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Abstract 

This doctoral dissertation is an empirical qualitative research study on the emergence 

of learnables in classrooms of Swedish as a second language. It adopts a dialogical and 

praxeological approach, and analysis is based on video recorded teacher-student 

interactivities in classrooms. Learnables are taken to be linguistic items or constructs 

that are displayed as unknown by students, or problematized by students or teachers, 

and therefore oriented to as explainable, remediable, or improvable. Learnables are 

introduced in planned or less planned classroom activities, either in passing, while 

continuing the current main activity, or in side-sequences. In these activities, teachers 

and students not only talk, but also use other embodied resources (e.g. pointing) or 

available artifacts (e.g. worksheets) to highlight linguistic learnables. Teachers and 

students use these resources for achieving and maintaining intersubjectivity as well as 

contributing learnables to the interactivities. Through manifest embodied practices, 

abstract linguistic learnables become objectified, and knowledge about them gets 

organized in and through joint co-operative activities. 

 

Keywords: Learnables, Ethnomethodology, Conversation Analysis, Dialogism, Second 

language learning, Multimodal interaction analysis, Gestures, Embodied actions, 

Classroom discourse, Swedish as a second language 
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Preface 

In the preface to his book, The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life, Erving Goffman 

(1956) described his own analytic observational work as resulting in a ‘qualified 

generalization’ in which a set of descriptive features that his work provides for the 

studied social situations may be applied to any similar settings. Engaged in a distinct 

undertaking, this research project, too, is a qualitative study of social situations, albeit 

in a particular setting: Swedish as a Second Language Learning Classrooms. The 

research project consists of individual studies compiled as a doctoral dissertation. The 

studies focus on practices that are recursively used for accomplishing learnables in 

various classroom situations. These practices can be found elsewhere too.  

However amenable to some generalizations, this research project does not claim, 

or is not based on, any generic universal models or representational theories. It rather 

analytically describes (Sacks, 1963) some mundane common-sense practices that 

participants employ to accomplish particular actions or activities. To do so, 

participants’ practices in classroom interactivities and their observable and reportable 

methods of accomplishing them (Garfinkel, 1967, 2002) are described in detail as they 

actually unfold in the circumstance of their occurrences.  

The empirical data used for this study is from Swedish-for-Immigrants classes 

(SFI). SFI is designed especially for non-Swedes to learn Swedish as a second 

language. When I started the research project, I myself was also one of the participants 

in SFI and during the span of one and half years, I collected data as a participant-

observer. Even though the presented data in this dissertation does not represent SFI as 

an institution, the interactivities that are analyzed here instantiate the complex social 

organization of its setting. With this research, what I hope to demonstrate is the 

interactional work done through the close cooperation of the participants (teachers as 

well as students) to create opportunities for teaching and learning. What is oriented to 

as a learnable, as demonstrated in this research project, is an achievable social 

phenomenon. Through focusing on embodied actions in pedagogy, I present some 

aspects of social construction of this multifaceted environment, which is constituted of 

many social and cognitive layers and dimensions.  
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1. Introduction 

This research project is an empirical qualitative study on interactivities1 in Swedish 

for immigrants (SFI) (Swedish as a second language). The aim is to show some 

procedural activities in accomplishing teachable moments (Alibali, Flevares & 

Goldin-Meadow, 1997) and learning opportunities. I propose to analyze these 

learning and teaching projects and opportunities in terms of learnables (Majlesi & 

Broth, 2012; Majlesi, 2014; Zemel & Koschmann, 2014). By learnable, I mean a 

‘thing’ or a ‘phenomenon’, in this case pertaining to language (i.e. Swedish as a 

second language) that in a social activity, in certain situations is manifestly 

oriented to, and highlighted (C. Goodwin, 1994) as a new way of telling, seeing, 

exhibiting, doing, understanding, etc. In language learning situations, a learnable is 

displayed and treated, practically as a competent way of telling and exhibiting the 

mastery of that language (cf. Garfinkel & Sacks, 1986/1970). The activities 

focused on in this study are episodes of either formal teaching or unplanned 

conversational sequences. These activities are seen, by analysts and participants 

alike, as account-able actions. This study is about these actions when used for 

accomplishing learnables. 

 With regard to language learning classroom activities, this study offers some 

suggestive examples of sequences showing how the co-operative organization of 

different sequence types, with their variable resources elaborating each other (cf. 

Goodwin, 2013), are exploited in the procedure of accomplishing learnables. It will 

also be demonstrated that the learnability of the focused phenomenon is not an 

inherent property but is something made relevant, offered and only treated as such 

within that activity.  

 In language learning classrooms, learnables appear not only in correction 

sequences, grammar, or word search and explanation sequences, but also in non-
                                                             
1 By interactivity here, I simply mean the activity that is carried out in and through 
interpersonal interaction between different parties. 
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pedagogic activities (story telling, non-institutional conversations, etc.), which may 

be turned into pedagogical opportunities for teaching and learning.   

 The illustrative example below (Ex.1) may help clarify what this research 

project deals with. In a Swedish as a second language class, after finishing a group 

work session, a student (Sandra) leaves her group to go back to her seat in the back 

row. She goes past another student (Linda) who is almost blocking her way (fig.1). 

Even though Linda gives way to Sandra on her way past, Sandra gently taps 

Linda’s thigh and her lower back. This prompts Linda to make a Swedish utterance 

to excuse herself for having a big backside.  

 
 An attempt to make an utterance in Swedish turns into a local learning project 

(cf. communicative projects, see Linell, 1998, 2009; see Study 2) in which a word 

for ‘backside’ in Swedish is searched for by Linda, and is visibly and hearably 

treated as a learnable. This word search sequence (see Goodwin & Goodwin, 1986) 

provides not only a language learning opportunity (Brouwer, 2003), but also a 

demonstration of handling a socially and culturally loaded indexical expression.  

 In the transcripts, I use illustrative pictures. When the pictures align with the 

verbal acts, I use dotted brackets and also hashtags (#) to show where they happen. 

Otherwise, I explain some significant nonverbal acts in the double parentheses (the 

list of transcription conventions are presented in the Appendix). 
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Excerpt 1: Big butt: Tape M, C level (Simplified) 

Participants: Linda (Lin), Sandra (San), Cynthia (Cyn), and Ellen (Ell)  

 

 

 
 This example shows how a commonplace event of getting past someone may 

be turned into a pedagogical event. Responding to a tactile gesture (line 1) with an 

attempt to make an utterance displays that the student does not know any word for 

‘butt’, ‘buttocks’ or ‘backside’ in Swedish. She turns to other students (cf. M. H. 

Goodwin, 1997) and asks how she can say ‘butt’ in Swedish (line 3). As she seeks 

help to find an appropriate equivalent for the word (lines 3 and 6), the sequence 

gradually expands not only in size but also in type of activity. The participation 

framework (Goffman, 1981; C. Goodwin, 1981), which involves only two 

interactants at the beginning of the encounter, soon becomes accessible to the 
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others (Goffman, 1963: 154), and the topic shifts from a word search to appraising 

backsides and making jokes. 

 When offering ‘candidate suggestions’ (cf. Lerner, 1996, 2002) for ‘buttocks’ 

or ‘backside’ in Swedish (’skinka’ or ‘rumpa’, in lines 7 and 8), the students begin 

to treat the topic at hand as a joke (line 8) and, thus, laughable (Sacks, 1974). So, 

beside the fact that a Swedish gloss for ‘backside’ is sought, a normative approach 

to the choice of word (’skinka’ or ‘rumpa’) arises as well. Moreover, a social 

orientation to the sensitivity of its use becomes the business of interchange (the 

participants all together laugh at the topic, lines 8-13). 

 This sequence shows that a tactile event turns into a learning opportunity, as 

well as some other social practices. This is an example showing the embodied 

accomplishment of a learnable in a classroom interactivity. As it is instantiated 

above, and it will be underscored throughout this dissertation, the actions co-

constructing the burgeoning of the learnable are embodied actions lodged in a 

larger activity, developed in the granularity of the organization of their sequence, 

and contingent upon the endogenous detailed production of actions. So, what this 

research project is concerned with is the order of the organization of practices 

investigated from within (Garfinkel 1967, 1996, 2002: passim) where members use 

their own methods in accomplishing learnables in classroom interactivities. 

1.1. Aims and research questions 

In the last couple of decades or so, research on second language learning has begun 

to micro-analytically attend to interaction and participation in naturally occurring 

events as the corner stone of language learning processes (see e.g. Firth & Wagner, 

1997, 2007; Markee, 2000; Seedhouse, 2004; Young & Miller, 2004; Mondada & 

Pekarek Doehler, 2004; Koschmann, Zemel, Conlee-Stevens, Young, Robbs, & 

Barnhart, 2005; Hellermann, 2007, 2009; Seedhouse, Walsh & Jenks, 2010; Hall, 

Hellermann & Pekarek Doehler, 2011, etc.). In this still relatively new tradition, 

the two fields of linguistics and kinesics which have long been claimed to be 

interrelated in human interaction (see e.g. Condon & Ogston, 1966, 1967; Kendon, 

1977, 1990; Goodwin, 1981; McNeill, 1992; Streeck, 1996, 2009) are considered 
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in the social organization of second language learning (Gardner & Wagner, 2004; 

Lazaraton, 2004; Olsher, 2004; Mori & Hayashi, 2006; Churchill, Okada, Nishino 

& Atkinson 2010; Mortensen, 2011; Seo, 2011, etc.).  

