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Long abstract: 192 words

Managing student participation is a key interactional and instructional task in any
classroom. This is even more relevant in language classrooms, as students need to
demonstrate knowledge and proficiency through the production of lexical, clausal
or sentential elements. Most studies of elicitations in classroom contexts have
focused on Question-Answer-sequences within the Initiation-Response-Feedback
pattern (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975); however, another less-explored kind of
initiation turn is that of turns with incomplete turn-constructional-units which
students need to complete in the next sequential slot (Hazel & Mortensen, 2019;
Koshik, 2002, 2010; Lerner, 1995; Margutti, 2010). This study explores
elicitations designed as incomplete in five secondary EFL classrooms in the
South of Chile. Analysis follows a multimodal Conversation Analytic approach
(Mondada, 2016; Sacks et al., 1974). Results show that teachers mobilise turn-
completion not only through deictic gestures to explicitly signal to students that
the floor is open, but also through gaze and gestures which project the turn
completion and index the relevance of the teaching materials. This study

contributes to the understanding of teachers’ practices to manage participation
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and progression of the pedagogical project in general, and to previous research on

designedly incomplete utterances, in particular.

1. Introduction

The present study is a descriptive exploration of teachers’ interactional practices
to mobilise responses in elicitations designed as incomplete (Koshik, 2002). It shows
the ways teachers set up the sequential environment for students to complete the
suspended turns. As these turns are syntactically incomplete and, thus, do not
correspond to regular transition-relevance-places (TRPs) (Sacks et al., 1974), it is the
combination of teachers’ verbal and embodied practices which create the conditional
relevance (Schegloff, 1968) for turn-transition and which secure the success of the
practice in instructional and interactional terms. This study expands previous findings
on designedly incomplete utterances (Hazel & Mortensen, 2019; Koshik, 2002, 2010;
Lerner, 1995; Margutti, 2010) by exploring teachers’ multimodal practices, such as gaze

shifts, hand gestures, and the manipulation of teaching materials (TMs).

Embodied practices in interaction are key since social actions are accomplished through
the interplay of bodily actions, materials, and the spoken word (Goodwin, 2000; Heath
& Luff, 2013b). The focus of the present article is on uncovering the organisation of
these actions in building the interactional sequence (Streeck, Goodwin, and LeBaron,

2011) in the instructional setting, as teachers have to:

... calibrate their language, facial expressions, gestures, body positions, and even the use
of material [artefacts] such as a textbook or smart pad such that the pedagogical project
is advanced, the shared attention of students is maintained, and individual student
participation is promoted. (Hall, 2019, p. 47)

The present article will explore the combination of practices deployed to mobilise
student-next action. This endeavour becomes especially relevant when using TMs, as

teachers’ and students’ orientations to each other and to the objects become key in the
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unfolding interactional and pedagogical sequences.

Conversation Analytic studies of classroom talk have widely explored the Initiation-
Response-Feedback or Follow-up (IRF) pattern (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975), the
Initiation-Reply-Evaluation (IRE) (Mehan, 1979), or Question-Answer-Comment
(QAC) (AW McHoul, 1990). The focus has mainly been on the types of questions in the
initiation turn (Koshik, 2010; Lee, 2006), and the actions accomplished through the
third turn (Author, 2019; Hall, 2007; Hellermann, 2003; Lee, 2007; Park, 2013; Waring,
2009). Although analysis of embodied practices has gained presence in the institutional
classroom context in general (Mondada, 2011; Reed & Szczepek-Reed, 2013; Sert,
2015; Szczepek Reed, 2017; Waring, 2018), and the initiation turn in particular
(Mortensen, 2009; Waring & Carpenter, 2019) teachers’ practices to mobilise student-
responses, and learners’ orientation to these practices, still need exploring, especially in
initiation turns not designed as questions.

