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Gelis Tarihi: Sosyokiiltirel Kuramin dogusu, bireyleri belli bir sosyal yapilanmanin Uyeleri olarak 6n plana
03.07.2022 ctkarmistir. ilgili kuram, bireylerin en iyi digerleriyle etkilesim icerisinde 6greneceklerini
savunmustur ve dil 6grenimi de bunun bir parcasidir. Etkilesimin dil 6grenimindeki yerini,
Kabul Tarihi: etkilesim igerisindeki konusmanin dogasini ve gesitli ortamlardaki konusmalarin 6zelliklerini
23.11.2022 irdeleyen arastirmalar yapilmistir. Etkilesimin 6grenme sirecindeki dneminin kavranmasini
takiben, 6gretmenlerin dil kullanimi ve siniftaki etkilesimi yonetme becerileri de 6n plana
Basim Tarihi: cikmistir. Bu baglamda 6gretmenlerin sinif ici sdylemlerine yénelen galismalar agirlikh olarak
30.12.2022 ortaya konmugsa da mikro-6gretim ortamlariyla uygulama okullarindaki gergek sinif ortamindaki

soylemi karsilastirmali olarak inceleyen galismalarin sayisi kisitl kalmigtir. Agiklanan ihtiyagtan
dogan bu galisma, 6gretmen adaylarinin uygulama okullarindaki gergek sinif ortami ile mikro-
ogretim baglami icerisindeki séylemini karsilastirmali olarak incelemeyi amaclamaktadir. Ug
6gretmen adayinin, iki farkli ortamdaki 6gretim uygulamalari kaydedilmis, sinif-igi etkilesimlerin
transkripsiyonu ¢ikarilmig ve detayh bir ¢éziimlemesi yapilmistir. Ayrica bir 6gretmen adayiyla
video temelli goriisme yapilmistir. Calismanin sonuglari mikro-6gretim ve gercek sinif
ortamindaki sinif sdylemi arasinda bazi farkliliklari ortaya koymustur. Ogretmen konusma
siiresindeki esitsizlik, 6grenci katihm oranindaki farklilik, etkilesimin organizasyonu iki baglam
arasindaki baglica farklar olmakla beraber, soylemin birlikte yapilandiriimasinin 6grenme
surecindeki etkisi ortak nokta olarak 6n plana gikmistir.
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A Comparative Analysis of Classroom Discourse in Microteaching and Practice School

Contexts

Article Information ABSTRACT

Received: The rise of the Sociocultural Theory has featured individuals as members of a social group. It

03.07.2022 primarily asserts that individuals learn best in relation to other people, and language learning is
not an exception. A great number of research studies have been conducted to investigate the

Accepted: role of interaction in language learning, nature of talk in interaction, and different aspects of

23.11.2022 conversations in diverse settings. Subsequent to the discovery of the power of interaction;
teachers’ use of language, and skills in managing the interaction in the classroom have also

Published: gained importance. Many studies solely focused on the interactions and classroom discourse of

30.12.2022 in-service teachers in real classroom settings. However, the number of studies comparatively

analyzing the classroom discourse managed by pre-service teachers (PSTs) in the microteaching
and real classroom settings has remained scarce. The present research emerges out of this need
to explore PSTs’ classroom discourse in microteaching and practice school contexts in a
comparative manner. Three PSTs’ teaching implementations in two different settings were
recorded, the interactions were transcribed, and committed to an in-depth analysis. In addition,
one PST was invited to a stimulated-recall interview. The results of the current study
demonstrated certain differences between microteaching and practice school contexts in terms
of the classroom discourse. Inequalities in the amount of teacher talk in two contexts, difference
in the rate of students’ participation, the organization of the interaction were among the major
differences while the co-construction of classroom discourse and its effects on the learning
process were among the commonalities.
Keywords: In-class interaction, classroom discourse, microteaching, teacher education

Article Type: Research Article

1.INTRODUCTION

The rise of the Sociocultural (S-C) Theory further featured interaction as the primary source of input and “the
genesis of language” (Saville-Troike, 2012, p. 118). Interaction, from the viewpoint of the Sociocultural Theory,
is not only a facilitative but also a causative force in acquisition (Vygotsky, 1978). Learning is viewed as a social
process in which the learner himself/herself is actively involved. The S-C Theory stands out with its claim that
individuals construct their knowledge base in social settings in an interaction (Saville-Troike, 2012). Along with
the move from teacher-centered education to student-centered education, the significance of interaction shined
out more, and interaction in language classrooms drew considerable attention on the grounds that classrooms
present tremendous opportunities for the learners to speak up, participate in communicative activities, and learn
through interaction in such social pedagogical settings (Cullen, 1998).

The current emphasis on the role of interaction in language learning has added credence to the social
constructivist theory, which acknowledges students and teacher as the co-owners of the classroom discourse
(Walsh, 2003). Although participants appear on the stage with different agendas in the background, they act with
the common goal of language learning and cooperatively construct the discourse (Vygotsky, 1998; Walsh, 2003).
However, teachers take the primary responsibility of developing classroom communicative competence that
depends on the idea that occasions for learning are collaboratively created but mainly led by teachers (van Lier,
1988, 1996; Walsh, 2003). Thus, it is essential for teachers to be able to accurately make on-the-spot decisions
and take advantage of opportunities to let the students become active stakeholders of the classroom discourse.
However, it has been observed that although teachers are well aware of the importance of students’ involvement
in classroom interaction, they are not efficient enough in promoting, directing, and manipulating student talk,
hence Cullen (2001) argues that a close analysis of selected extracts from the transcripts of classroom
interactions may largely contribute to teachers’ professional development.

The necessity of raising teachers’ awareness of the nature and structure of classroom interaction, especially
teacher talk, for professional development brings the idea of laying emphasis on analyzing the classroom
discourse in pre-service teachers’ (PSTs) teaching implementations into the forefront. In the pre-service teacher
education programs, microteachings give a chance of bridging the gap between theory and practice by
encouraging PSTs to implement recently learned teaching techniques and strategies in a simulated environment
(Skinner, 2012). Microteaching practices, which are often videotaped, provide a means for PSTs and teacher
trainers to reflect on many aspects of their own teaching sessions including classroom interaction and teacher
talk (I’Anson, Rodrigues & Wilson, 2003). Teaching implementations at practice schools as a part of Practicum
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courses further help PSTs test, observe, and develop their teaching skills. Simbo (1989) asserts that teaching
implementations at practice schools carried out subsequent to microteachings are less anxiety provoking owing
to PSTs’ previous experience; hence, it may reasonably be inferred that PSTs’ skills at managing the classroom
discourse and teacher talk may be improved, or the inherent characteristics of the two separate settings may
lead to differently structured interactions. So, a comparative analysis of classroom discourse and teacher talk in
microteachings and teaching implementations at practice schools may reveal valuable insights; however, the
number of such research studies is still scarce. To fill this gap, the present study aims to analyze the teacher talk
and classroom discourse in PSTs’ microteachings and teaching implementations at practice schools
comparatively.