 The use of different modalities in learning has now been shown to be at work in 

instructional activities involving manual skills (e.g. Ekström, Lindwall & Säljö, 

2009; Lindwall & Ekström, 2012), dance skills (e.g. Keevallik, 2010), music skills 

(e.g. Nishizaka, 2006; Szczepek Reed, Reed & Haddon, 2013), even developing 

knowledge in archeology (e.g. C. Goodwin, 2003), mathematics (e.g. Radford, 

2003; Radford, Demers, Guzman & Cerulli, 2003), geography (e.g. Mogk & 

Goodwin, 2012), or in academic supervision meetings (e.g. Svinhufvud & 

Vehviläinen, 2013). The same thing can be observably reported as happening in 

second language learning classrooms.  

 In this research project, I will focus on teacher-student talk in language learning 

classrooms. The setting that I have chosen to study is a series of language classes 

designed for foreigners in Sweden to learn Swedish as a second language. This 

institution is called Swedish for Immigrants (SFI). The classes have been video-

recorded for a detailed analysis. 

 The analysis is aimed at illuminating some aspects of the procedures involved 

in classroom interactivities and their local achievements. The focus is on embodied 

actions and endogenous achieved details of procedures leading to the production of 

linguistic items or expressions proffered as learnables. This procedure is not just 

built on talk, but rather on its intertwinement with other semiotic resources.  

 Accordingly, focusing on practical actions, I will provide some interactional 

accounts describing the members’ practices (Garfinkel & Sacks, 1970/1986), and 

specify their methods for the local endogenous production of teachable moments 

and learning opportunities as instructably achievable phenomena. This research 

project contributes to the large corpus of classroom interaction studies, which 

already exists within the fields of education, language learning and classroom 

discourse (e.g. Bellack, Kliebard, Hyman, & Smith, 1966; Sinclair & Coulthard, 

1975; Mehan, 1979; Cazden, 1986, 2001; Markee, 2000; Seedhouse, 2004; Walsh, 

2011).  
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 The research project also contributes to a better understanding of the design of 

actions, the role of participants, e.g. their competence, in the practical 

achievements of learnables. All of this can be exhibited in the methods that the 

participants in a classroom setting deploy for such achievements through their 

concrete methods, and the accountability of their practical actions (see Garfinkel, 

1967: 1). This project specifically aims to address the following questions: 

• How do learnables emerge in second language learning interactivities? 

• How are interactivities in which learnables emerge socially organized? 

• What methods and modalities are used by teachers and students in the 

accomplishment of learnables? 

1.2. Learnables  

The achievement of learnables in classroom interactivities consists of social 

sequential actions that introduce them (cf. Markee, 2000; Seedhouse, 2004), clue 

them (cf. McHoul, 1990), highlight them (cf. C. Goodwin, 1994), or put them in 

the focus of attention in passing or in full-blown sequences (see Study 3). The 

entire character of this accomplishment lies in the episodes of interactivity, that is, 

in an ongoing course of action (see Study 1 and 2).  

  Learnables have their sources everywhere. In pedagogical settings, they are 

what is in the focus of pedagogy as formal products displayed or oriented to as 

relationally necessary, or adequately relevant, for all practical purposes, to perform 

or accomplish particular activities. Here, it will be shown that the opportunities for 

learnables to emerge are interactional accomplishments achieved through the use 

of diverse semiotic resources, which are at the interactants’ disposal and deployed 

for those accomplishments.  

 It has been discussed before (see e.g. Holmqvist, Tullgren & Brante, 2011: 68) 

that an ‘intended’ object of learning may not necessarily be the one ‘enacted’ and 

‘experienced’ in the setting by the teacher and the pupils together (see also 

Seedhouse, 2004). This research project attends to the reality of how learnables are 

experienced, and focuses on the procedures in which the operations on talk and 

other conduct lead to the emergence of learnables. 
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 In the analysis of what is being taught and learned, the formal products as 

objects of learning are conventionally considered as discrete independent forms 

with some particular properties; for example, in language learning, they are lexical 

items, syntactical phrases with some semantic properties, etc. That is, the meta-

theory of the nature of (a) language is that of sets of abstract forms. These formal 

objects can be quantified, generalized, and established as frequently used items 

with objective meanings and functions, etc. The students in their interactional co-

engagement with their teachers (and/or their peers) in a learning environment 

somehow see them, and are instructed to see and understand them in that way on 

the occasion of their occurrences. The methods that are used by the participants in 

the interactivities, in and through which some linguistic objects are offered and 

understood as learnables, are going to be observed and analytically described. 

 The word ‘learnable’ is preferred to ‘object of learning’ in order to stress that a 

phenomenon (whatever that is) is not just introduced as an abstract something 

recurrently achieved in many other situations, having inherent features, function or 

meaning. It becomes instructably observable as something to learn, under a 

particular circumstance and through a particular procedure. Its salience is brought 

to being in that activity. The emphasis in this research project is placed on how 

teachable moments or learning opportunities are achieved on a particular 

occasion to offer something as a learnable.  

 What is being studied here is how learnables in searching for a word, in 

describing an event, in formulating the telling of a story or a description of 

something, in a correction, in a reformulation, etc. are achieved in an embodied 

way, on the actual occasion of their occurrences.  

 A learnable, or the opportunity of its teaching and learning, therefore, is not 

looked at, or investigated as something mass-produced, premeditated and ‘as the 

work of a population that staffs its production’, but how it ‘exhibits its population’ 

(Garfinkel 1996: 5), i.e. how it gives life to its generalizability qua achievement, as 

an achievable phenomenon, occasioned, displayed, and recognized in the particular 

sequential course of an activity in the organization of its setting.    
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1.3. Outline of the dissertation 

The research project is based on four separate studies that have been conducted on 

the accomplishment of learnables. The sources and the resources used in the 

achievement of learnables, the organization of inter-actions, and the embodied 

practices involved in the activities, within which learnables emerge, are examined. 

The perspective employed in these studies takes on dialogical (interactional and 

contextual - see Linell, 1998, 2009) and praxeological (ethnomethodological and 

conversation analytical - see Garfinkel, 1967, 2002; Garfinkel & Sacks, 

1970/1986; Sacks, 1992a,b) approaches; I use multimodal action-based interaction 

analysis (see e.g. C. Goodwin, 1981, 1994, 2003, 2013; Heath, 1984; Mondada, 

2007a, 2010; Luff & Heath, 2012; Broth & Mondada, 2013) to explicate how, in 

situ and in vivo, actions are accomplished by the participants (see also Garfinkel, 

2002: 167). Through this approach, some careful, detailed, and multimodal data 

analyses will be presented. 

 The chapters leading up to the studies include the above introduction to the 

general and specific aims of the studies (1), which will now be followed by a 

presentation of the research background (2), the data used (3), the theoretical and 

methodological framework (4), the concise results of the studies and (5), at the 

end, some concluding remarks (6). 
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2. Approaches to language learning 

In the following sections, I will first present a background for socially oriented 

approaches to learning in general, and to language learning in particular. I will then 

provide an overview of the studies using EM/CA in educational settings, and will 

review some studies on interactivities in classrooms. I will also show how the 

application of EM/CA will be helpful in demonstrating the use of embodied 

practices and examining their use in the context of language learning. Finally, I 

will review relevant parts of the research on Swedish for immigrants (SFI). 

2.1. The social turn in language learning research: A historical account 

Modern research on learning has its roots in social and psychological studies on 

education in the beginning of the twentieth century (see e.g. Delbos, 1899; Dewey, 

1915; Piaget, 1926; Thorndike, 1931). Through its development in the second half 

of the twentieth century, however, instead of concentrating on the practices of 

learning, investigation on learning turned into theorizing about learning, 

particularly about language, as a code-learning (see R. Ellis, 1990).  

 During the 1970s and the 1980s, researchers interested in both sociology and 

anthropology made fresh attempts to find new methods and theories for the 

educational field, including language use and its learning (Gumperz & Hymes, 

1972; Hymes, 1977, 1980; Cazden & Hymes, 1978; Ochs & Schieffelin, 1979; 

Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986, to name a few). Language learning, however, was still 

overwhelmingly under the influence of traditional psychology and mentally 

oriented hypotheses both in first and second language learning (e.g. Selinker, 1972; 

R. Ellis, 1990; Gass, 1996; see a more elaborate discussion in Tomasello, 1998: 

vii-xxiii). This, however, did not last long. The description of classroom discourse 

(see e.g. McHoul, 1978; Mehan, 1979; Kramsch, 1983; Cazden, 1986; van Lier, 

1988) began to show the importance of humanistic and sociological approaches to 

classroom and learning environments. The bottom line was that what is at issue in 

the educational field are the communicative events and interaction. This new focus 

on communication and interactional efforts in pedagogical environments 
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eventually made do even among psychologically oriented language learning 

researchers who also highlighted the impact of social factors in their proposed 

theories and hypotheses (e.g. Long, 1981, 1996; Swain, 1985; Varonis & Gass, 

1985; Pica, Young & Doughty, 1987; Swain & Lapkin, 1998, etc.).  

 Finally, it took a decade or so until the time came when the call for the revision 

of the congruence of theories and methods with the reality of language use in 

language learning was taken seriously (see e.g. Block, 1996, 2003; Firth & 

Wagner, 1997; cf. Lave & Wenger, 1991; Tomasello, 1998). The effect of this shift 

in the paradigm of research on language learning has resulted in a growing number 

of papers and books that are being published from an EM/CA perspective (see 

section 2.2 below; see also section 4.2. for the theoretical discussion). 