The phenomenon of incomplete initiation turns was identified on the earliest studies of
pedagogical interaction. McHoul (1978) referred to modulation as the practice in which
teachers partially repeat incorrect utterances, and students complete them by fixing the
errors, while Omaggio Hadley (1993) recognised it as pinpointing. A few more recent
studies have been done from a conversation analytical approach. These will be reviewed

next.
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2. Background

2.1 Designedly incomplete TCUs in classroom contexts

The syntactic characteristics of initiation turns are relevant since they affect the
opportunities for participation enabled for students (Lerner, 1995; Szczepek Reed,
2017; Walsh, 2011). Lerner (1993) approached the phenomenon from a CA perspective
as a way to “produce the conjoined participation of an assemblage of individuals as a
single social unit” (p.218). Lerner (1995) presents an extensive account of teachers’ use
of incomplete TCUs. For example, a question followed by an incomplete TCU narrows
down the universe of relevant answers, while a three-part-list in which the third element

is withheld projects that students provide the last item.

In the context of one-to-one second language writing tutoring sessions, Koshik (2002)
explored teachers’ use of DIUs in repair sequences and identified three purposes: to
elicit self-correction, repetition or extension of prior talk, and to prompt students to
continue an action. As highlighted by Koshik (2002), ‘DIUs are recogni[s]ably
complete actions, even though they are recogni[s]ably grammatically incomplete’
(p.288). Their features are: an incomplete TCU, continuing (or “flat”) intonation,
lengthening of the last syllable, and a pause or gap. In relation to embodied practices,

Koshik (2002) only highlighted teachers’ deictic gestures to students’ notebooks.

Margutti (2010), working with whole-class sequences in Italian primary geometry
lessons, identified a sub-category of DIUs: ‘main-clause DIUs’(p.318). She argues that
DIUs evidence students’ attentiveness and willingness to participate, but that these pose
little cognitive challenge for students as only knowledge display is solicited from them.

She also acknowledged that pauses and gaps are a recognisable feature of the
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phenomenon, but it is impossible to quantify or generalise their length as DIUs are quite
varied in turn-design, purpose and sequential environment. As can be seen, previous
studies on DIUs have focused on their features to initiate repair sequences, and how

students demonstrate attentiveness and knowledge by completing them.

The only studies on DIUs holding a multimodal perspective, to-date, are those of
Mortensen and Hazel (2011) and Hazel and Mortensen (2019) who showed that, to
engage learners, teachers set up incomplete turns when using pre-designed handouts
that have ‘gap fills’ (sentences missing some lexical components), or when producing
in-situ drawings on the board, such as an incomplete family tree (p.236). Students orient
to these artefacts as teachers inscribe such objects as relevant in and through interaction.
The present study differs in its research design as it does not include teaching materials
(TMs) pre-designed to include gaps. It uses images without any written component on
them; designedly incomplete elicitations emerged naturally. Despite increasing attention
towards the phenomenon, there is still need for uncovering the practices that bring about

its success.

2.2 Mobilising responses

Mobilising responses from students is an interactional task which can be done
verbally (through address terms, for example), or through embodied means. In
naturally-occurring interactions gaze has been found to play a significant role in
securing recipiency (Goodwin, 1981, 2011; Kendon, 1967; Lerner, 2003; Rossano,
2012; Stivers & Rossano, 2010); for example, there is a higher chance of obtaining a
response when the speaker is gazing at the recipient (Stivers & Rossano, 2010).
Similarly, co-participants display recipiency and attentiveness to the turn being

produced through gaze (Goodwin, 1981). This is especially relevant in multi-party
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interactions, in which securing the attention of a recipient could require more
interactional work since recipients might not have access to the speaker’s gaze (Lerner,
2003).

In classrooms, researchers have explored gaze shifts and teachers’ and learners’
orientations in relation to the turn-taking system (Belhiah, 2012, 2013; Hazel &
Mortensen, 2017; Mortensen, 2009; Park, 2013; Sert, 2011; Waring & Carpenter, 2019).
For example, through gaze panning, teachers can display orientation to open or closed
participation frameworks (Co-Author, 2000). In open frameworks it has been shown
that students display incipient speakership and willingness to take the turn through in-
breaths and body movements prior to the TRP (Mortensen, 2009). Through gaze
teachers can also switch between these open and closed frameworks to manage the
attention of the whole class once a recipient has been selected (Waring & Carpenter,
2019). In short, gaze has been identified as one of the key practices that allow for

pedagogical and interactional projects to move forward.