1.1. Classroom Discourse and the Role of Teacher Talk

Hatch (1978) righteously states that interaction is not as neat as it is thought in the classroom, and it does not
follow an exactly predictable order, thus by its nature it is quite complex and is worth a detailed consideration.
Learners are not considered either as “processors of input” or “producers of output, but as speaker/hearers
involved in developmental processes which are realized in interaction” (Ohta, 2000, p. 51). From this perspective,
language acquisition cannot solely be explained through internal mechanisms of an individual, but it is seen as a
developmental process governed by the interaction between the individual and environment (Ohta, 2000). An
understanding of language acquisition then necessitates a thorough investigation of the interaction among
novice learners themselves, and between learners and experts or more proficient users of language (Ohta, 2000).
It was also noted that classrooms should be separated from other natural settings due to their distinctive
characteristics, being goal-oriented, and operating under certain rules imposed both on learners and teachers;
and thus, they should be explored in their own rights (Seedhouse, 1996; van Lier, 1988). Teachers play a vital role
through their talk in students’ language learning process as in many cases how interaction is characterized in a
classroom heavily depends on how teachers shape their talk (Suratno, 2019).

The complexity and unpredictability of classroom discourse notwithstanding, Initiation-Response-Feedback (IRF)
cycle (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975) as one of the well-established classroom discourse moves describes typical
interaction patterns in a regular classroom. In the first stage of the cycle, teacher initiates a conversation through
a question or a prompt. It is followed by the second move, students’ response to the prompt or question of the
teacher. Response could be in the form of both verbal or non-verbal language. In the last move, teacher provides
feedback on students’ response (Ho, 2007). This three-stage sequence is also called as triadic dialogue (Lemke,
1990), triadic dialogue genre (Wells, 1999), and Initiation-Response-Evaluation (IRE) cycle (Hall & Walsh, 2002).
In the IRF cycle, interaction in a classroom is hierarchical and sequential at the same time (Wells, 1993;
Hellermann, 2003). It is hierarchical because it is the teacher who initiates a conversation, and it is sequential
because it follows an order of the interactants. IRF is the most commonly employed interaction pattern; however,
its effectiveness is heavily based on teachers’ mastery in managing the exchanges, stimulating students’
participation, and implementing each of the stages properly (Sadker & Sadker, 1991). For instance, Musumeci
(1996) displayed that teachers dominate the classroom interaction to a large degree, give very little chance to
the students to initiate conversational exchanges, or to modify their output, and tend to fill in the gaps instead
of scaffolding students to repair their utterances themselves. Therefore, it is important for teachers to gain
awareness of their own talk and how they characterize classroom discourse. The study conducted by Walsh
(2002) yielded some implications for the betterment of the English as a Foreign Language (EFL) classroom
settings; raising teachers’ language awareness for a tighter link between pedagogic purpose and language use, a
need for avoiding filling in the gaps in learners’ discourse, encouraging teachers to reflect on their own verbal
behavior through video and audio-recordings, and a pivotal need for the teacher education programs to lay more
emphasis on the use of language in teaching sessions. Walsh (2002) underlines the requirement for the teacher
education programs to prioritize training on language use in classroom as one of the implications. Likewise,
Johnson (1995) says that “teachers control what goes on in the classrooms primarily through the ways in which
they use the language” (p. 9). Li and Walsh (2011), in a similar vein, revealed that teachers’ beliefs regarding the
definition and function of language shape their ways of managing the classroom interaction, hence it is essential
for pre-service teacher education programs to raise PSTs’ awareness of teacher talk and its role in classroom
discourse, and train them in theory and practice. PSTs’ microteachings and teaching implementations at practice
schools stand as opportunities to that end.
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1.2. Microteaching Implementations and Interactional Analysis

“Experience without theory is blind, but theory without experience is mere intellectual play” says Immanuel Kant
to underscore the interplay between theory and practice. The quote applies to the area of language teaching as
well. Although in the earlier periods, teaching skills were believed to be the reflections of the innate qualities
(Schulz, 2000), the recent reforms in the English Language Teaching (ELT) curricula have proved the legitimacy of
the shift from transmission mode in which teacher is described as “a tap pouring water into an empty vessel” (as
gtd. in Richards & Renandya, 2002, p. 46) to the reciprocal inquiries that prioritize collective effort in developing
professional identities of teachers and a base on practicality (Richards, 2008). The lingering question of “what to
teach” was altered by a tougher one that is “how to teach” (Siu, 1999), and the key to the alternative answers
was nothing else than experience. The new trend away from the traditional to social constructivist models led to
the birth and growth of the term, microteaching (Allen & Fortune, 1965).

Fortune, Cooper, and Allen (1967) define microteaching as “preliminary experience and practice in teaching, as
aresearch vehicle to explore training effects under controlled conditions, and as an in-service training instrument
for experienced teachers” (p. 1). The definition underlines the prominent characteristic features of
microteaching; being a preparatory process in which PSTs test their teaching skills with the aim of getting better
at applying theory into practice, being an experimental tool that lets PSTs check the usefulness of various
teaching strategies, being a safe environment due to the supervision of an experienced trainer, and being an
instrument to teach how to teach. It involves the basic skills in “communicating, explaining, questioning,
organizing,” and so forth (Babalola, 2010, p. 94). Besides, Bell (2007) argues that through microteaching PSTs
learn from their own experience. As a laboratory method, microteaching helps PSTs better diagnose the
complexities of the teaching process, and come up with alternative solutions to the problems identified
throughout the implementation sessions (Can, 2009). In this way, PSTs not only consolidate theoretical
knowledge but also test different dimensions of teaching through the first-hand experience. Due to the extensive
reflection processes, microteaching also contributes to the development of critical thinking skill that is another
indispensable requirement of a qualified teacher (Popovich & Katz, 2009).