2.1.1. Learning as a social practice 

One of the first attempts in the twentieth century to respond to the inquiry into the 

howness of language learning in a modern ethological sense was made by Skinner 

(1957), who defined learning language as learning ‘verbal behavior’ by means of 

instrumental conditioning (Tomasello, 2003: 2). An alternative to such a theory 

was made famous by Chomsky (1959, 1987/1993) who claimed that language 

learning is dependent on a biologically inborn faculty (‘innateness’) and its hidden 

system for shaping universal language grammar in the mind/brain.  

 Traditional cognitivism, moreover, had also fed into the emphasis on the 

mental systems in human intelligence and psychological development. Traditional 

cognitivists aligned with the artificial intelligence researchers to consider 

‘information processing as the central activity involved in intelligent behavior’ 

(Estes et al, 1983 in Skinner, 1985; cf. Krashen, 1981). Putting the embrained mind 

in the center, they would seek their answers to any question related to language 

development from within and inside the mind/brain rather than anything from 

outside (for a more elaborate discussion, see also Linell, 1998). For those 

influenced by such a view, learning was nothing but a mental phenomenon (see 

e.g. the debate between Piaget and Chomsky in Piattelli-Palmarini, 1980).  
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 The importance of the mind-body relation in learning and cognitive 

development, however, is undeniable (see Piaget, 1961; Vygotsky, 1978). From a 

psychological perspective, learning has some psychogenetic roots (Piaget, 

1936/1952, 1961, 1980), implying that it comes about through the equilibrium and 

disequilibrium that occurs between the maturation of body and mind, the physical 

experience of the individual and his/her social interaction (Piaget, 1961). Such 

states and processes are also socio-historically and socio-culturally mediated 

(Vygotsky, 1978, 1986). There is no doubt that the environment (the social factors) 

feeds the different stages of learning progression, if it does not shape it from the 

very beginning (see Tomasello & Zuberbühler, 2002; cf. the ontogenetic view of 

language development, in Tomasello, 2003).  

 Therefore, contrary to the nativists’ view of the prewired concepts in the mind 

or the traditional cognitivist’s mind-centered view (cf. A. Clark’s problematization 

of the conception of mind in classical cognitivism, 1989: chapter 1), the direction 

of action for learning is not merely from within the mind to the outside, as manifest 

in the perceivers’ individual display of what they have ‘in mind’. There is also the 

effect of environment and others on their behavior. That is, there is a social and 

dialogical aspect to the process of learning, a relational dimension to the 

engagement of the learners with the world and others (see relationism in dialogism 

in Linell, 2009: 24). One learns something from a source (others and the 

surrounding world), in one’s engagement with that source, with the available 

resources (cf. C. Goodwin, 2003, 2013; Mogk & Goodwin, 2012; Melander, 2012, 

etc.); and one is socially accountable for one’s acts upon the world.  

 This view can be explained through some tangible instances. A common 

conviction about learning seems to be that it is an individual process with a 

beginning and an end (Wenger, 1998: 3), when, for example, one says, ‘I am 

learning X’. But nonetheless, this is a social phenomenon as much as it is an 

individual one. If there is any achievement in doing learning, it is certainly 

achieved in a social context in relation to the surrounding materials, ecological 

environment, and other conspecifics, by making some certain observable 

moves/acts upon the world for its accomplishment (reading, writing, seeing, 
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hearing/listening, operating on something, etc.). In this activity, the ‘successive and 

sequential constructions’ (Piaget, 1980: 25) are not merely part of a mental process 

or its product; they are, in reality, a progressive social actualization of actions 

made by learners, traceable as an observable-reportable change in their social 

conduct.  

The ending process of learning may be conceived when one 

commonsensically says, ‘I learned X’, ‘I now know X’, ‘I now know how to do X’, 

‘I am now able to do X’, ‘I am now an expert in (doing) X’, etc. The grammar of 

the words ‘knowing’, ‘being able to’, ‘having the skill of’, ‘understanding’, etc. 

and ‘doing’ are close to one another (see Wittgenstein, 1953/2009: §150, p.65; see 

also Mondada, 2010; Macbeth, 2011). These utterances may indicate some 

accomplished actions, but they certainly pertain to particular circumstances, and 

are subject to some social expectations. What if a person cannot perform what he 

claims he knows? This is exactly what makes learning a social phenomenon.  

 Not knowing something cannot always be translated into a defect in one’s 

mental ability, but it is simply a display of not performing as one is expected to. 

Therefore, the process of learning and its accomplishment are not a once-for-a-life-

time achievement but a recurrent display of knowing in social situations, that is, 

the ability to participate in relevant situations, and showing it on every single 

occasion. 

 Researchers who deal with learning usually deal with certain aspects of 

learning such as knowledge, knowing, and competence which are tested and 

assessed by ‘doing’ things. Seeing learning as a social phenomenon means that 

these aspects do not have platonic existence only through concepts and ideas, but 

they are realized in social life as perceived and conceived in interaction with the 

umwelt. Knowledge in the shape of ‘sensibility’ and ‘understanding’ is not just the 

product of an individual mind but also an empirical achievement (Holquist, 1990: 

4), as the outcome of our sense-experience pragmatism. Developing such an idea 

would give rise to seeing all-important parts of human ‘consciousness’ and 

cognition also through socio-interactional/cultural/historical lenses.   
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 Cognition is thus constructed in a social and embodied way (Goodwin, 1994, 

2000b, 2013; Maynard, 2006; Streeck & Jordan, 2009). It is not just a 

psychologically developmental structure (cf. Piaget, 1961: 281) or a mental 

construct whose development is mediated by tools, speech and other available 

resources, (cf. Vygotsky, 1978, 1986). But, it is also a social achievement, 

distributed and co-produced as part of human social environment, and human 

conduct, as an observable system socially shared in social activities (see also 

Schegloff, 1991; Streeck, Goodwin & LeBaron, 2011). 

 In a similar vein, learning a language, if it means gaining competence and 

building capacities for knowing and doing things with language, is certainly done 

socially. If researchers are concerned with what is acquired and how it is acquired 

by individuals, they are not only and solely talking about individuals’ internal 

mental activities, but how individuals, in interaction with the world, socially 

accomplish those properties.  

 Within a socially-oriented approach, research on language learning is required 

to explain how the ability to use language is initiated, developed, interpreted, 

corrected, etc., and how this occurs in social reality. One seeks the answers to these 

questions in and through studying the observable and reportable communicative 

events (cf. Garfinkel & Sacks, 1970/1986) involving the use of natural language in 

different social settings, educational environments, etc. 

 Language learning is not about an ideal environment and an ideal, generic 

mind, which processes some exposed ‘appropriate input’, ‘comprehensible’ data, 

etc. The world a language learner lives in is far from the one that language 

researchers call the ‘appropriate one’, with the ‘appropriate assistance’ (Ohta, 

2000: 51), or ‘appropriate input’ (Krashen, 1981), resulting in appropriate 

‘comprehensible output’ (Swain & Lapkin, 1998). The reality of what is happening 

to the learners in real life is different. 

  In this way, learning becomes a social procedure in and through which 

something is oriented to and accounted for and understood as something hitherto 

unfamiliar. That is, one can display understanding, knowing, and being able to do 

something new through social acts. Disregarding learners’ methods and their social 
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environment (social relations, verbal and nonverbal context, background, 

biography, etc.), which are part of the individual’s competence-building procedure, 

conceals at least part of the truth, if not the whole truth, about how learning is 

actually achieved. 

 In other words, there are different paths in language learning research. One way 

to present the acquisition of language is to model it through a hypothetical mental 

process and map it onto an ideal learner. Another way is to ask how real learners 

learn what they learn through their methods, their performances, and their social 

conduct.  

2.1.2. Interactivities: An area for language learning research 

The cognitivist models of learning are based on mental processes defining 

language as a set of systematically interrelated, rule-governed mental codes and 

concepts lodged in the mind/brain (cf. Chomsky 1987/1993). They are clearly 

distinguished from their socially oriented rivals seeking their answers about 

language learning in a larger area of language use (see Atkinson, 2011; Hall et al., 

2011). The basic principle of this alternative approach is that sharing a language is 

not merely sharing codes; rather it is engaging in a cooperative enterprise 

(Vygotsky, 1978; Linell, 1998; Tomasello, 2003, 2008), building a common 

conceptual ground (H. Clark, 1996), and sharing forms of life (Wittgenstein, 

1953/2009).  

 Central to this socially oriented approach and its concomitant theories and 

methods of research is a careful attention to the concept of ‘context’ (Goodwin & 

Duranti, 1992), and looking anew at humans’ intersubjective world (Schutz, 

1932/1967), and the use of language in human interaction as ‘the primordial site of 

sociality’ (Schegloff, 1987: 208).  

 In language learning, the issue is not just grossly pointing out the significance 

of humans’ social situations, communicative needs and abilities, their social 

variations, culture, and individual differences in learning (e.g. Hatch, 1978; Long, 

1981, 1996; Swain, 1985; Lehman & Jones, 1987). What one needs to do in 

research is to show how these issues are and become the social reality of language 
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learning situations. That is, the research shall not keep itself just in the realm of the 

metaphor of acquisition (cf. Sfard, 1998), but investigate learning in the reality of 

co-participation in interactivities. One cannot remain tied to the assumptions of 

traditional mentalist models (Ortega, 2011: 167; cf. Gass & Selinker 1994/2008; 

Chomsky, 1987/1993), but one must turn to the reality of language use and social 

aspects of language learning.  