2.3 Manipulation of teaching materials

Teaching is an intrinsically embodied complex activity (Hall & Looney, 2019)
as sequences of action are not only built through talk (Goodwin, 2000; Streeck,
Goodwin and LeBaron, 2011). Manipulation of TMs, such as positioning them within
students’ field of vision, pointing at them or even gazing towards them, aid teachers not
only in mobilising responses but also in helping learners achieve the pedagogical goals.
These kinds of practices can also be used to secure recipiency (Belhiah, 2009; Campisi
& Ogzyiirek, 2013; Mondada, 2007), to mark sequence closure (Goodwin, 2000), or to

provide students with feedback (Walper, 2019).

Attention towards the use of the environment’s contextual configuration has increased
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in recent years (Richardson & Stokoe, 2014), for example, through the manipulation of
tools or objects (Hazel & Mortensen, 2014; Heath & Luff, 2013a), documents (Mikkola
& Lehtinen, 2014), and technology (Balaman, 2015; Hindmarsh & Heath, 2000; Jewitt,
2013). Kéénti (2010) demonstrated how students were attuned to the teacher’s change
in gaze direction and body orientation when manipulating a transparency on an
overhead projector. Mortensen and Hazel (2011) explored classroom sequences in the
form of round robins and showed how teachers oriented to the materials, textbooks and

whiteboards through pointing gestures and gaze direction.

Teachers’ orientation to TMs also displays incipient repair sequences. As shown by
Chazal (2015), when obtaining the correct response, teachers shifted their gaze back to
the computer, hit the enter key and, thus, closed the sequence by displaying the correct
answer on the screen. By contrast, if students provided incorrect candidate answers,
teachers were seen to hold their posture, maintaining the floor open for other students to
provide candidate replies. These studies show how material artefacts are relevant not
only for teachers’ practices, but also for students to anticipate the trajectory of the

sequence.

3. Materials and Methods

This qualitative exploratory study of multimodal elicitations in Chilean secondary
language classrooms is of an observational and a semi-interventionist nature. The study
is semi-interventionist as teachers who participated carried out a jigsaw picture
storytelling task which was designed to trigger different kinds of interactions: teacher in
front of the class, groupwork, and whole-class interactions in which students addressed

their peers. All teachers carried out the same activity (with minor adjustments, see
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below). The research question that guides the study is: How do teachers mobilise
student-next action in initiation turns designed as incomplete? The data for the present
study consists of 4.9 hours of video recorded in five classrooms with four participating
teachers (teacher A carried out the activity with two classes). Each application of the
task lasted approximately 50-60 minutes. Three to five cameras were placed in the
corners of the classrooms, depending on classroom size. The collection of designedly
incomplete elicitations consists of 37 cases; 18 of them are non-pursued and are

reported on this paper.

3.1 The jigsaw storytelling task

The story ‘The Great Escape’ (Dupasquier, 1996) was used to design a jigsaw
picture-story task. It was selected since it had previously been used in language
classroom research to elicit narration episodes among teenagers and adults (Philp,
2015). This story is about a convict who escapes from prison and, while running away
from the policemen, hides in different places. Six of these places were chosen for the
activity: the museum, the shopping centre, the circus, the hospital, the building on fire,

and the cinema.

Teachers were given general instructions for each of the stages: first, the teacher
provides instructions for the task and introduces the story (whole class interaction);
second, students work in groups to arrange the pictures in order and write sentences
about them (teacher-group); third, students read their sentences to the rest of the class
(whole-class); fourth, students negotiate the order of the events (whole-class); and, fifth,

the teacher tells them the ending of the story (whole-class).