In addition to the studies that feature the leading benefits of microteaching practices, some others turn their
angels to their drawbacks. The pseudo environment in which microteaching sessions are carried out is the most
common criticism directed at the technique. Stanley (1998) mentions the unwillingness of the PSTs to participate
in the practices due to its artificiality. The same study also points to the exhaustion PSTs suffer from while
preparing the materials. It also refers to the time constraints that make it challenging for PSTs to attend the
microteaching sessions. Cripwell and Geddes (1982) touch on the budgetary concerns and difficulties with
providing the necessary equipment in addition to the ones mentioned above. The study of Lederman and Gess-
Newsome (1991) is also consistent with the previous ones as it presents the similar negative aspects as the
motive behind PSTs’ reluctance to take part in the microteaching implementations.

As an integral part of microteaching, interaction in the classroom has also been dealt with in the research studies.
Nurmasitah (2010) explored the characteristics of classroom interaction in microteachings to check if the
practices in the researched context met the criteria of Walberg’s teaching effectiveness. 42 fifth year Science
Education Study Program PSTs and a lecturer participated in the study. FIA and Walberg’s teaching effectiveness
elements were utilized as the two instruments of data collection. The study revealed that PSTs were sufficiently
involved in the interaction in the microteachings, and the most frequently observed classroom characteristic was
content cross. Almost 22% of the class time was found to be devoted to PSTs’ participation in classroom
interaction. Teaching effectiveness elements that were prominent in the microteaching practices were listed as
academic learning time, cooperative learning, higher order questions, classroom atmosphere, use of
reinforcement, cues and feedback, direct instruction, advanced organizers, democratic classroom, and indirect
teaching. In another study, Skinner (2012) approaches the issue of classroom discourse in microteaching
practices through the lens of Zimerman’s identity categories. The study differs from many others with its
comparative analysis of microteaching and real teaching settings in terms of discourse in relation to changing
identities. Moreover, it embraces specifically the viewpoint of the applied Conversation Analysis (CA) with its
acknowledgment of classroom as separated from other natural settings due to its being goal-oriented. It was
yielded that transportable identities occur more in the microteaching sessions. The dominance of transportable
identities in microteaching setting allotted more space for interaction as supposed students felt themselves more
comfortable with interacting with the PST on the stage. It was also suggested that moving between different
transportable identities may help PSTs get out of the IRF cycle and maintain a more active participation of the
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learners. It was concluded with the most basic implication that microteaching and real teaching settings were
distinct from each other in terms of the dominance of different types of identities adopted by PSTs.

So far, the concise literature review has established the role of teacher talk in classroom discourse, and
introduced microteaching and other teaching implementations as vehicles for linking theory and practice in a
socially constructed setting. It has been underlined that interaction opportunities should be managed well by the
teachers to let the students get the stage more frequently, and it could only be achieved by means of practice
that inherently involves reflexivity. Although studies focusing either on teacher talk, classroom discourse, or
microteaching are quite many in number; the ones addressing teacher talk in microteaching and teaching
implementations at real settings such as practice schools in a comparative manner have remained few, and the
need to increase the number of such studies further illuminate the practice. To respond to this need, this research
study intends to analyze teacher talk in microteaching and real classroom settings in a comparative manner. The
following research questions guide the study:

1. How is the classroom discourse structured in microteaching and practice school contexts by the PSTs?

2.METHODOLOGY
2.1.Research Design

Stake (2010) states that human affairs work differently in different situations, thus their exploration requires a
context-sensitive viewpoint. Accordingly, qualitative research or “the science of the particular” (Stake, 2010, p.
26) was adopted for the current study as it mainly sets out to understand the characteristics of classroom
discourse and teacher talk in two distinct settings in a particular context. The study was designed as a case study
as it was bounded in terms of time (a specific academic term), sample (3 PSTs), context (a particular English
teacher education program and two types of settings), and phenomenon (classroom discourse).

2.2. Setting and Participants

The present research study was carried out in the Department of English Language Teaching at a state university
in Turkey. The four-year undergraduate program offers skills-based courses in the first year for the students who
either successfully complete the preparatory education or are exempted from it with a score of 80 out of 100 on
the language proficiency test that measures the four skills of the English language. According to the regulations
approved by the Senate and the Council of Higher Education in Turkey, 80 on the proficiency test applied by the
university is equal to the same score on a national test, YDS. OSYM -Testing, Selection, and Placement Center-
applying the test of YDS, considers 80 as equal to B1-B2 on the Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages (CEFR). Thus, the participants can be considered to be at B2 or a level above. The second year of the
four-year program offers theory-based courses in the field of English Language Teaching. In the third-year, PSTs
begin to take applied courses in addition to the theoretical ones. In the fifth term, the PSTs are introduced to the
concept of microteaching in the courses entitled Language Teaching through Literature and Teaching Speaking
and Listening Comprehension Skills. In each of these two courses, PSTs perform two microteaching
presentations. In the sixth term, the participants of the current research were studying in, PSTs are taking three
courses that require them to perform microteachings; Teaching English to Young Learners, Teaching Reading and
Writing Skills, and School Experience. For the last of these three courses, PSTs visit assigned practice schools to
observe the real classroom settings, complete the weekly tasks, and perform a teaching session. The fourth year
of the program is more practice-based with two separate ten-credit Practicum courses, in each of which PSTs
perform 3-5 full teaching sessions.

The participants of the research were chosen according to the homogenous sampling technique (Creswell, 2014)
among the PSTs taking the course Teaching Reading and Writing Skills (Section A) that has been taught and
coordinated by the researcher himself. The three participants were the ones who took both Teaching Reading &
Writing Skills and School Experience from the researcher as the instructor, because in this case the researcher
had the chance to ask them to repeat the same lesson at the practice school subsequent to necessary
modifications upon the feedback received from the peers and the instructor on microteaching. They were all
regular students in their sixth term and they voluntarily participated in the study as approved through the
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informed consent forms they signed. The participants were all at the age of 22 and they were all males. None of
them had teaching experience in an actual classroom setting previously.