 Revisiting the assumptions behind the theories of learning (Block, 1996) may 

be done through a balance between theories and methodologies (Firth & Wagner, 

1997), and it is only possible through the collection of empirical real data from 

various settings and interactivities. Firth and Wagner (1997) accordingly invited 

researchers in the second language area to be more concerned with the context and 

interactional particulars of language use, not merely to rely on a priori theories, but 

instead, to take an emic perspective (Pike, 1954: 8; cf. Garfinkel & Sacks, 

1970/1986) while dealing with real data.  

 Firth and Wagner (1997: 286) also advanced arguments for the expansion of 

the data sets to involve a wider range of data, ranging from formal and 

experimental environments to various non-formal, non-educational, and empirical 

learning environments. In short, they asked for a social turn in second language 

learning research. This view has its roots in a dialogical (interactional and 

contextual; see Linell, 2009) and praxeological (Garfinkel, 1967, 2002) approach 

to language learning and has benefited a lot from ethnomethodological 

conversation analysis (see Garfinkel & Sacks, 1970/1986; Sacks, 1992a, b; see 

section 4.2, and also Study 4). 

 Therefore, in the social approach, learning is to be reconceptualized and 

second language learning reinstituted insofar as to change the way of looking at 

learning not only as a private individual achievement, but as a social 

accomplishment in a variety of social situations. It would certainly help us to see 

and, eventually, hypothesize better than before, for instance, what second language 

learners/users accomplish and how they do it in their interactivities together with 

their teachers, or their peers in the classroom (e.g. Markee, 2000, 2008; Pekarek 

Doehler, 2002; Seedhouse, 2004, 2005; Kasper 2004; Kasper & Wagner, 2011; 
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Amir & Musk, 2013; Musk, 2013; Kunitz, 2013; Majlesi, 2014, etc.), or with 

others outside of the pedagogical environment in what is known as second 

language conversation (Brouwer & Wagner, 2004; Brouwer, Rasmussen & 

Wagner, 2004; Gardner & Wagner, 2004; Kurhila, 2004; Plejert, 2004; Mori & 

Hayashi, 2006; Firth, 2009; Cromdal, 2013). 

2.2. EM/CA and language learning activities 

Ethnomethodological conversation analysis (EM/CA) with its principles and 

proposed methods of examining orderliness in local-interactional activities 

(Garfinkel & Sacks, 1970/1986) from its early years began to be adopted as a 

useful research perspective and an analytic tool to investigate learning situations in 

classrooms (Erickson, 1973; McHoul, 1978, 1990; Mehan, 1979; Gustavsson, 

1988; Macbeth, 1990, 2004, among others). 

Drawing on EM/CA methodological principles, Erickson (1973) and, then, 

Bremme and Erickson (1977) and Erickson and Schultz (1978) pioneered in what 

they called the micro-ethnography of schooling and classroom activities. They paid 

attention to the ‘oddness’ of the ‘ordinary’ everyday behavior that ‘we as members 

take for granted’ (Erickson, 1973: 16; cf. Schutz, 1932/1967; Garfinkel, 1967), 

namely, the use of language, the interactional activity with the use of both verbal 

and nonverbal conduct (cf. Goffman, 1956, 1963). For instance, Bremme and 

Erickson (1977: 153-4), by their detailed observation and description of classroom 

interaction, explained that the accepted social behavior in the classroom requires 

that participants should be able  

‘(1) to determine what social situation, or context, is happening now, 

from moment to moment within the occasion;  

 (2) to interpret the social meaning of others’ behaviors in the light of 

the social situation happening now; and, 

 (3) to identify and produce, from among one’s ‘repertoire of behaviors, 

those forms considered appropriate alternatives now, in ‘this’ social 

situation.’ 
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What they observed is how activities are organized in classroom social situations. 

They underscore the significance of understanding these activities from within 

(Garfinkel 1967, 2002). This is also comparable to views on ‘communicative 

activity types’ (see Linell, 2009; see also Levinson, 1992, 2013). John Gumperz 

(1992: 43-44) likewise defines the concept of activity in this way: ‘My basic 

assumption is that all understanding is framed understanding, that it ultimately 

rests on contingent references made with respect to presuppositions concerning the 

nature of the situation, what is to be accomplished and how to be accomplished. 

The term activity can be seen as a cover term to suggest what these presuppositions 

are.’ (italic original). 

 Even though challenged by traditional views on language learning, especially 

in cognitivist traditions (see Seedhouse, 1998; He, 2004), the call for attention to 

the context and circumstances of language learning procedures (see Block, 1996; 

Firth & Wagner, 1997), and to EM/CA and its conversation analytic principles 

found their ways also in second language research (see e.g. Markee & Kasper, 

2004; Young & Miller, 2004; Firth & Wagner, 2007; Kasper & Wagner, 2011, 

inter alia). 

 Currently, there is a growing body of research in the field of second language 

learning in which researchers apply EM/CA to their studies and they not only 

attend to the talk but also to the whole range of semiotic resources in learning 

activities (see Olsher, 2004; Slotte-Lüttge, 2005; Mori & Markee, 2009; Markee, 

2011; Melander & Sahlström, 2009).  

 Focusing on interactional activities, some studies have now examined the issue 

of the allocation of turns in classroom participation (e.g. McHoul, 1978; Sahlström, 

1999), as well as the issue of socialization in classrooms (e.g. Cekaite, 2006). 

Different exchange systems of practices (Markee, 2000), and different pedagogical 

contexts in classrooms (Seedhouse, 2004) have also been studied. Correction in 

pedagogical activities (e.g. McHoul 1990; Macbeth, 2004), and even non-

pedagogical activities for second language speakers (e.g. Kurhila, 2001; 2006; 

Plejert, 2004) have been investigated as well. Different classroom activities have 

also been examined such as word searches (Brouwer, 2003), vocabulary 
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explanation (Lazaraton, 2004; Mortensen, 2011), grammar teaching (Churchill et 

al., 2010; Study 2). 

 Applying a conversation analytic framework on language learning situations 

(pedagogical and non-pedagogical), studies have shown how second language 

learners accomplish meaningful social actions, showing and developing their 

interactional competence in various social activities (see Hall et al., 2011). They 

have shown that what is known as communicative competence is not just a 

cognitive property of individual competence, but a social display of understanding 

and applying social practices in a face-to-face interaction (ibid. p. 15). 

 With the application of EM/CA to second language learning classrooms, 

attention is drawn to the detailed accomplishment of interactivities through 

embodied practices such as bodily movements, gestures, gaze, and other nonverbal 

conduct, and also the use of artifacts such as whiteboard, papers, documents, 

computers, etc. in the teacher’s vocabulary explanation (Lazaraton, 2004; 

Mortensen, 2011), teaching grammar (Churchill et al., 2010; Majlesi, 2014), 

pronunciation correction (Broth & Forsberg Lundell, 2013), students’ group 

planning, pre-task planning and the actual implementation of tasks as a co-

construction process (e.g. Kunitz, 2013; Musk, 2013), etc. 

 Markee (2000, 2004) describes the properties of talk in different classroom 

activities. Markee and Kasper (2004) prove that there is a range of different 

exchange systems in classroom talk. Similarly, Seedhouse (2004) demonstrates 

how in task-based learning, the pattern of interaction in form-focused language 

lessons is more ‘precise’ than in meaning-in-fluency focused lessons where the 

organization of interaction becomes less ‘narrow and rigid’ (ibid, p. 111). Mori 

(2002) discusses how students working in pairs use the instructional design of a 

task as a resource to complete the task, and also to create learning opportunities (cf. 

Markee, 2004, for different ‘classroom talks’; see also Kunitz, 2013). Apart from 

the design of talk and activities, the design of turns has also been studied. Repair in 

classrooms has been a frequent research topic. It has been shown that even though 

it is still dispreferred (see Macbeth, 2004), other-initiations of repair are very 
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common in classroom talk (McHoul, 1990; cf. Egbert, 1998 in oral-proficiency test 

data; cf. Kasper, 2009; Hellermann, 2009).  

 Finally, EM/CA research in the educational field can now be found in 

educational discourse of various kinds. They not only attend to language but 

especially also to embodied practices and context, which are mutually constitutive 

(see e.g. Goodwin & Goodwin, 1992). EM/CA has now been applied to music 

classes and rehearsals (e.g. Weeks, 1996; Nishizaka, 2006; Szczepek Reed et al., 

2013), dance lessons (e.g. Keevallik, 2010), educational practices in laboratory 

work (Lindwall & Lymer, 2008), design reviews for architectural education 

(Lymer, Ivarsson & Lindwall, 2009), medical classes (Koschmann & LeBaron, 

2002), training of dentists (Hindmarsh, Reynolds & Dunne, 2011), and surgeons 

(Koschmann, LeBaron, Goodwin & Feltovich, 2011), handicraft education 

(Ekström et al., 2009; Ekström, 2012; teaching crocheting in Lindwall & Ekström, 

2012), or instructing how to repair bikes (Arnold, 2012). 

 Even though research on language learning from within a conversation analytic 

perspective has its own critiques for not focusing on cognition (e.g. He, 2004), the 

application of EM/CA on the procedures of learning activities helps understanding 

how cognition is gained access to or displayed, talked about, operated on, shaped, 

etc. (see Mondada & Pekarek Doehler, 2004); because ‘cognition, contra some 

widely-held beliefs in academic circles, has been concerned within CA and 

Ethnomethodology from its early days’ (Gardner, 2013: 607, italic original). As 

Heritage (2005: 188) puts it, a ‘cognitive process is not something which speakers 

simply report, it is also something which they embody in talk-in-interaction.’ 

