eat the same thing
19 again and again, day after day, especially if you're not getting
20 vitamins, nutrients from vegetables and fruits. But it's a good point,
21 maybe, I don't know, maybe, it's, some people might interpret that to
22 be healthy. Hamburgers which is protein and you got pancakes which
23 is, which is, uh, carbohydrates, and, and fills you up, and potatoes is,
24 uh, starch and, and there are vitamins in potatoes, too. So, yeah,
25 maybe, maybe.

The initial exchange between Mr. Nelson, Toru, and another student provides the
opportunity, facilitated by the teacher, to involve other students into the interaction about

what does and does not constitute a healthy diet, both from the perspectives of those in
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the reading passage and of those in the classroom. Mr. Nelson's question in lines 3 and 4
about what food is "missing" when one eats hamburgers allows other students to call out
possible ideas.

If Mr. Nelson does not overhear Toru's discussion with his partner, it is less likely
that the teacher would have engaged in this relatively detailed unpacking of the textbook
answer and the rationale behind it. At a surface understanding of the reading, eliciting the
foods that the cowboys in the passage eat carries an unstated assumption that eating
hamburgers is unhealthy, and therefore the statement that it is a healthy diet is false. Yet,
taking advantage of the opportunity does raise the chance to explain why it might be
more unhealthy than otherwise. One reason, among others, is one that Mr. Nelson elicits
from students, in that the cowboy diet lacks fruits and vegetables. This exploration of the
assumptions made in the text allows for some interaction to take place, followed by some
direct teaching, all of which is built on something that Mr. Nelson notices and utilizes for
a more dynamic teaching practice.

As mentioned in Chapter 3, I define the instructional shift as the teacher having an
impression about something while in dialogue with the class and making an informed, if
not perfectly informed, response. In the case of instructional shifts stemming from
linguistic challenges, the event that may prompt a mediational response from the teacher
may be a mistake that a student makes with grammar or vocabulary, prompting the
teacher to engage in repair strategies. In a number of cases such as in the episode
presented above, however, Mr. Nelson takes advantage of a development in classroom

interaction that needs no repair but could be useful if it is pointed out.
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Building on the previous strand where the teacher relies on me as an interaction

affordance, Mr. Nelson devotes one class session to the appropriate use of English

nNg M n

articles (i.e., "a," "an," and "the"), a potentially challenging subject for L1 Japanese
learners of English as there is no exact equivalent in Japanese. Mr. Nelson's board work,
depicted in Figure 6-4, consists of example sentences, each using a particular article with
a distinct rationale for its usage (at least from Mr. Nelson's perception). The first pair of
sentences about a dog is straightforward relative to the next sentence about watching
"the" movie. The stated reason for using the word "the" in this context is that the
interactants involved in the example exchange know the movie that is the focus of the
conversation. Establishing to the students that the sentence belongs within the context of

a dialogue is important. With me in the room, Mr. Nelson perceives an opportunity to

provide the necessary contextual cues to the students.
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Figure 6-4 — Mr. Nelson's board work for the class session on English articles.

As a result, Mr. Nelson uses this opportunity to "talk" with me in front of the
entire class in order to provide the necessary context.

PE2 observation #17 - 07/19/2019

1 Mr. Nelson: Okay, I have three, uh, sentences, sentences here and two
2 questions. The first set is over here, the story, "Yesterday, [ met a dog.
3 A dog followed me home." Question, how many dogs are in this

4  story? Next one. "Hey, Roehl, I saw the movie last night."

5 Roehl: Oh, really? That's great!

6  Mr. Nelson: Yay!

7  Roehl: Wonderful!

8  Mr. Nelson: Question...

9  Students: [laughs]

10 Mr. Nelson: ...why did I use "the" here?

In this example, Mr. Nelson seems to attempt to take advantage of an opportunity

provided by my being in the classroom. After presenting all the question to the class for
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pair discussion and posing some additional questions, the teacher is able to elicit a
student's answer that is sufficient enough to detail why each of the example sentences use
a definite or indefinite article.