2.3.Data Collection

The three PSTs were first taught about how to teach reading and writing skills in the first seven weeks of the
spring semester in the 2016-2017 academic year in Teaching Reading and Writing Skills course. Then, they were
asked to prepare a lesson plan in accordance with Shrum and Glisan’s (1994) adaptation of the Hunter and Russell
(1977) model to teach reading and writing skills in an integrated way. The participating PSTs all prepared a lesson
to be appropriate in a high school context, so other students in the microteaching environment were supposed
to act as adolescents. The PSTs themselves chose the topics to be covered. The topics covered by the PSTs are as
follows:

PST A: The role of cohesive devices-B1
PST B: Extracting the main ideas in a text and drawing a diagram-B1
PST C: Skimming and scanning/Writing about the main themes in a text-B1

PSTs first taught at the university context in a microteaching environment, and then they repeated the same
class session in the real classroom settings at practice schools after they revised their plans on the basis of the
feedback they received from the researcher and peers. Each class session lasted between 30 and 40 minutes
both in the microteaching and practice school settings. The class sessions were video-recorded and then
transcribed according to the conventions of Jefferson (2004). Following an analysis of the transcriptions, one
volunteering PST was chosen for a stimulated-recall interview. The PST was shown some exploitable scenes from
both teaching implementations, and the interview was audio-recorded. To sum up, the database of the research
is composed of the following;

- 106 minutes of teaching in microteaching setting

- 120 minutes of teaching in practice school settings

- 33-minute-long stimulated-recall interview

- Transcripts of teaching sessions at practice schools (5651 words in total)

- Transcripts of microteachings (10186 words in total)

- Transcripts of the stimulated recall interview (3741 words in total)

2.4.Microteaching Implementations

PSTs all followed the model proposed by Allen and Ryan (1969) that involves the stages of planning, teaching,
observation and criticism, re-planning, re-teaching, and re-observation (Arsal, 2015). In the first stage, the PSTs
made up their minds on the attainment targets, selection of the material, activities, and other details concerning
the teaching process. In the next stage, the plan was implemented in a structured setting, and it allowed the
students to bridge the gap between the theory and practice. The third stage involved the observation of the
process with an aim to identify the strengths, weaknesses, and other features. Lastly, the performance was
evaluated, and possible ways of improving it were discussed both with the researcher and other peers. Lastly, all
the previous stages were repeated in the practice school settings.

2.5.Data Analysis

The data collected in the form of video and audio recordings was transcribed verbatim. Adopting an emic
perspective, the data was qualitatively and quantitatively analyzed to explore the nature and structure of the
classroom talk in two distinct settings i.e. practice school context and microteaching. Discourse Analysis (DA) was
employed for explanation and interpretation as it foregrounds the role of context in meaning construction
process. More specifically, Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) model of interaction analysis was followed. Although it
might limit the analysis due to the traditional view of classroom interaction, it is among the most well-established
models of analysis and the classroom interaction in most cases demonstrates a typical cycle of IRF. The data was
repeatedly read to gain a deeper insight through an unmotivated lens. Single cases were identified, compared
with similar ones in the same collection, and any deviant cases were marked as the initial points to challenge the
established hypotheses formed on the previously collected instances. All ethnographic and demographic
characteristics of the specific content and participants were kept separate from the analysis. Then, data were
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coded and quantified when deemed necessary. The analysis was illustrated through sample authentic extracts
from both contexts, and interpretations were comparatively presented.

3. RESULTS

An in-depth analysis of the classroom interactions occurring in the six class sessions of the PSTs revealed a
number of points regarding the nature of talk in interactions in two separate settings. Initially, it was observed
that class sessions were planned in a quite communicative way. In all the lesson plans, Communicative Language
Teaching (CLT) was presented as one of the approaches adopted. It might be explained in relation to the
expectations of the department they were studying in and their knowledge of the set of criteria in the rubric by
which they were assessed by the instructor. Although the contents and the target proficiency levels were the
same in both settings, PSTs were respectably more dominant in the practice school contexts. Table 1 displays the
amount of teacher talk in six class sessions:

Table 1
Amount of teacher talk of three PSTs in two settings
Practice
Teacher Talk MT Setting School Average
Setting
A 32% 76% 54%
PSTs B 46% 72% 59%
C 40% 61% 51%
AVERAGE 39% 70% 55%

Note: MT Setting=Microteaching Setting

As can be seen in Table 1, students were quite more active than the PSTs in the microteaching setting; however,
the active involvement of the students remarkably declined in the practice school contexts. The gap in the
amount of teacher talk in the two settings was interpreted in the stimulated-recall interview by PST-B through
the comfort they felt while speaking in microteachings, thus he stated that the PSTs generally did not hesitate to
engage in the classroom interaction. Moreover, PST-B added that they had problems with adopting their roles
as students and adjusting their manners in compliance with the expectations in microteachings. Extract 1 from a
microteaching setting exemplifies PST-B’s remarks:

Extract 1
From PST-B’s microteaching session

1 PST: Okay guys (+) So (+) Attention please! (+) Do you think why we travel?
2 Songlil: to learn different culture

3 Ezgi: to see kangaroos.

4 PST: Yes!

5 Ali: Teacher!, to escape from people.

6 Can: to see (( unintelligible))

7 Ezgi: to see historical places.

8 Burcu: to see koala

9 PST: koala?

10 Burcu: yes!

11 Mehmet: parrot!

12 PST: Exotic animals, (+) you are talking about.

13 Hakan: At [Horse]!

14 Oguzhan: At egzotik mi [If horse is an exotic animal?]?
15 Yusuf: Egzotik at var [there are exotic horses].

In Extract 1 above, the interaction did not follow the IRF cycle that is generally observed in a typical classroom
setting. PST-B initiated an interaction with a question, and then students responded to the question without
raising their hands to ask for permission. PST-B interfered with the interaction with some feedback as in Lines 4-
9-12; however, the conversation did not follow a neat order. It was not only the PST who responded to the
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students, they themselves engaged in an interaction with one another in a humorous way as in Lines 13-14-15.
Extract 2, which presents the dialogue in PST-B’s class repeated in the practice school context, further reveals
how discourse was differently structured when the context changed:

Extract 2
From PST-B’s repeated lesson in the practice school context

1 PST: Do you know people (+) go on travelling when they feel that they ha- have- they should be
renergized (++) because (++) work (+) and schools may be sometimes tiring. (+) that is why we travel. Do you
think you sho- you need travelling?

2 LL: Ye:s

3 PST: Pekii (+) [OK] Why do you think- why do you need do you ever (((unintelligible))

4 L7: (raising her hand) To have a change in our lives.

5 PST: To have a change in our lives (+) Yes! What else?

6 L7: To relax

7 PST: What?

8 L7: Relax

9 PST: To relax we travel, what else?

10 L7: Exploring and discovering new places?

11 PST: Ye:s

12 PST: So. As you can see there are many reasons that drive us to travel. (++) Okay but guys? (+) Do you
really want to learn if you really need to travel? (+) | mean. There are symptoms of travelling (++) and in this
video you will learn why you should travel. Because it will give some reasons to you to travel.