2.3. The body, talk and the material world in pedagogical activities 

The interest in body movements and gestures has a long history. The earliest 

systematically recorded research on gestures, to the best of my knowledge, goes 

back to the Roman orator Quintilian in 100 AD, who wrote extensively on gestures 

as ‘rhetorical’ devices (see Kendon, 1997: 110). In a more modern psychological 

sense, perhaps it was Wundt (1904/1973) who was among the pioneers writing and 

lecturing about gestures as part of his formal lectures on language in the second 
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half of the 19th century. His psychological studies of gestures and their relations to 

the inner emotional states of the human mind, and the innate link between gesture 

and the origination of language were later published in Die Sprache (‘language’), 

one of the two volumes in his series of Völkerpsychologie (‘folk psychology’) in 

1904.  

 Mead (1910: 398) also talks about ‘a conversation of gesture’, where he 

describes gestures in animals ‘as a class of conduct’ within social conduct. Later 

studies on gestures were more on cultural issues defining gestures as systematically 

based on some socially shared patterns (see e.g. Efron, 1941; Ekman & Friesen, 

1969). Moreover, the advent of video recording helped scientists to see more of 

gestural effects in human communicative abilities, for instance, in the early efforts 

of Birdwhistell and Scheflen (see Condon & Ogston, 1966: 338).  

 With the aid of technology, the interconnectedness of body movements and 

speech could be closely examined in video-recordings. Condon and Ogston (1966, 

1967), for instance, in their studies based on video-recordings show how body 

parts are sustained or change their configurations together in synchrony with 

language production (see also Kendon, 1970). Examining the ‘‘units’ of behavior 

at the micro level’ (Condon & Ogston, 1966: 341), other studies have also shown 

that body movements are not only in coordination with speech, but with the body 

and speech of another speaker (see Kendon, 1977). Bodily conduct, gaze and facial 

expressions are sensitive and in synchrony with the actions made in interaction 

even across bodies (e.g. showing ‘affiliation needs’, etc., Kendon, 1977: 53). This 

is confirmed by C. Goodwin’s (1979, 1981) study of gaze in interaction, where he 

shows how speakers and listeners use gaze as a mechanism to show their 

engagement and disengagement in interaction, which affects the speaker’s speech 

production. 

 The study of embodied actions in human social interaction has helped us to 

understand the correlation of the use of gestures with cognitive development, for 

instance, the speaker’s (embodied) thought, etc. (McNeill, 1992; Goldin-Meadow, 

2003; Streeck, 2008; inter alia), and also to understand the communicative 

content-intent of gestures in different communicative events (Kendon, 1977; 
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Streeck, 2008; Andrén, 2010: chapter 2; inter alia). These studies have shown the 

relevance of gesture studies for ‘theoretical issues in cognition, language 

acquisition, and conversational processes’ (Kendon, 1997: 110; see also Alibali et 

al., 1997). 

 Moreover, Marjorie and Charles Goodwin’s studies on embodied actions in 

different types of interactivities with regard to the sequential analysis of 

communicative actions and turns in talk, have given us a useful account of the 

functions of gestures in interaction. They show how interactive cooperation of the 

hearer (recipient/addressee) with the speaker through various embodied practices 

(verbal and nonverbal resources) would result in the co-construction of a variety of 

actions, e.g. in the production of a turn (C. Goodwin, 1981), in the display of an 

assessment (M. H. Goodwin, 1980), in word searches (Goodwin & Goodwin, 

1986), or in disagreements (Goodwin & Goodwin 1987; see also M. H. Goodwin 

1990). They have also shown that how larger activity projects are talked into the 

current activity, and how important aspects of context are attended to in turn 

constructions. Using all these resources, participants collaboratively shape a 

coherent system of action and context for the activity in hand (Goodwin & 

Goodwin, 1992).  

 C. Goodwin (1994) shows how competent use of embodied practices in 

operating on the material world can be constitutive of the ‘object of knowledge’. 

The production of material representations is shown (see also C. Goodwin, 2000a, 

b, c, 2003) to be crucial to the social organization of the ways of seeing and 

understanding objects of knowledge that which he calls ‘professional vision’ 

(Goodwin, 1994). The use of embodied practices and available material resources 

for making actions and transforming knowledge is what C. Goodwin also 

underlines in his later studies (see e.g. C. Goodwin, 2013; cf. Melander, 2012). 

 C. Goodwin’s findings in the formation of human action with a symbiotic link 

to its surrounding environment are consistent with the view of contextualized, 

socially organized, situated learning (Erickson, 1982; cf. Lave, 1988), and the 

view of cognition as embodied and distributed (Maynard, 2006; Streeck & Jordan, 

2009; Streeck et al., 2011; cf. Hutchins, 1995; Clark & Chalmers, 1998). 
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 In other instructional activities, the intertwinement of talk, body and artifacts 

has been elaborately demonstrated and discussed in various settings. In his study of 

an instructional activity in an archeological site, C. Goodwin (2003), demonstrates 

how the body and the soil in the environment are used as resources in which an 

expert archeologist shows to a novice where to look and what to look at in the soil 

in order to transform something as apparently trivial as dirt into a visible cultural 

object, significant to the archeologists. This is done in a leading-and-following 

instructional sequence. What the expert does is show what should be seen and 

operated on over the soil, and what the student does is implement those movements 

in the soil. This leading-following course of action has some consequential effects 

on understanding the function of bodily action, especially gesture, which is also 

going to be underscored in this study (Studies 2 and 3). C. Goodwin argues for the 

consideration of other semiotic resources in the investigation of the use of gestures 

in communication; that is, gestures and other semiotic resources become so 

symbiotic as to be composing one action-unit within the physical environment as 

well as the interactional context for practical purposes in the circumstances of their 

occurrence. 

 The importance of gestures and other resources in the environment in 

architectural education has been emphasized elsewhere (LeBaron, 1998; LeBaron 

& Streeck, 2000; Murphy, 2004, 2005; Lymer et al., 2009). Lymer et al. (2009), 

for example, show how in an architecture design studio the review of the design in 

presentation is used for pedagogical purposes, and how the practices of 

presentations are mediated by various embodied and artifactual resources. The 

accomplishments of instruction and professional vision are done through the 

temporally organized and spatially situated presentation. 

 Nishizaka (2006), who studied a music class, shows how instruction and 

correction in music practices are done through embodied practices (cf. Weeks, 

1996). In a music rehearsal, in the interactivities for music coordination, it is also 

exhibited that leading and following social actions are dependent not only on the 

talk, but on embodied practices. Through such practices, moments for learning 

may emerge (see also Szczepek Reed et al., 2013). 
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 Likewise, Keevallik (2010) shows how dance teachers reuse and recycle their 

students’ dance moves in a fashion that she calls ‘bodily quote’ so that they may 

correct the students’ moves through speech and embodied practices. The bodily 

actions are the necessary parts of the instruction demonstrating the right and wrong 

dance moves. At the same time, from an interactional point of view, they display a 

heightened co-participation (cf. Sidnell, 2006) in interaction with the students.  

 Lindwall & Ekström (2012) show how following the teacher’s instruction is 

also achieved through a close interactive collaboration between the teacher and the 

student while teaching the manual skill of crocheting. Responding to the teacher’s 

request to follow the instruction is not just done by accepting it, but through a 

visible display of action, which is the witnessable evidence of understanding or 

non-understanding of the instruction. This is used as grounds for follow up actions 

such as corrections. Doing part of the manual work as showing understanding – 

and also learning (not just claiming it; see Sacks, 1992b: 252) -, is also shown by 

Hindmarsh et al. (2011). They, too, demonstrate that, in an educational setting such 

as clinical dental training, understanding an instruction is made relevant through 

performance and not just claiming understanding. The display of understanding is 

done through embodied practices acting on the material world (see also Mondada, 

2010). 

 Embodied practices and the use of artifacts are likewise considered significant 

resources in learning in other theoretical frameworks such as socio-cultural or 

socio-cognitive perspectives (e.g. Lantolf, 2000, 2011; Atkinson, 2002; Churchill 

et al., 2010; Swain, Kinnear & Steinman, 2011, among others). Studying 

mathematics classes, Radford (2003; Radford et al., 2003) problematizes the issue 

of ‘objectification of mathematical knowledge’. He observes how tools and speech 

give ‘a corporeal and tangible form to knowledge’ (ibid, p. 41). 

 Churchill et al. (2010) show the significance of overall attention to the 

coordination of embodied actions and the use of a worksheet in teaching a 

grammatical component in second language tutoring. Providing evidence for a 

socio-cognitive theory of learning (see Atkinson, 2002), they underscore the 

situatedness (Lave, 1988), and the distribution of cognition (Hutchins, 1995) across 
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mind, body and environment (cf. Varela, Thompson & Rosch, 1991; Clark & 

Chalmers, 1998). They also reconfirm C. Goodwin’s (2003) finding that the 

meaning of gestures (here in teaching grammar) is in a symbiotic relation to its 

immediate physical environment. 

 The affordances of embodied practices (cf. Gibson, 1979) are also 

acknowledged in different experimental studies. In learning/instructing events, it is 

now clear that gestures are helpful for learning among both children and adults 

(e.g. Church and Goldin-Meadow, 1986, Gullberg, 1998; McCafferty, 2002; 

Gentner & Goldin-Meadow, 2003, Singer and Goldin-Meadow, 2005; Gullberg, 

2008). Nonverbal actions are proved to be concomitant with, influential in or 

correlated with learning activities. There seems now to be a consensus that the 

utilization of gestures improves learning in general (Singer and Goldin-Meadow, 

2005), and it is used as a useful resource in language learning in particular (see 

also Lazaraton, 2004; cf. Brown & Gullberg, 2010, 2011).  