Teaching materials comprised only images with no texts on them to allow for language
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to emerge naturally, for the task to be adaptable to the different language levels among
schools, and to give teachers freedom of what structures they wanted to focus on — for
example, which verb tenses to practise or what vocabulary items to elicit. The set of
materials included: big flashcards of the main picture of each of the six events (for the
teachers to use in front of the whole class), and, for each event, a set of smaller pictures
(for the students to use during groupwork). The activity and the materials were designed
to be the least obtrusive and the most adaptable to students’ and teachers’ needs. This is
considered one of the main strengths of the research design, as the task can be applied in
classrooms of different contexts, ages, levels and linguistic needs. Teachers were given
the freedom to skip any part they felt was unnecessary, to add stages to the activity as
they felt necessary, and to manipulate, use and display the pictures in any way they felt
comfortable. Students were required to work in groups, and, in all classes, they moved

their tables to sit in clusters.

As explained, the pre-designed activity triggered different kinds of interactions in the
classrooms, thus, allowing for elicitations to emerge not only during whole-class-
interaction, but also during groupwork, as teachers checked students’ progress. The task
was designed in terms of the organisation of activities and not the sequences that
develop on a turn-by-turn basis; thus, despite its pre-designed features, interactions that
develop are naturalistic. Furthermore, as the aim was to explore the ways in which
teachers and students manipulated teaching materials, the need arose to provide teachers
with such objects. As mentioned, however, teachers were not given a script to follow, or
a list of questions, or any instruction that could have a consequence upon the
interactions that developed in each classroom. Therefore, the research design aligns

with a CA approach.
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3.2 Transcription, data representation, and ethics

The transcription conventions for the verbal conduct are those developed by
Jefferson and common to CA (Sacks et al., 1974). It must be noted, however, that
transcriptions are only depictions of the data and represent a limited and partial
representation of the interactions (Ashmore & Reed, 2000). To capture multimodal
practices, an adaptation of the system proposed by Mondada (2014) was used,
especially since it depicts detailed information about the onset of embodied productions
and their alignment with the verbal means. Data analysis and identification of verbal
and embodied practices was done through ELAN (MPI, 2018). Modalities were

annotated separately; audio was turned off when annotating embodied aspects.

Manual gestures ($ symbol on the multimodal transcript) were annotated following
Kendon’s (2004) gesture units of preparation: (prep), stroke (str) and retraction
(retr), along with optional stages of holding, pre-stroke and post-stroke (Kita, 1993).
For the transcription of gaze ($ symbol), following Goodwin (1980), gaze shifts were
labelled with regard to the beginning of the trajectory and landing (to x) and duration (at
x). Mutual gaze alignment between individuals can, thus, be easily observed on the

transcriptions.

All participants were briefed about the study before deciding to participate. They were
informed that the focus was on participation in the language classroom in general; they
were not informed about the focus on embodied practices in order not to influence their
behaviour. All participants that can be observed on the recordings signed the
appropriate informed consent forms. Although students were 16/17 years of age at the
time of the recordings, only one of the participating schools required letters to be sent to

parents. Other schools had already asked parents for consent to do recordings as they do

10
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this regularly. Those students that did not provide consent to be recorded and their
image to be used, were placed in one group outside of the camera’s field of vision. They
participated in the activity, as this was part of their regular classes, but their image was

not used in the study.

4. Analysis

The multimodal practices explored in the dataset correspond to gestures,
analysed in terms of their types and temporality; gaze shifts, explored in terms of
direction and alignment; and teachers’ manipulation of the teaching materials (TMs).
The aim of the study is not to evaluate teachers’ and students’ performance, but to
identify teachers’ practices to mobilise students’ responses. Thus, the collection
reported corresponds to non-pursued designedly incomplete elicitations (18 cases).

Results show that these are interactional and instructional practices for turn-
taking, for the orchestration of choral responses, for providing semantic information,
and for the projection of the turn-completion through the representation of iconic
aspects of the item being elicited. As such, they occur during the initiation turn and at
transition-relevant-places (TRPs) (Schegloff, 2007). As noted, however, these are not
regular places of transition, but it is the ways in which these turns are produced which

sets up the conditional relevance for students to produce the next action.