13 PST: Oka:y (+) While- While watching the video you will take some notes (++) because you are going to
write down (+) all these factors that drive us to travel.

PST-B’s small talk in Extract 1 was replaced with a much longer talk in Extract 2 that is typical in a real classroom
setting. It also deviated from the former sequence in terms of the number of participants. In Extract 1, 9 students
were engaged in the interaction following a question posed by the PST. On the other hand, in Extract 2, PST-B
was interacting only with one student, and IRF cycle was followed, interaction seemed quite in an order. In Line
4, L7 asked for permission to speak up unlike the students in the microteaching atmosphere. Without turning to
other students or waiting for others to participate, PST-B directly moved on to the video recording students were
going to watch as a part of a second type activity.

Another theme observed in the comparison of the lessons in microteaching and practice school contexts was the
unwillingness of the students to participate and use English. Extract 3 from PST-A’s class session in the practice
school setting illustrates the theme:

Extract 3
From PST-A’s repeated lesson in the practice school context

1 PST: [I want you to] look at those texts and tell me what is wrong?

2 L2: What is wrong?

3 PST: What is wrong yes. What is the problem over there? Obviously, there is a
problem.
((silence))

4 PST: | want you to compare two texts.
((silence for some more time))

5 L2: ((unintelligible))

6 PST: Did you find anything?

7 LL: ((silence))

In Extract 3, the only intelligible interaction between the PST and a student was for the negotiation of the
meaning. In Line 2, L2 repeated what the PST just said with a questioning intonation, and PST-A elaborated on
what he previously said to make the input understood by the student. However, in the remaining part of the
interaction, students kept their silence for a long while. It might also be because of the fact that they didn’t
understand the instruction, and the fixed roles they might adopt prevented them from asking the teacher to
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clarify the instruction. Extract 4, a similar dialogue that occurred in the microteaching of PST-A, discloses the
contrast between the two settings in terms of students’ participation:

Extract 4
From PST-A’s microteaching session

1 PST: ((distributing the papers)): Hushh!

2 PST: ((making a two with his left hand)): So. (++) You see there are two versions
of the message. Okay? There are two versions. So-

3 Can: ((without raising his hand)): | do not get it.

4 PST: | want you to (++) think (++) [what is wrong?] with these two messages?

5LL: Hmmmm...

6 Ali: ((without raising his hand)): Teacher, instagram bildiriminiz var.

7 PST: ((approaches Ali)): Yes.

8 Ali: (hhhh)

9 LL: ((unintelligible))

10 PST: ((pointing out Oguzhan)): Yes, Oguzhan.

11 Oguzhan: The first one is-

12 Songtil: ((without raising her hand)): Haaa sey degil-

13 ((PST silences her with a sign that means stop))

14 Oguzhan: ((continues to speak)): The first one is (not like texting), the second one is (+)

like you are chatting (++) like conversation!

In Line 3, Can took the turn without waiting for the transition relevance place (TRP) (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005),
which may be explained again through the identities adopted by the interactants. In Line 6, another student, Ali
took the turn and responded with an unexpected turn constructional unit. In other words, an orderly sequence,
or adjacency pairs, is composed of some expected utterances. For instance, an invitation might be responded in
a positive or negative way; however, responding to an invitation with a comment on the interlocutor’s clothing
is not adjacent to the former utterance. In Line 4, PST-A explained the task and expected the students to confirm
him or ask for clarification, but in Line 6, Alicommented on the screenshot on the activity sheet. In Extract 3, the
video analysis showed that PST-A experienced problems due to the silence of the students, on the contrary, in
Extract 4, he had difficulties with muting them.

As another occurring theme, collaboration for a pedagogical goal through co-constructed discourse was
illustrated in Extract 5 that was from PST-A’s microteaching session. It demonstrates how the PST and learners
work together for a pedagogical goal:

Extract 5
From PST-A’s microteaching session

1 Ezgi: Ulasim [Transportation].

2 PST: Ulasim! [Transportation!] What is "ulasim", why don't you speak in English?

3 Ali: Travelling!

4 Burak: Driving!

5 Ezgi: Transportation.

6 PST: Transportation, ye:s, (+) it is the exact translation. Well done, Ezgi. You are
my favorite student today.

7 Ali: Be like Ezgi!

PST-A and students were working on a relevant term in the sequence, the English equivalent of the Turkish
vocabulary item; “ulasim.” To respond to PST-A’s question concerning the target language equivalent of the
Turkish word, three students uttered an L2 word. Students were getting exposed to three different closely related
words, and PST-A, rather than providing the word himself, tried to elicit it from the students and they achieved
the goal altogether at the end. Then, the PST praised the student uttering the closest answer as the last stage of
the IRF cycle in Line 6. Extract 6 from PST-C’s lesson in the practice school setting provides another example for
the collaboration among the classroom members for achieving a pedagogical goal:
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Extract 6
From PST-C’s lesson in the practice school context

1 PST: OK. Could be. Yes, Bugra.

2 Bugra: | am good feel.

3 PST: You good feel?

4 Bugra: Yes. Because it is my seventy school.
5 PST: Seventh?

6 Bugra: Yes, it is my seventh school.

PST-Cin Line 3 corrected the utterance that was erroneous in terms of the word order; however, the student did
not correct his mistake but communication did not break down either. In Line 5, PST-C corrected the student’s
mistake in numbers, and just in the following pair, the student gave the correct form of the previous utterance.

Another arising theme in the data analysis was the inadequacy of microteachings for PSTs to get prepared to
teach in practice school setting. Extract 7 displays an example from in-class interaction in PST-B’s lesson in the
practice school context. It was observed that the PST was so self-focused, and was not able to carry out the
requirements of the twofold identity of speaker-hearer:

Extract 7
From PST-B’s lesson in the practice school context

1 PST: Good morning class!

2 LL: Good morning teach:er!

3 PST: Why don't you stand up?
*class stands up*

4 PST: Show some respect please (+) | am the teacher here. How are you today?

5 LL: Fine thanks and yo:u

6 PST: | am also fine. did you see the bulletin board?+ mm the poster in the bulletin
board (+) in the corridor?

7 L1: Hocam [Teacher] can we sit down?

8 L2: Hocam [Teacher] can we sit down?

9 PST: There is an announcement (++) You can see it in the smart board. You don't
need to look out the door. But this- (((uninteligible)))

10 LL: Sit down, sit down!

11 LL: hhh.

12 L3: Can we sit down?

13 PST: Oh sorry- you can sit down!

14 LL: hhh.

15 PST: | am a bi- | am a bit anxious right now (+) because it is my first time in school
experience (+) O:kay. What this poster reminds you of?