 Even though the number of studies on embodied practices and the use of 

artifacts in language learning situations in an EM/CA tradition is increasing, this 

line of research is still young and there are many practices in doing teaching and 

learning which are not yet ‘analytically described’ (i.e. the description of practical 

organization of this system, see e.g. Sacks, 1963) with empirical data.  

 Among nonverbal conduct, such as gaze, posture, facial expressions, 

movements of torso, legs, hand gestures, head movements, etc., and prosodic 

features, the studies presented here only describe a limited number of gestures in 

embodied practices used for pedagogical purposes. The detailed analysis of other 

embodied conduct is beyond the scope of these studies. Likewise, in showing the 

importance of material resources, even though there are many artifacts exploited in 

classroom activities for pedagogical purposes such as whiteboard, overhead, pens, 

papers, various sorts of documents (handbook, notebooks, course books, etc.), 

computers, mobile phones, tablets, etc. the studies here will not analyze the use of 

any wide range of artifacts in classroom interactivities. The functions of most of 

these artifacts in accomplishing different activities in the classroom may become 

topics for future research. 
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2.4. A detailed study of interactivities in classroom discourse 

The discourse analysis proposed by Harris (1952) aimed at discovering structures 

beyond sentence boundaries, emphasizing the distributional analysis of linguistic 

elements from phonology to syntax. This, however, could not respond to the 

demands for the analysis of communicative events in classrooms (Hymes, 1964). It 

was not until the late 1960s and then during the 1970s that the impact of studies 

about language and context, and their mutually constitutive relations (see e.g. 

Goffman, 1956; 1967, 1974; Labov 1966; Garfinkel, 1967; Garfinkel and Sacks, 

1970/1986; Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974; cf. Sacks, 1963, 1992a,b; 

Gumperz, 1982; Levinson, 1983; Duranti & Goodwin, 1992; Goodwin & 

Goodwin, 1992) found its way into the study of classroom discourse (see Sinclair 

& Coulthard, 1975; McHoul 1978, Mehan, 1979). So, attention to the genuineness 

of real-life events and actions became central to the study of classroom discourse.  

 As a result, even linguistically oriented researchers (e.g. J. Clark, 1969) would 

question the credibility of research treating the classroom as a laboratory. 

Consequently, attempts to analyze the discourse of the classroom became more 

dialogical (see Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975; Mehan, 1979; Anward, 1983; van Lier, 

1988; Gustavsson, 1988, among others). Communication became central to the 

studies of classroom speech events from both sides of linguistic and 

anthropological-sociological studies, and it turned out to be common among many 

researchers to agree that examining classroom discourse is the examination of its 

communication system (Cazden, 1986: 432).  

 The popularity of focusing on the communication system (the sequential 

analysis of speech events) in classrooms actually started early on by presenting 

communicative models in the classroom, as, for example, the ones proposed by 

Bellack, et al. (1966), Sinclair and Coulthard (1975), and Mehan (1979). These 

studies uncovered a three-turn sequence pattern of talk that occurs between 

teachers and students. A model of Soliciting-Responding-Reacting (SRR or the 

‘teaching circle’) was first proposed by Bellack et al. (1966). This was followed by 

Sinclair and Coulthard’s (1975) account of classroom discourse, with their famous 

sequence model of Initiation-Response-Feedback (IRF), which, in turn, was also 
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followed by Mehan’s (1979) proposed model of Initiation-Response-Evaluation 

(IRE). Sinclair and Coulthard’s model, however, has been criticized partly because 

of its specified hierarchal character of context (Drew & Heritage, 1992: 13-14), 

and its linguistically oriented description of actions. 

 With his model Mehan (1979), however, tries to attend to human nonverbal 

conduct as well as speech. With a method of analysis that he calls ‘constitutive 

ethnography’ (ibid, p. 8), he attempts to capture the overall dynamics of 

communicative events and discourses in the classroom. Otherwise, a gross image 

of the sequential pattern of talk glosses over the details of the interactional 

organizations that actually occur in classrooms.  

 With the following example, I will demonstrate that if one would like to 

understand the organization of activity in the classroom, the procedure of learning 

in its actual environment, or the emergence of a phenomenon in these activities 

oriented to as a learnable, how significant it is not to miss the interactional details 

(see also Seedhouse, 2004: 66-67, 2007; cf. Markee & Kasper, 2004). In the 

presented sequential trajectory, a teacher elicits a response, and after receiving one 

from a student, evaluates it: 

Excerpt 2a: Kind_to: Tape An, C level (Simplified) 

Participants: Teacher (Tea), Student 9 (St9) 

 
 In the excerpt above, the designedly incomplete utterance (line 1; see Koshik, 

2002) by the teacher is a prompt to receive a matching preposition (mot, line 2). 

When it is given to her, she positively assesses the response (line 3). These three 

consecutive actions are the pattern recognizable in many small local 

instructing/learning projects in teacher-student talks (Mehan, 1979). The three-turn 

sequence structure is indeed ‘a constitutive field of action’ in the classroom 

(Macbeth, 2003: 258), in and through which, moreover, other things may be 
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interesting to attend to: The formation or change of the classroom contexts 

(Seedhouse, 2004), the use of nonverbal acts (see Study 2), the complexity of the 

interactional work of the participants and the dynamics of face-to-face interaction, 

the contingency of actions, the expansion of sequences, the change of topic, multi-

party talk, among other things. 

 This exchange of turns may be exploited for other practices. In unfolding talk, 

the teacher may halt his/her turn before completion for the students’ participation, 

as shown in the example above, or e.g. a choral response by the class may be made 

relevant (see Lerner, 1995). The position of the response might not always be filled 

by preferred responses, so some inserted turns might be occasioned (see Mondada 

& Pekarek Doehler, 2004). The teacher’s feedback might also be withheld for 

pedagogical purposes (Lee, 2007; see also Schegloff, 2007: 224). The evaluation is 

not necessarily placed always at the end of each set of IRF/E, after each student’s 

response (see also Cazden 2001: 32; see also Zemel & Koschmann, 2011).  

 Thus, each interactional position in the three-turn structure may not be 

constituted by only one turn, but, rather, a longer stretch of talk. The sequence of 

turns may be expanded by a follow-up action. That is, in the ‘instructional 

sequences’ (Mehan 1979: 52) that the response is not obtained, pursuing a 

response, and further negotiation might be necessary.  What is more, this routine 

pattern is not the only pattern of the interactional sequences in classrooms; there 

might also be divergence from the routine pattern of interaction (Mehan, 1979: 

103; see Markee, 2000; Gardner, 2013), and talk is not the only resource used in 

shaping the sequences of actions. A closer inspection of sequential trajectories of 

teacher-student talk may show a more detailed dynamism of classroom interaction 

on the occasion of its occurrence. For example in Excerpt 2a, if one attends to a 

more detailed exchange of actions, and also to their multimodal productions, one 

can come up with a somewhat better understanding of the situation and of the 

organization of order in the interchange: 
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Excerpt 2b: Kind_to: Tape An, C level  

Participants: Teacher (Tea), Student 1 (St), Student 2 (St2), … Student 9 (St9) 

 

 

 
 The example is in fact a negotiation over a task in which the students were 

given a number of sentences on a worksheet and assigned to find mistakes in those 

sentences. They have worked in groups of two and three and now the teacher asks 

the students to present their answers out loud to the whole class while the teacher 
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uses an overhead projector showing the same sentences on the white screen in front 

of the class. 

 What we see in the conversation above is the interactional efforts of the 

students (not just one) in constructing a correct response to a slot-leaving 

incomplete utterance asking for a filler, arguably a preposition (line 37; see 

Koshik, 2002). When the candidate suggestions are given (cf. Lerner, 1996), one 

answer is picked up as a correct answer by the teacher through a gesture she 

makes. The teacher, after receiving the first response (line 39), shows that it is a 

desired response through a visible embodied display. She tilts her upper body to 

one side, leans forward and faces the way that the answer was produced. She then 

raises her hand with an open palm and directs it toward St9 (fig. 5), and holds her 

hand until St9 produces the correct preposition once more (line 43). Then, she 

positively evaluates it without any delay (line 44). 

 First of all, the production of the response is not done by one person in one 

single turn in a dyadic teacher-student talk. Out of the competitive contributions, 

one of the answers was selected by the teacher and repeated as a correct one. 

Second, the teacher’s embodied action plays a crucial role in the selection of the 

desired response. Third, with her immediate evaluation the teacher in fact puts an 

end to the production of more responses. However, the sequence is not yet over. 

The third-position evaluation, which is in most cases done for the closure of the 

sequence (Schegloff, 2007: 224) is expanded by ‘aha’ turns and the repetitions of 

the answer (lines 45-49), which are typical of these classroom multiparty 

conversations. At the same time, the teacher finishes up the activity by writing 

down the correct preposition ‘mot’ on the worksheet (fig. 6). She reads the 

incorrect form and at the same time writes down what they (teacher and the 

students together) achieved as an answer to the question. As she corrects the 

preposition on the overhead she reads out ‘mot inte med’ (‘to not with’, line 53). 

The corrective writing on the overhead is publicly visible to everybody in the class.  

 But not even writing the correct response and repeating it for the whole class is 

the end of the story. A follow up question (line 55), which is actually directed at a 

student (St1 and St2) and not at the teacher, nevertheless, is treated as a request by 
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the teacher for a further explanation (line 59). She regularizes the use of the 

preposition ‘mot’ in constructions such as ‘snäll mot någon’ or ‘dum mot någon’ 

(line 60) as a linguistic rule, and highlights its saliency and learnability (see lines 

59-64). 