In the first extract, a student from the cinema screen group has just finished reading
their sentences (lines 100-102). The teacher (Tea) recaps the last sentence and elicits the
word “screen” through a designedly incomplete turn (lines 103-106), with the
incomplete TCU in line 106 (as marked by the arrow on the transcript). Student 2
completes the suspended turn (line 108) and the teacher confirms the appropriateness of
the answer. During the entire excerpt the teacher’s gaze is directed towards St4.

11
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Extract 1: A-00_18 51-Screen_B_whole_class

((St2 is reading the sentences written by him and his group))
100 St4: final. eee:hm

101 (1.2)

102 St4: going to cinema screen

103 Tea: ookay. he passes-

104 Tea: he's (.)chased $ by the police $ and
Thnd: >> RH prep S RH str S RH prep >>
105 they$ walk jus#t (0.3) $ in front of S
Thnd: >> SRH 2 strokes $ RH retr S
#fig.1
[Fig.1]
106 = Sthe (.) c$ine Sma: #$
Thnd: SLH prep $ str $ hold $
#fig.2
[Fig.2]
107 S(0.3)$+(0.1)

Thnd: Sprep $ str >>

108 St4: [ehscre $ [en

109 St2: [scree#en
110 Tea: [sc $ ree:n yes very good
Thnd: >> S LH retr $
#fig.3
[Fig. 3]

As shown by the multimodal transcript, the teacher produces an iconic gesture to
represent the cinema screen and the action of running in front of the screen (right open
palm sliding gesture (fig.1) when paraphrasing the student’s sentence. Then, Teacher A
produces the elicitation which is designed as a compound-noun; he produces the first
noun but withholds the second. He mobilises the turn completion through a combination
of practices: he puts the verbal turn on hold, as signalled by the lengthening of the
vowel at the end of “cinema” (line 106) and does forward-gesturing (Jurgen Streeck,
2009) towards the selected student with his left open pal. This gesture is extended
further at TRP (fig.3). St4 orients to the practice and produces the elicited item in

overlap with this last gesture (line 108). Teacher A confirms the correct answer.

12
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A second example is Teacher C who is recapping the names of the events of the story
during whole class interaction. She prompts the museum group in extract 2 with the
incomplete clause “your story is the ___” (line 93) and holds a deictic gesture towards

them.

Extract 2: C-00_46_16-H-Then_your_story_is_the

93 =2 Tea: THESN your$ story is the-—#
Tgze >> at museum group >>
Thnd >> hold$ beat $ hold >>
#fig.4
[Fig.4]
94 (0.3) S
Tgze >>
Thnd >> S
95 St6: the museum
96 Tea: the museum.

This elicitation sequence occurred in the context of a round robin; and, as exposed by
Mortensen and Hazel (2011) these sequences are characteristic because they set up a
routine that students can orient to. Teacher C prefaces the elicitation turn with gaze
directed to the group and the preparation stage of her deictic gesture (not pictured
above). She produces and holds the first stroke (line 93); St6 orients to this and gazes up
towards her. Teacher C establishes recipiency in beginning position (Mortensen, 2009)
by means of embodied practices, not through a verbal address term (c.f. Kdédnta 2010).
She holds the deictic gesture (fig.4) while maintaining gaze alignment with St16 and
produces the incomplete TCU in which she includes the article of the noun phrase, but
the noun is withheld (line 93). This combination of practices, and the position of the
elicitation within a wider sequence, makes the completion of the ongoing turn a relevant

next action by the group. St16 responds “the museum” (line 95) and the teacher

13
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confirms the response with a repeat of “the museum” (line 96).