The interaction sequence in Extract 7 shows that PST-B ignored the role of hearer in the interaction. It seems
that the PST at first felt disturbed as he thought that his identity as a teacher was not acknowledged by the
students. Then, he warned the students of their perceived disrespectful behavior and asked them to stand up as
a sign of respect in Line 3; however, he forgot to invite them back to their seats. Although some students tried
to warn PST-B as in Lines 7-8-10-12 a few times, he ignored them as the PST was so much concerned about the
subject matter. In the stimulated recall interview, PST-B identified the scene as “cringe,” and said that “/ was so
anxious, this was my first experience in a real classroom, | was afraid that | couldn’t do it, students would not
respect me as a teacher, there would be problems with classroom management, and | would lose face in front of
the students.” He also added that “my being late and problems with the smart board also played a role in my
failure at the beginning.”

In the stimulated-recall interview, PST-B reported that microteaching session he executed at the faculty did not
prepare him for the lesson in the practice school context, and explained the reasons in Extract 8 below:

120



flya | 2022

Extract 8
Excerpt from the stimulated recall interview of PST-B

Hmm... Actually, hocam, it proves ... what what we have said all the time. | believe that in our
microteachings we, | mean my friends and you as a student, really exaggerate. When we plan our
lessons, believe me, we focus more on the problems that will happen in the microteachings, not the
activities, materials, or other things. It was not too difficult to teach normally but in a classroom
where everyone is speaking altogether at the same time and moving from one side to another, it is
almost impossible to manage the classroom and teach them something. Before the first term, |
thought that microteachings would be easy because all of them are my friends and real teaching
would be difficult but | saw that real setting is easier. Our friends do not speak like real students so
we cannot adopt the role of a teacher and everything seems so fake then. How can | think an adult
as a child? LOL!

PST-B, in Extract 8, pointed to the artificiality of the microteaching and stated that students couldn’t act
accordingly. He thought that classroom management challenged the PSTs more than it should have, and it
distracted them from concentrating on the teaching itself. Lastly, he stated that the relationship between
microteaching and real setting did not come out as he previously expected. Extract 9 from PST-B’s microteaching
session supports his claims in the stimulated recall interview with regards to the pseudo environment and
exaggerated manners. In Extract 9, peers of the performing PST, who were supposed to act as students, were
sabotaging the PST’s lesson through irrelevant comments, use of slang, and use of the mother tongue. Although
the PST tried hard to follow the lesson plan, the students continued to interrupt the PST. It is obvious that the
typical IRF pattern was completely abandoned here, and it got quite challenging for the PST to manage the
classroom:

Extract 9
From PST-B’s microteaching session

1 Burak: Hocam, simdi abi take us diycez, kamyona bincez ama simdi kamyonla gidicez. [Teacher, now
we would ask to take us, get on a truck but now we would go by a truck.]
2 PST: Speak English Burak.
3 Burak: Truck driver hocam [teacher], (+) kamyoncuya nasil glivenicez [how can we trust the driver]?
4 PST: | don't say that you should use truck drivers, Burak. And if you- if you really want to
find a way, you can find. (+) You can go under a tree (+) and pee.
5 Burak: Hocam italya'dan geliyolar, gebzede indirip tecaviiz edip &ldiiriiyorlar. [Teacher, they come
from Italy but they are raped and murdered in Gebze].
6 PST: But guys, we are talking about travelling to other count- other places not travelling to
Turkey.
7 Burak: Hocam bagcilari gecemeyiz ki. [Teacher we cannot go beyond Bagcllar].
8 Songll: When- when in Europe-
9 Yusuf: ((unintelligible))
10 PST: Do you really want to know! Do you really want to know?
11 LL: Yes!
12 LL: ((they talk altogether in an incomprehensible way))
13 Ali: Teacher valla anlatin da biz de bilek de gidek. [Teacher, please tell how and let us know how to
gol.
14 PST: We have a guide- We have a guide here written by a traveller, and believe me-
believe me- Yusuf!
15 Yusuf: Yes!
16 PST: For real he travels for free and he has a blog or some kind of thing.
17 Ali: Dinleyin lan hocayi! [Listen to the teacher!]
18 PST: Okay, you take these Burak, and you take these Ali (( gives worksheets)
19 Ali: Hep de ben veriyorum ya. [l distribute the worksheets all the time!]
20 PST: Burak, you also distribute the paper.
***Burak and Ali distribute the papers***
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4. DISCUSSION and CONCLUSION

Interaction, both as a means and an end of language learning, has occupied a considerable space in SLA literature.
Classroom, as a social environment, has also been explored in terms of discourse and characteristics of teacher
talk and its role in fostering students’ learning. The S-C Theory views the individual as a member of a social group
and claims that s/he is learning best through interaction with others. DA, as an approach to the analysis of
interaction within contextual boundaries, may reveal significant insights into various characteristics of the
classroom discourse. The present study has examined the classroom discourse in two different settings;
microteaching and practice school context. The analysis has yielded quite meaningful results regarding the
differences between two settings and the nature of interaction in them.

It was found that in microteaching settings interactions do not unfold naturally. Pomerantz and Fehr (1997)
propose that how interactants package their actions and take turns may implicate certain roles, relationships,
and identities. Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005) also illustrate that talk among students themselves in group work
activities are more similar to colloquial conversations, and it is claimed that power relations affect the packaging
of verbal actions and turn-taking. So, students in the practice school context are required to act within certain
norms, and accordingly, the roles are more strictly defined, the power is not equitable with the teacher. However,
in microteaching contexts, the PSTs in a. way lose the privilege of the teacher role in the practice school context
as all the members of the classroom are peers and they have difficulties with adopting the student role and act
accordingly. The unequal distribution of teacher talk in two contexts point to the power relations in a classroom
(Oral, 2009), how students and PSTs position themselves to each other. The result validates the study by Skinner
(2012) having found that in microteaching contexts transportable identities are observed more frequently, which
leads to a more active involvement of the students.