 As Cazden (2001) also mentions, demonstrations of basic sequential activities 

in classrooms should take the details of local micro negotiations into account. The 

initiation, the response and the feedback or evaluation, each has a selection 

dimension (ibid, 37), and contingency constraints, which are indispensable to 

human interaction. This is also part of ‘the naturalistic study of the everyday life of 

the classroom’ (Macbeth, 2003: 240), which Mehan has also pointed out. 

 Even if quantification schemes and paying attention to the frequency of events 

are useful, what we learn from studying classroom interactivities is that the reality 

of participants’ contributions to the interaction, e.g. in IRF/E sequential pattern, 

draws attention to many other details. These details highlight the interrelationship 

of verbal and nonverbal conduct, their effects on shaping context, and the function 

of language use, bodily actions and the use of artifacts in the social dynamic of 

communicative events. 

 The importance of paying attention to details of social activities also shows that 

what the research study in this field demands is not only ordinary fieldwork in the 

form of ‘participant observation’, but also preservation and reexamination of the 

details of the design of actions, verbal and nonverbal behavior, etc. which can only 

be captured by other methodological tools than mere observations, for example 

recording the communicative events by technological devices.   

2.5. Research on Swedish-for-Immigrants (SFI) classes  

From an EM/CA perspective, the amount of research on the inside of SFI, 

particularly on the organization of interactivities, is relatively slight. There are, 

however, a number of studies on immigrants’ language learning in Sweden, 

covering different issues ranging from formal linguistic difficulties in language 

learning (e.g. Bannert, 1984), cognitive linguistic issues (e.g. Håkansson, 1987; 

Lindberg, 1995) to the problem of literacy (e.g. Elmeroth, 2003) and the issue of 
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social categorization, identity, integration, marginalization, policy, power, 

employment, ethics, etc. (e.g. Boye-Møller, 1973; Opper, 1983; Norberg, 2000; 

Granberg, 2001; Norman, 2004; Anderson and Osman, 2008; Rosén & Bagga-

Gupta, 2013; to name a few; for an elaboration on studies on SFI, see also 

Lindberg & Sandwall, 2007). There are far more studies on the role of language 

learning in regard to the inclusion of foreigners in Swedish society from socio-

political views (e.g. Beijer & Bolin, 2003) than the reality of language learning as a 

social practice from the participants’ perspective.  

 From socio-cognitive and socio-cultural perspectives, interaction in SFI has 

been attended to (e.g. Lindberg & Skeppstedt, 2000). Lindberg (2003), for 

example, brings evidence from interactional events inside and outside SFI 

classrooms to show how important it is to know what language learners and their 

partners in interaction do and how they do it. She rightly points out that 

opportunities for learning emerge in social interaction. This interactive 

engagement, she says (p. 163), helps the learners of a second language to become 

more aware of their learning and their development. This, in turn, helps them to 

learn more. 

 To the best of my knowledge, the only study from a sociological perspective 

that has studied the organizational order within SFI is Carlson’s (2002) work in 

which she tries to capture the production and reproduction of knowledge within the 

social processes of activities in SFI. Carlson shows how the educational setting is 

lodged in an ideological context. Her study is derived from interviews that she 

made with SFI students and mirrors their practical problems in reality with the 

process of learning Swedish as a second language. Her study (see also Carlson, 

2006) is an examination of how the construction of knowledge is both influenced 

by different institutional contexts and co-built by students and teachers. 

Apart from the undeniable significance of research about the general problems 

of immigration in Sweden and linguistic aspects of learning Swedish, which 

require many more studies, what seems also to be important about the SFI course is 

what occurs inside classes from different perspectives, psychologically, socially, 

culturally, etc. As far as this research project is concerned, there is still plenty of 
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room for studies about the organization of SFI classroom situations, the 

ethnography of education in SFI, the detailed study of communicative 

skills/strategies/acts inside SFI classrooms, and qualitative research about 

interactional practices among participants in the SFI course, teachers and students 

alike. The last-mentioned area is what this research project concentrates on. 

 As Carlson (2002) also aims at, research on SFI from the inside may shed light 

on the process of socialization and enculturation of sojourners or new citizens in 

Sweden. Basically, it shows that language learning, and socialization for that 

matter, are not merely like acquiring a stock of quantitatively measurable forms. 

Language competence is not a package to be passed on to the language learners, 

and ‘attributes’ of language learners cannot be merely measured in quantity as 

someone measures the weight of a package (cf. Bachman, 1990: 18-31). There is 

much more into ‘learning’ and ‘showing’ those abilities as social skills for 

interacting and making social actions (see also Lindberg, 2003). The studies 

presented here are meant to contribute to such a view as well. 
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3. Data and methods 

Studies on social interaction (e.g. Goffman 1956, 1963, 1974, 1981) have proved 

that the phenomenon of order in interactivities and their systematics require 

meticulous observation of social situations and description of what really occurs 

within their participation frameworks (Goffman, 1981; cf. Goodwin & Goodwin, 

1987; C. Goodwin, 2000a, c). As was shown briefly in the introduction, working 

out the phenomenon of order in social activities from within (Garfinkel, 1967, 

1996, 2002: passim) means inquiring into members’ methods and perspectives in 

the organization of social practices and their organizational order in situ and in 

vivo. 

 For the purpose of studying interactivities more closely in their details, 

recording communicative events proves to be a crucial resource. A digitized 

recording of social events gives an opportunity to examine them, and also to 

preserve the recordings for further investigations and reexaminations of the data 

(see Sacks, 1984). Since the focus of this project lies in embodied actions, a video 

recording is more suitable than mere audio recordings. 

I have chosen Swedish-for-Immigrants (SFI) classes as the setting for 

collecting the empirical data. In the following sections, a brief description of the 

setting and grounds for this type of data collection will be presented. The 

multimodal approach to the videos, the pros and cons of such a method of data 

gathering, and some specifications of the excerpts used for the investigation of 

learnables will also be presented.  

3.1. Swedish-for-Immigrants (SFI) 

Sweden has welcomed an increasing number of sojourners and immigrants in the 

recent decades. Since the 1940s and the 1950s when the need and the attraction for 

manpower resources attracted the first influx of immigrants, Sweden has become a 
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community with an urgent need for language training for immigrants (Boye-

Møller, 1973). A Swedish teaching course for immigrants was opened to the public 

for that reason in 1965, and since 1972, SFI has been officially funded by the state 

to serve as a special course for adult foreigners who learn Swedish as a second 

language (for an elaborate account of the development of SFI, see Lindberg & 

Sandwall, 2007).  

 The SFI course is offered with the aim of facilitating the new residents’ 

integration into the society and their readiness for the labor market 

(Skolinspektions rapport [School inspection report], 2011: 6). It is financed by the 

municipalities and administered by certain schools in almost every city faced with 

the demands of the new arrivals. The number of students applying for learning 

Swedish in SFI grows on a yearly basis. The number of participants in SFI courses 

has soared from about 30,000 in 1994/95 to 52,500 in 2005/6 2 and 108,000 in 

2012/13 3. This, too, shows the necessity for research on this particular setting with 

its growing social demand. 

 SFI has four language proficiency levels, A, B, C and D, which correspond to 

the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR). Course A 

is consonant with level A1-/A1; course B is congruent with level A1/A2; course C 

corresponds to level A2/A2+, and course D is equivalent to level B1/B1+. The 

syllabi and the criteria for instructing, testing and evaluating the students at each 

level are designed by Skolverket (the Swedish National Agency for Education).   

 Skolverket (2012: 8), in its recent booklet about SFI, highlights the ultimate 

goals for the SFI course as ‘the individual development of each student, their 

understanding of their own learning and their awareness of how language is 

learned’.  

                                                             
2 The information can be found on the official website of the Swedish National Agency for 
Education, retrieved on August 4, 2013: 
http://www.skolverket.se/statistik-och-utvardering/statistik/utbildning-i-svenska-for-
invandrare/beskrivning-av-statistiken/en-tioprocentig-okning-av-antalet-elever-i-sfi-1.40053 
3 The information can be found on the official website of the Swedish National Agency for 
Education, retrieved on August 4, 2013: 
http://www.skolverket.se/statistik-och-utvardering/statistik/utbildning-i-svenska-for-
invandrare/beskrivning-av-statistiken/antalet-elever-i-sfi-fortsatter-att-oka-1.203979 
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 In essence, the objectives for SFI (ibid) are defined in this way: The students 

are considered successful in communicating in Swedish if they learn each language 

skill (listening, reading, writing and speaking) to the extent that they know what 

kind of forms they can be used in different communicative situations and in which 

manner (how). It is also expected that the students, at the end of the course, should 

be able to individually continue their own language development, i.e. to become 

independent language learners (perhaps learning on their own, or from others in 

other settings than language classes). To reach these objectives, there are course 

plans and detailed curricula for each level of SFI.  

 This research project will not attend in any critical way to the details of the 

objectives of SFI and how they are carried out in the classroom, but nonetheless, 

by analyzing some actual classroom data, it will show part of the complexity of 

interactivities and the reality of teaching and learning in face-to-face interaction in 

this setting.  

3.2. The empirical data 

The data gathered consists of around 50 hours of video-recordings of classroom 

interactivities, augmented by direct observations that I have made personally as a 

participant in Swedish-for-immigrants-classes (SFI). The video-recordings are 

from the sessions at the end of C level classes and also from the beginning lectures 

of D level classes of SFI. All participants are adult with different linguistic 

backgrounds. The participants in each class are not homogeneous when it comes to 

their level of proficiency in the Swedish language. 