Extract 3 occurs during groupwork. Teacher B is providing the group with feedback and
elicits the noun “police”. She rearranges the TMs, points at one picture, taps, gazes up
towards St4 and pans her gaze through the group. The temporality of the teacher’s gaze

panning is displayed in the multimodal transcription (% symbol) and in figure 4 below:

Extract 3: B-00_25 07-T-G6-A-Police

53 = Tea: and %he SWAS (.) running$ from $ the:
Tgze % at pictures on her R >>
Thnd >>RH to TMS$ moves TM to R $ point$holds >>

54 (0.2)#%S + (0.4) % +(0.5)#% + (0.3)#%

Tgze >> % to St4 % at Std4d $ to Stl

Thnd >> $ at TM tapping >>

fig.5#a #b #c

55 St3: %Spoli #% [ce
56 St4: [poli mce %

Tgze %to St2% to St3 2

#d

[Fig. 5]

In this elicitation, the syntactically incomplete TCU consists of the particle “from” and
the determiner “the” as part of the prepositional phrase “from the police” (line 53). In
this initiation turn (line 53), Teacher B gazes at the picture and moves them to her right,
as shown on the multimodal transcription. She points at the picture and holds the
gesture alongside the production of the lengthened vowel in the article. She shifts her
gaze from the TM at TRP (fig.4a) to St4 (figdb) and taps on the TM (line 54). She then
shifts her gaze to Stl (fig.4c) during the gap and, lastly, to St2 (fig.4d) to acknowledge

and confirm the responses provided by St3 and St4 (line 55 and 56).

It is the combination of these practices which sets up the conditional relevance for

students to complete the turn. The teacher’s pointing, looking at, and tapping on the

14
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materials index their relevance for the completion of the suspended turn, while her gaze

shifts display orientation to an open participation framework. These practices strengthen

the opportunity for students to self-select and to provide a completion to the designedly

incomplete elicitation.

In the next extract, Teacher B is talking to the shopping centre group and is helping

them construct their sentences in past continuous. She traces the direction of the

character’s movement on the teaching materials (line 10), points at the relevant picture

(line 11), and elicits the action “going upstairs” through an incomplete verbal turn “Alf

was ___” (line 12), which is then followed by a pantomimic gesture representing the

action of going upstairs: she alternates her right and index fingers with an upwards

movement (line 13, figure 5).

Extract 4: B-00_15_16-T-G6-Upstairs

10 Tea:
Tgze
Thnd
11
Tgze
Thnd
12 = Tea
Tgze
Thnd
Stlg
13
Tgz3
Thnd
[Fig. 6]

okay so now you h$ave to say
>> at TM >>
>> tracing TM S prep >>

(0.2) $ + (0.2)

>>

>> S str pointing >>
ASLF wa:$s S

>>

>>$ RH to R $ holds

>>

$(0.2)% +(0.4)% + (0.4)#

>> 5 to St2% at St2 >>
SRH index and mid f. alternate up>>
#fig.6

15
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14 Stl: going [up

15 Tea: [going upstair:s=

16 =<was going upstair> (.) past continuous
17 (0.4)

18 <was going upstairs>

In this excerpt, Teacher B prefaces the elicitation with the instruction “so now
you have to say” (line 10). She layers this turn by indexing the relevance of the TMs
through deictic gestures with her right index finger, pointing and tracing it. The stroke
of her pointing gesture is produced at the onset of the incomplete TCU “Alf was” (line
12); she slides her right finger to the right, holds it in the relevant section of the image
and projects the completion of the turn through a pantomimic gestural production which
represents the action of the character not produced verbally. Her gaze follows her right-
hand movements through the TMs and pantomimic gesture; when reaching the TRP,
Teacher B shifts her gaze towards St2 and then to Stl upon St1’s candidate answer (line
14). Although the verbal turn is suspended, the embodied actions continue beyond it,
providing the verbally incomplete turn with a multimodal projection (Mondada, 2007).
The students orient to the practice as their gaze follows the teacher’s hand. St1 produces
a candidate answer; the teacher acknowledges it through head-nods, repeats it in the

third turn, and clarifies that it is the past continuous.