It was also revealed that in both settings students and PSTs co-construct the meaning and they altogether
contribute to the language learning process through turn taking, negotiation, and repair. Markee (2000), and Ellis
and Barkhuizen (2005) view the conversation in the classroom as the co-construction of the teacher and learners.
They further assert that all the members of the classroom learn together through the interaction and construct
the knowledge cooperatively. In parallel with this explanation, in both settings, at many times PSTs and learners
cooperated with one another as speaker-hearers as Ohta (2000) states to construct the meaning and attain the
targets in accordance with the goal-oriented nature of the institutional interaction.

On the basis of the results, it could be implied that microteachings should be organized in a more naturalistic
way to reflect the situation in the real setting since the main motive behind implementing them is to prepare
PSTs for the real teaching settings. Additionally, it was once again proved that identities either overtly or covertly
identified in a certain context significantly determine the way/s in which interactants communicate each other.
It was solidified that in real settings students are quite reluctant to participate in the class discussions, thus it is
difficult for a language teacher to design communicative tasks there. Having established by a significant number
of research studies on speaking problems of Turkish EFL learners (e.g. Oz, Demirezen, & Pourfeiz, 2015; Kogak,
2010), students are quite unwilling to communicate in the target language due to varying reasons. It might be
because of the exam-oriented system, students’ habits generated in school-based mentor teachers’ lessons, or
insufficient amount of acquaintance between PSTs and students due to the limited amount of time they spent
at the practice schools. Irrespective of the reasons behind, the discrepancy between microteaching and practice
school contexts in terms of students’ rate of participation challenged the PSTs as previously reported.

Although the current study revealed valuable insights into the nature of classroom discourse in microteaching
and practice school contexts, it has several limitations. The research was focusing only on three PSTs’ class
sessions taught at a specified level which was high school. Following studies may investigate the situation at
different levels, especially at the level of young learners. The dynamics of the specific university context may
have affected the results, so implementation of the microteachings at a different university context may present
different results. Furthermore, as this is a case study, it reports on the results obtained in a particular setting,
and it is difficult to produce generalizations for other teacher education programs and other PSTs. As another
limitation, the data was collected simultaneously with the teaching of the course, so the researcher’s role was
twofold, which might limit the viewpoint. As the last limitation, the researcher was the only coder, which might
lead to potential bias in data analysis; however, spending prolonged time on the field, member checking sessions,
and repeatedly reading the transcripts to ensure that no points were missed were among the strategies
employed to enhance trustworthiness.
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6. GENISLETILMIS$ OZET

Sosyokdiltiirel Kuram bireyleri belli bir sosyal grubun Gyeleri olarak ele almis, etkilesim icerisinde 6grenmenin
onemini daha da 6n plana gikarmistir. Dil 6grenimi alaninda da kuskusuz etkilesimin yadsinamaz bir yeri
bulunmaktadir. Ogretmen merkezli egitim sisteminin yerini 6grenci merkezli bir sisteme birakmasiyla 6grenme
surecinde etkilesime daha da fazla vurgu yapilmis ve siniflar 6grenenlerin birbirleriyle etkilesim halinde, sosyal
bir ortamda bilgiyi isbirligi icerisinde olusturduklar ortamlar olarak goriilmistir. Bu dogrultuda, Sosyal
Yapilandirmaci Kuram 6gretmeni ve 6grencileri sinif icerisindeki sdylemin ortak sahipleri olarak nitelemistir. Her
ne kadar katihmcilar art alanda farkh niyetlerle sinif i¢i sdyleme katki saglasalar da hepsinin pedagojik bir amag
etrafinda toplandiklari bir gergektir. Bu noktada 6gretmenler, sinif icindeki sdylemi yonlendiren, buna katkida
bulunmayi tesvik eden ya da séylemi kisitlayabilen, konusma sirasini diizenleyen ve daha baska birgok sorumluluk
Ustlenen kisiler olarak etkilesimin dogasinin belirlenmesinde en énemli rolii iistlenmislerdir. Ogretmenlerin
profesyonel gelisimine katkida bulunmak amaciyla sinif ici etkilesimler kayit altina alinmig, ¢dziimlenmis ve
mezuniyet Oncesi dénemden baslamak (zere o6gretmenlerin sinif ic¢i iletisim yeterliginin gelistirilmesi
hedeflenmistir. Bu ¢calismalar etkilesimin yapisinin ne denli karmasik oldugunu ve belli bir diizende ilerlemedigi
icin kontrol edilmesinin de zor oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Bu zorluk alanda yapilan galismalara ivme
kazandirmis ve sinif ici etkilesimin yapisini ve kalitesini incelemeyi amacglayan, farkli 6gretim ortamlarinda
yiritilen calismalarin ortaya konmasini tetiklemistir. ilk calismalar etkilesimin dil edinimi siirecinde &nemli bir
rol oynayip oynamadigl sorusuna yanit ararken, sonraki ¢alismalar bir adim daha oteye giderek etkilesimin
yapisini, daha ¢ok hangi dil alanlarina katki sagladigini ve bireylerin siirece dahil olmalariyla kendilerinin dil
becerilerinde gdzlenen degisimin ne boyutta ve ne ydnde oldugunu incelemeyi amaglamistir. Onceki dénemlerde
bireylerin i¢csel mekanizmalarina vurgu yapilirken, sonraki ¢alismalarda bireylerin igsel mekanizmalari ile digsal
faktorlerin etkilesimi tartisiimis ve dil 6grenme siirecinde etkilesimin roliiniin dil girdisi saglamaktan ¢ok daha 6te
oldugu goriilmistiir. Ogrenenlerin etkilesim icerisinde hipotezlerini test etme, anlami miizakere etme, gelisimsel
bir slirecte dili “konusan ve duyanlar” olarak Gstlendikleri cok boyutlu kimlikleri ile yapilandirarak 6grenme
imkanlarinin oldugu gériisii egemen olmustur. Ogrenme siirecinde etkilesimin roliine atfedilen artan énem
O0gretmen adaylarinin, deneyimsiz ve deneyimli 6gretmenlerin bu dogrultudaki yeterliklerinin yeniden gézden
gecirilmesini, gelistiriimesini, kendilerinde buna dair farkindalik olusturulmasini ve bu diizlemde daha fazla sayida
arastirma ylratidlmesini saglamistir.
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Etkilesimin 6n planda oldugu, bir 6grenme ve 6gretme araci olarak tanimlanan mikro-6gretim uygulamalari bu
cercevede 6n plana ¢ikmistir. “Ne” 6gretilmesi sorusunun yerini “nasil” 6gretilmeli sorusuna birakmasi, 6gretme
becerisinin dogustan gelen bir yetenek olarak gorilmekten c¢ikip deneyimle gelistiriimeye acik bir beceri olarak
degerlendirilmesi, kuram ile uygulama arasinda var olan bir kdpri ihtiyaci ve 6gretmen adaylarinin gergek sinif
ortamiyla tanismadan 6nce simulasyon ile 6gretim sahnesine ilk adimi atmalarina imkan saglamasi g6z 6niinde
bulundurularak mikro-6gretim uygulamalari 6gretmen yetistirme programlarinin vazgecilmez bir pargasi haline
gelmistir. Mikro-6gretimin bir benzetmeye dayaniyor olmasindan dolayl gergek sinif ortamini yansitip
yansitmayacagl ve burada elde edilen deneyimin 6gretmenlik meslegindeki yeterlikler agisindan faydal olup
olmayacagi tartismalari hala devam etmektedir. Her ne kadar mikro-6gretim uygulamalari icerisindeki ve gercek
sinif ortamindaki etkilesim birbirinden bagimsiz olarak farkh ¢calismalarda incelenmis olsa da iki ortam igerisindeki
etkilesimi karsilastirmali olarak inceleyen galismalarin sayisi son derece kisitli kalmistir. Bu ihtiyaca cevap vermek
lizere yiritilen bu arastirma ingilizce 6gretmeni adaylarinin uygulama okullarindaki gercek sinif ortamlari
icerisinde yaptiklari uygulamalari ile mikro-6gretim ortamindaki uygulamalarini sinif igi etkilesim baglaminda ele
almistir. Arastirmaya Tiirkiye’de bir devlet tiniversitesinde, ingilizce Ogretmenligi Lisans Programinda ti¢lincii sinif
Ogrencisi olan U¢ 6gretmen adayi katilmistir. Homojen 6rneklem teknigi kullanilarak segilen (g kisi Okul Deneyimi
ve ingilizce Okuma ve Yazma Becerilerinin Ogretimi derslerinin her ikisini de arastirmacidan almis olup, béylece
mikro-6gretim ortamindaki uygulamalarini gergek sinif ortaminda tekrarlama firsati bulmuslardir. Arastirmanin
veritabanini mikro-6gretim ortaminda yapilan 106 dakikalik uygulama, uygulama okulundaki gercek sinif
ortaminda yapilan 120 dakikalk uygulama, 33 dakikalik milakat ile bunlarin transkripsiyonlari olugturmustur.
Vaka c¢alismasi tiriinde nitel bir arastirma olarak kurgulanan arastirmanin verileri Séylem Coéziimlemesine tabi
tutulmustur. Céziimleyenden ziyade etkilesim igerisinde yer alanlarin bakis agilarinin 6n plana g¢ikaran emik bir
bakis acisiyla veriler analiz edilmistir.