PE2 observation #17 - 07/19/2019

Mr. Nelson: Um, "Hey, Roehl, I saw the movie last night." Why use
"the"? It's not, it's first mention, right? It's not, uh, I didn't say, "I saw,
I went to a movie last night. I saw the movie, blah blah blah." It's first
mention, so, why would I use "the"? The group of three, you have
three brains, so maybe you have a good answer. Why did I use "the"?

Student: I think Roehl and Mr. Nelson thought same.

Mr. Nelson: Yeah, thought about the same movie, right? So, maybe,
maybe we talked, uh, maybe we talked about a movie yesterday or
9 maybe we've been talking a lot, "Yeah, I really want to go see this
10 movie." So, "the" movie means...[writes on board] that it's a known
11 movie, it's implied that, if I say that Roehl's going to know what
12 movie I'm talking about. Good.
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The student's contribution to the classroom interaction is fairly minimal compared
to the Mr. Nelson's direct teaching, but the student's utterance appears to be enough for
the teacher to make a judgment that at least some of the students in the class perceive the
purpose of the article "the" in the example sentence given, thanks in part to the context
that there are two speakers in the example.

Connection with students

The episodes presented thus far primarily frame instructional shifts as a means for
fostering mutual understanding with students. However, returning to the June 21st whole
class activity discussing weekend plans using the "will have done" grammar, the purpose
of the instructional shift observed in the next exchange indicates that the search for
rapport is also a goal of shifting instructional practices.

PEI observation #11 - 06/21/2019
1 Mr. Nelson: Um, Tomoko, what will you have done by Monday?
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Tomoko: I will make, I will eat chestnuts. Chestnuts.

Mr. Nelson: Chestnuts. [laughs] So, I will, I will...I will...T will...
Tomoko: Have eaten.

Mr. Nelson: Yes, have eaten. Thank you. I will have eaten, thank you.
I will have eaten chestnuts. Okay, you know what chestnuts are?
Student: Chestnuts?

Mr. Nelson: Typically, in Japan, uh, you, you find chestnuts in, you
use the French word in Japan. Which is...? The chestnut in Japan,
what word do you use? What is chestnut in Japanese?

Student: [kuri]

Mr. Nelson: [kuri]? Ah. [kuri], I was thinking of [maron].

Students: [aa]

Mr. Nelson: But I got...are [maron] and [kuri] different or the same?
Students: Same.

Mr. Nelson: Same, okay. Yeah, like, the [monburan] is like [maron]
or, like, [maron sweets]. Uh, the chestnut in English. Why? Why do
you like chestnuts so much?

Tomoko: I like [inaudible] very much.

Mr. Nelson: Do you eat chestnut sweets too?

Tomoko: [aa, monburan]

Mr. Nelson: [monburan], secret. Do you know, do you know the
second ground behind [name of lecture hall]? The sports field? Okay.
If you go behind [name of lecture hall], there's a path to the forest,
and then there's a path down to this big area of mansions. It's like
[name of place], very creepy place. Very, very strange place. But, in
that mansion area, there is a famous [monburan] sweets shop.
Students: [ee]

Mr. Nelson: So, very, it's very good. It's very good. You can, so, you
just walk behind [name of lecture hall]. It's a little bit far, maybe
fifteen, fifteen minute walk. About fifteen minute walk, but...
Students: [ee]

Mr. Nelson: Secret [monburan] restaurant behind [name of lecture
hall].

The first part of this episode highlights a simple repair move to have Tomoko use

the target language that the class has been practicing in this session. After repeating the

words "I will..

.""a number of times (line 3), Mr. Nelson elicits Tomoko's answer with the

desired form. Using chestnuts as a topic, the teacher then follows up with Tomoko about

why she likes chestnuts. Though this interaction can already be deemed a success, Mr.
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Nelson sees an opportunity to build on the dialogue beyond a simple question-and-answer
exchange.