The last excerpt corresponds to one of the deviant cases' identified on the data set of

designedly incomplete elicitations. Teacher C is eliciting the vocabulary “running” and

'In CA, deviant cases are commonly used to explore the phenomenon in other sequential
environments and also to highlight certain characteristics of the phenomenon itself by
showcasing moments in interaction that also present similar characteristics, but do not

conform to the main collection (Kasper & Wagner, 2014).

16
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does so in a similar way to Teacher B in the previous excerpt. She projects the
completion of the turn “he continue[s] ___ " (line 183) through a pantomimic gesture;
however, she self-completes the ongoing turn, making this a deviant case. Nonetheless,
students orient to the practice and produce candidate answers in partial overlap (lines
185,186). As can be seen in figure 7, the gestural completion is done with both hands in

fists with upward and downward movements.

Extract 5 Deviant case: C-00_46_16-Running

182 Tea: THEN (0.3) #
Tgze >> at gl >>
Thnd >> prep >>

Fig.7 #a
183 =2 he$# cont #inue
Tgze >>
Thnd >>$ LH RH alternate up down >>
#b #c

[Fig. 7]

185 Tea: runni [ng
186 Sts: [ run [ning
187 Stx: [run to the park

Although this example does not conform to the type of cases presented because the
teacher self-completes the elicitation, it shows two main points about the phenomenon:
first, the relevance of the TRP for students’ completion of the turn; and, second,
students’ orientation to the practice.

In the first place, the fact that the teacher provides a completion of the turn herself
shows that a turn-completion was made relevant in that slot. In the second place, the
saliency of the phenomenon is visible in that students produce completions as well.
They even provide an expanded version of the completion “run[ning] to the park”,

showing that they orient to the turn-transition made-relevant by Teacher C. The

17
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concluding discussion below will shed more light into the phenomenon as well as

identify this study’s contributions to the current state of knowledge of the phenomenon.

5. Discussion

As explained above, turn-design is one of the key features for the success of the
phenomenon as this kind of turn narrows down the possibilities for students’
participation. The five cases presented showed the variety of resources that teachers
deploy in mobilising student turn-completions: gaze at the selected next-speakers or
panning in open participation frameworks, gestures which layer the teachers’ turns,
gestures for turn-taking, manipulation and orientation to the teaching materials, and
gestural completions. Through these practices, teachers make student next-action
relevant in the next sequential slot. This section discusses the findings we have
presented above in relation to the practices that teachers deploy to manage turn-
allocation and to display recipiency, to project turn completions and to index the

relevance of the teaching materials.

5.1 Managing turn-allocation and recipiency

Findings show that the resources used to mobilise student-next action and
allocate turns are tightly linked with the kinds of participation frameworks that teachers
establish. In open frameworks, teachers deploy gaze shifts and gaze panning to
strengthen students’ opportunity to self-select (Goffman, 1974) (extracts 3, 4). This
action of giving up the floor is also visible in teachers’ body positions as they display
orientation to everyone and not just one particular student or group. These different

resources are oriented to by students who self-select and provide candidate completions.
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In closed frameworks, teachers produce deictic gestures along with gaze towards the
selected speakers (extracts 1, 2, 5). They display recipiency by holding gaze alignment
with the selected speakers when they take the turn (extract 1), by maintaining their gaze
directed towards the selected speaker so they look up (extract 2), and by holding their
forward-gesturing (Jurgen Streeck, 2009) until a response is obtained (extracts 1, 2). It
is the teacher who displays orientation to the student or group of students as the
one/ones accountable for producing the next action.

Similar to Kiéntd’s (2010) findings, teachers also hold motionless body-postures when
displaying orientation for students to self-select (extracts 2, 5). They hold their pointing
gestures towards the selected student (extracts 1, 3, 5) or group acting as a collective
(extract 2) while orienting to the candidate answers (extracts 1, 2, 3). Similar to Waring
and Carpenter’s (2019) findings, teachers also switch between frameworks through gaze
shifts when, for example, when other students than the selected speaker provide
candidate answers, as was the case of extracts 2 and 5. As can be noted, the practices
deployed by teachers when doing syntactically incomplete elicitations help them secure
turn-transition as they signal to students that they are accountable for producing the next

action.