iki farkli ortam igerisindeki etkilesimin nicel bir bakis agisiyla ¢dziimlenmesi égretmen adaylarinin gergek sinif
ortaminda mikro-6gretim ortamina gore ¢ok daha baskin olduklarini ortaya koymustur. Bu iki ortam arasindaki
O0gretmenin ve oOgrencilerin etkin oldugu sireye iliskin 6nemli fark katilicimlar tarafindan mikro-6gretim
ortamlarinin yapayhgi ile agiklanmistir. Etkilesim igerisinde katilanlarin kendilerine ait rolleri nasil tanimladiklari
ve aralarindaki iliski séylemlerini nasil kurguladiklarini ve dil kullanimlarini dogrudan etkileyebilmektedir. Bu
dogrultuda, mikro-6gretim ortami igerisinde ortaya c¢ikan diyaloglar ve 6grenci roliinii Ustlenen 6gretmen
adaylarinin gergcek ortamdaki 6grencilere goére ¢ok daha baskin olmasi mikro-6gretim ortaminda 6gretmen
adaylarinin 6grenci rolini benimsemekte zorlandiklarini, 6gretmen rollini Ustlenen arkadaslarini gercek
ortamdaki bir 6gretmen gibi algilayamadiklarini géstermektedir. Ayni zamanda, gercek sinif ortamindaki
ogrencilerin sinif ici etkilesime ¢cok daha az katki saglamis olmalari Turkiye baglaminda yiritulen birgok calisma
ile ortaya konuldugu uzere dil 6grenenlerin konusmaya yonelik isteksizlikleri, yabanci dilde iletisim becerilerinin
yetersizligi ya da 6gretmen adaylariyla gerekli yakinhgi saglayamamis olmalari ile agilanabilir. Gergek sinif
ortamindaki konusma sirasi cok daha dizenli ve bitisik sdzceler ile beklendik bir diizen igerisindeyken mikro-
O0gretim ortaminda diyaloglarin bir diizen igerisinde olmadigi, katilanlarin s6z sirasini beklemeden digerlerinin
konusmalarini keserek séyleme dahil olduklari gézlenmektedir. Her iki ortamdaki etkilesimlerde de 6grenmenin
katilanlarin ortak Uriini olarak ortaya ciktigi da varilan bir diger sonuctur. Ogretmen adaylariyla yapilan
mdilakatlar da mikro-6gretim ortaminin yapayligina, 6gretmen adaylarinin 6gretmen ve 6grenci rollerini
benimsemekte zorlandiklarina, 6gretmen adaylarinin 6gretimden ¢ok sinif ydonetimi anlaminda zorlandiklarina,
beklentilerinin aksine mikro-6gretim ortaminin kendilerini gergek sinif ortamindan daha fazla zorladigina isaret
etmektedir.
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7. APPENDICES

Transcription Conventions (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005, p. 226-227)

PST: pre-service teacher

L1: learner identified as Learner 1

LL: several or all learners simultaneously

Name: participant identified by name

(+): a pause of between 0.1 and 0.5 of a second

(++): a pause of between 0.6 and 0.9 of a second

letter-why: dash also used to indicate short pause

foo-: an abrupt cut-off of the prior word or sound

[: indicates the place where overlapping talk starts

]: indicates the place where overlap terminates

?: rising intonation, not necessarily a question

word,: comma indicates a continuing intonation

word.: full stop indicates falling or stopping intonation

yea::r: colons indicate lengthening of the preceding sound; the more colons the greater the extent of lengthening
hh: outbreath, more h’s indicate longer outbreath

.hhh: inbreath, more h’s indicate longer inbreath

(hhhh): laughter

((comment)): transcriber’s comments including the ones on non-verbal actions
((unintelligible)): a talk that is unintelligible

(word): unclear or probable item
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