He then shares an anecdote with the class about a particular shop near campus
whose specialty is sweets that include chestnuts. He calls it "secret" (line 22), and it is
apparent that students are unfamiliar with the shop, judging from the audible utterances
of interest. The brief detour from the use of the target grammar does not come with an
assessment of the students' understanding of his anecdote; it is apparent in this episode
that Mr. Nelson includes this piece of connected discourse to achieve an end that has no
direct effect on the language learning within the classroom. Using Gee's (2011)
"Identities Building Tool," Mr. Nelson appears to share this information as a way to add
dimension to his identity that transcends that of an English teacher or an L1 English
speaker. In taking the opportunity to mention the shop near the campus, he is establishing
that he is of the larger university culture, just as his students are, rather than a separate
entity devoted strictly to English teaching. In other words, this particular sort of speech
act has the effect of closing any potential cultural distance between him and his students
by establishing a common identity.

More immediately, the "aside," as Mr. Nelson calls it in a later interview, is a
means to establish a connection with his students. His tendency to tell jokes in class
allows him to judge the extent to which he and his students have rapport with each other.
Asides or anecdotes, then, are additional tools such as telling jokes to establish a
nonthreatening classroom environment that is comfortable not only to the students but to

the teacher as well.
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Teacher interview #06 - 07/19/2019
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Mr. Nelson: [T]o put a stupid measurement on it, [the students in the
PEI class] laugh at my [oyaji gags — similar to "dad jokes"] more.
Roehl: [...] You say the students laugh, those particular students
laugh at your jokes more?

Mr. Nelson: Yeah, I think that the give-and-take is more common
between me and them in that class than in the other class. The other
class seems to all really get along well with each other. [...] I haven't
figured out a formula to make it happen all, every year, perfectly.
Individual personalities are always going to play in it somehow.
Roehl: So, there's more give-and-take with one particular set of
students, what does that mean for your teaching?

Mr. Nelson: I'm looser.

Roehl: Okay.

Mr. Nelson: Um, I, I feel more comfortable doing asides if I think
something is relevant, but, uh, but not the immediate focus and what
that means is, like, if I do an aside with one class, I'll feel more likely
to, to pay attention and be into that aside, whereas the other class will
be kind of; like, "Okay, I guess they're losing their attention."

Roehl: Sure. Um, that seems to me more of a rapport-building
exercise.

Mr. Nelson: Yeah.

The concept of classroom rapport has long been an intuitively accepted and

essential element to pedagogy, as least as long as Verner and Dickinson (1967) first

critiqued lecture teaching as impersonal and incompatible with the growing diversity of

learners in formal education. However, recent literature on the subject has also associated

pedagogical practices that aim to build rapport with positive learning outcomes (Arghode

et al., 2017; Estepp & Roberts, 2015). In looking for opportunities to build rapport with

his students, Mr. Nelson seeks to foster an environment that allows him to be "looser"

and allows students to feel comfortable with the practice of English in his classroom.

As Mr. Nelson suggests, the idea of being "looser" is tied to the idea of an overt

"give-and-take" (line 5) where the students return his building of dialogue with their own

contributions. Reflecting discussion in the last section, such contribution need not be
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verbal in nature, as he appears in several data excerpts presented thus far to show
responsivity to students when they laugh or exhibit interest to his interactional moves. In
contrast, he appears to associate silence, at least as a rule of thumb, as an indication of a
challenge to the creation of his ideal classroom environment. PE1 observation #12, for
example, provides evidence where Mr. Nelson appears to perceive silence as problematic.
As he speaks while the students do not exhibit interest in response, he resorts to a more
monologic instructional practice, providing more cues until his thought has run his
course. Where this section is concerned, at least opportunities for dialogic development
arise when Mr. Nelson feels he can read his students when they show interest such that
further development would yield more positive learning outcomes or a stronger degree of
rapport.

Opportunities for rapport can take on many forms, and as previously established,
Mr. Nelson often takes advantage of chances to make jokes and to make students laugh.
Humor has only recently been examined in the contemporary research as a means for
facilitating language learning (e.g., Peng et al., 2014; Petraki & Nguyen, 2016),
necessitating discussion as to the dimensions of the teacher's humor and the possible
benefits and considerations of its use. I present a brief treatment of humor here to assert
its effect on validating students' contributions to classroom interaction, but also, more
relevant to this dissertation, the unpredictable nature of opportunities that allow for
humor to be effective in this manner.

In the June 5" PE1 class, Mr. Nelson has the students draw posters for

presentations about important Japanese customs for tourists and visitors to Japan to learn.
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