5.2 Projecting turn completions

As presented, findings show that teachers accompany their initiation turns with
gestures which project the item being elicited. Iconic and pantomimic gestures during
initiation turns and at TRPs aid teachers in moving their pedagogical projects forward.
These practices not only ground or provide context and semantic information to the
ongoing initiation turns but, in some cases, are key in providing students with the

interactional space to produce the next action. For example, in extract 1, Teacher C uses
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his right hand to provide semantic information along with the initiation turn and
switches to his left hand to signal to the student that he is the selected speaker. This
‘two-handedness’ (Azaoui, 2015) clearly shows this teacher’s carefully coordinated
actions. In the case of Teacher B in extract 4, she repeats the ‘going upstairs’ gesture
until a student self-selects. These practices not only show that the teacher’s ongoing
actions are put on hold, but also narrow down the possible completions by providing
semantic information. Teachers’ embodied practices are carefully coordinated with the
initiation turns (Lazaraton, 2004; van Compernolle & Smotrova, 2017). Furthermore,
students display attentiveness and understanding to the unfolding contingencies by

completing the relevant actions.

5.3 Indexing the relevance of the teaching materials

Results show that indexing the relevance of TMs is mainly accomplished
through gaze shift to the materials, deictic gestures and the manipulation of the
flashcards. These practices are deployed in different sequential positions: before the
initiation turns to ground the elicitation sequences (extract 3), at the onset of the
initiation turn (extract 4), or at the moment upon reaching the TRP.

Similar to Tulbert and Goodwin’s (2011) concept of choreographing social actions, the
teachers in the study manipulate, point at or trace the materials in order to index the
their relevance. Sequences of action are not only formulated through verbal conduct
(Goodwin, 2000; Streeck, Goodwin and LeBaron, 2011; Mondada, 2011, 2013).

For example, in extract 3, Teacher B points towards the TM, rearranges them on the
table within the students’ field of vision and holds the pointing gesture while shifting
her gaze up to pan across the students. Students orient to these practices as they gaze

towards the materials, and then towards their teacher. Another way of indexing the
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relevance is by tracing the trajectory of the character on the picture and by animating
the actions shown, as was the case of the ‘screen’ iconic gesture, and the ‘going
upstairs’ and ‘running’ pantomimic gestures. Teachers animate the central elements
shown in the TM. This expands Mortensen and Hazel’s (2009, 2019) findings as the
materials in the present study do not have text on them. Teachers inscribe them as
relevant for the progression of the sequence through talk and through the embodied

conduct.

6. Conclusions

This article has presented teachers’ practices to mobilise student-next action in
designedly incomplete initiation turns. The study consisted of teachers’ application of a
picture-story task with stages of whole class and group interactions. Data analysis
followed a multimodal conversation analytic approach with focus on the initiation turns
of the elicitation sequences. Findings showed that teachers produce not only gestures to
provide students with the turn, but also to index the relevance of the materials and to
project turn-completions.

The present study is a contribution to the current state of knowledge on designedly
incomplete elicitations as it is not constrained to exploring the phenomenon in repair
sequences (Koshik 2002) and explores the combination of verbal and embodied
practices with teaching materials which are not designed as incomplete

(Hazel & Mortensen, 2019). It also presents a contribution to the analysis of gestures in
classroom settings through an interactional perspective. In particular, it backs previous

studies of teachers’ manipulation of and orientation to material objects in the classroom
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(Chazal, 2015; Hazel & Mortensen, 2017, 2019; Kdant4, 2010; Mortensen & Hazel,
2011) and the use of gestural and embodied practices to mobilise student participation.
Finally, contribution is also made by identifying teachers’ effective practices in
mobilising student-next action. This constitutes a step forward to the application of the
research findings back into the classroom (Whong, Gil, & Marsden, 2014), as
identifying practices constitutes the first step in understanding the intricacies of

classrooms talk.
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