 Even though recorded in different SFI classes, the empirical data does not 

necessarily represent SFI as an institution. The excerpts used here are idiosyncratic 

to their occasions even though the practices involved in the interactivities may be 

familiarly findable in many similar or dissimilar settings and events; nonetheless, 

for the purpose of this study, I do not claim any representational status for the 

corpus of data toward either SFI or second language learning discourse in general. 

Apart from that, the practices of the members in the setting, notwithstanding their 

uniqueness in their acts for the practical purpose of that event, are part of 
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witnessable patterns of doing things in social situations, which can be found 

anywhere (see Garfinkel, 1996: 10). Accordingly, some patterns are presented 

based on the findings of the investigations which may be informative, instructable 

and, also, generalizable. 

3.2.1. Multimodality and video-recording 

Multimodality may be defined as the use of different semiotic resources such as 

talk, the body and maybe artifacts in the design of ‘meaning, knowledge and 

action’ (C. Goodwin, 2002: 33, cf. Kress & van Leeuwen, 2001: 20; Jewitt, 2011: 

1). In social activities involving human participants, the phenomenon of 

participation would be inadequately described if the range of semiotic resources 

used by the participants was not taken into consideration (C. Goodwin, 2000a,c; 

see also Stivers & Sidnell, 2005; Murphy, 2012; Broth & Mondada, 2013). That is 

why as part of the analytic observation of the procedures in and through which 

opportunities for the emergence of learnables are shaped, I shall attend to the 

variety of modalities and what actually occurs in the sequence of actions (see also 

Sacks, 1984: 25). 

 The observation of semiotic resources in detail as actually occurring in natural 

events requires methodological tools to capture them in their context of 

occurrences. Direct observation, however meticulous, may lose some small 

phenomena of order that may be crucial to the construction of the organization of 

order in the design of actions, sequences, and the whole activity (see also Mondada 

2013).     

 The smallness of the phenomena does not mean that this study is about small 

objects in opposition to larger objects. The resources that this study is going to 

investigate are necessary ones, the building blocks of the procedure out of which 

learnables are shaped and fashioned. I do not, thus, talk about micro- in opposition 

to macro-size of data but the normal and ordinary size of data (see Schegloff, 1988: 

100) that are used ipso facto in the organization of interactivities in the studied 

setting. 
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 Even though direct observation and interviews are standard methods of data 

collection when it comes to the analysis of the organization of members’ practices 

(e.g. following Garfinkel, 1967, 1996, 2002), meticulous analysis requires 

reexaminable data exhibiting the detail of such an organization.  

 Video-recording contributes to observation as a reexaminable method of 

theorizing about the subject matter (Sacks, 1984: 26). With actions recorded on 

tapes or electronic storage devices, we will access the conduct that might otherwise 

have remained unrecognized in other ways both to analysts and to participants (see 

Peräkylä, 2006: 82; Luff, Heath & Pitsch, 2011: 215) especially if the participants 

were asked in retrospect what they did and how they did it.  

 Even though video-recordings are used in this study as the main data source, 

they are not the only source of data. They are complemented by participant-

observation conducted by myself. This combination could be particularly useful in 

cases where extra information is necessary for understanding the recordings, and 

the context of the activity. Such information may be relevant but not accessible in 

the tapes, e.g. accounting for the larger activity that the studied sequence of events 

is lodged in, the previous unrecorded activities, or things happening out of the 

camera shot that might be relevant to the organization of the studied activity. This 

extra information is given whenever a case is analyzed in the empirical studies (cf. 

Studies 1-3). 

3.2.2. Video-recordings; prospects and consequences 

One of the earliest studies of the internal life of classrooms is Mehan’s 1979 

Learning lessons. In his book he explains (1979: 72) that conventional field studies 

in the capacity of a ‘participant-observer’, even though significant, bear some 

difficulties. One of the shortcomings of a mere field observation is the danger of 

relying on the ‘anecdotal’ quality of the field notes, the ‘tabular or summary form’ 

(ibid) of the observation, without having retrievable and reexaminable data. He, 

therefore, concludes that ‘it is impossible to entertain alternative interpretations of 

the same materials’ (Mehan, 1979: 15). This problem was also highlighted by 

Sacks (1992a: 28) when he called for ‘building an observational study’ that can use 
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sociological data as objects of study in a way that the material and the claims can 

be rechecked, or tested again. 

Tape-recording was the solution that Sacks and his colleagues came up when 

conducting research on telephone conversations to preserve the collected data that 

could be checked, typed out, and repeatedly worked on (Sacks, 1992a: 622). 

Attending to both verbal and nonverbal conduct in social activities, however, 

requires an observational study that can use images as well as sounds as its 

research objects. In the history of research on human conduct, Bateson and Mead 

(1942) already showed the importance of pictures in ethnographic work when they 

gave a visible account of Balinese everyday behavior. 

However, video cameras with pioneering studies of researchers such as 

Birdwhistell, Scheflen, Condon & Ogston, Kendon, C. Goodwin, M.H. Goodwin, 

Heath, among others, have brought a change in the method of collecting data and 

studying phenomena especially in human social conduct. Videos are shown to be 

excellent sources for preserving data for the study of everyday social activities.  

Even though photo-cameras and audiotape-recorders are still part of the 

equipment that field researchers use, video-recording is simply now the only way 

to collect retrievable data when it comes to a detailed study of interactivities, 

especially when examining nonverbal behavior in multimodal and multiparty 

interactional settings. There is no better way to sketch the multimodal character of 

social practices than using excerpts from videos to display the witnessable 

evidences of the members’ methods while forming an action (see e.g. C. Goodwin, 

2000b,c; 2003; 2007a; 2013; see also Heath, Luff & Svensson, 2007).  

Using video as a methodological tool, however, is not without its problems. 

As Mondada (2006) argues, the ways that videos are produced are usually based on 

biased choices, and, therefore, they simply do not allow the researchers to 

transparently see the entire social field vis-à-vis the participant-observation ‘out 

there’ in the setting. Moreover, whereas ethnographic work and participant-

observation techniques in data gathering may be intrusive or nonintrusive (Duranti, 

1997: 99), the recording technique is usually accused of being intrusive (ibid: 118). 

That is, the presence of cameras in the field might be disturbing, if the participants 
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feel uncomfortable before the recording devices, and/or the setting does not keep 

its naturalness intact in their presence.    

 The argument for the presence of a camera or any other artifacts in the studied 

setting, nonetheless, can also be made for the presence of the ethnographer or any 

participant-observer in the field, no matter how much they try to behave passively 

in the setting and try not to interfere with its organization.  

 There are also some ways to attenuate the intrusiveness of the camera and 

minimize the risk of compromising the naturalness of the setting. For instance, 

camera devices can be in different sizes and their size may affect their physical 

intrusiveness in the setting. The position of the camera in the setting or the 

presence of the analyst behind the camera can make a difference as well (see Study 

1 where the camera becomes the topic of an inquiry). In the process of gathering 

data for this research project, in some situations, for instance, where the 

participants showed some uneasiness with regard to my presence, I set the camera 

on a stable tripod in a corner at some distance from the gathering and left it to 

record the event. In most cases, however, as I was participating in the course of 

language learning activities, I was accepted as a member, a participant-observer, 

and my camera and I were considered part of the setting after a while. Although 

the presence of the camera might bring drastic changes in the conduct of the 

participants that one may be wary of, fortunately, I observed none.  

 The use of cameras has some undeniable benefits that outweigh its possible 

negative influence. After recording, by using special computer programs, one can 

transcribe talk and follow the sounds and nonverbal acts at the same time. One can 

visually bring before their readers, through words and pictures, the complex forms 

of social interaction. To scrutinize a setting, the details of the conduct and the use 

of artifacts and their effects on the organization of that setup, the participation and 

interaction, it is rewarding to record the setting and to have the ability to use slow 

motion, or to rewind or zoom the shots, etc. (Luff et al., 2011: 215; see also 

Mondada 2013). Paying attention to the coordination of conduct between the 

speaker and the hearer at the same time (C. Goodwin, 1981: 45), and to the details 
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of the conduct, like the participants’ embodied behavior or gaze, would not be 

possible using mere observation.  

 In gathering data, I simply traded off the possible influence of the camera on 

the field for the benefit of capturing more precise data on the tapes. The social 

behavior including talk, bodily actions and the use of other available resources 

would be missed relying only on field notes, and now are preserved for repeated 

observation and reexamination. 

 The importance of video-recording, as shown in Excerpt 1 in the introduction 

and Excerpt 2 in section 2.4, may be argued with regard to the following example 

as well. Two beginner’s students are engaged in a conversation talking about how 

many siblings they have. The two have no common language but some Swedish 

that they have learned so far in the Swedish class and elsewhere. What they 

exchange is far from grammatically correct utterances. 

 Below is an audio transcript of the conversation which shows how much might 

be lost if an analyst would not capture the details of embodied practices: 

Excerpt 3a: Twin. A (C)  

Participants: Student A (A), Student B (B) 

 

 
 Here, student A is telling student B that she has a twin sister. Without any 

doubt, one can easily observe that from the audio transcript, one cannot have a full 
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understanding of the use of diverse semiotic resources by the participants. For 

instance, the seeming silence in line 2 after the question that is posed by A is not 

actually a pause without participants carrying out any communicative acts. In 

actual talk, the question is not left unanswered, but it gets a reply from B through a 

head shake, which is not accessible on audio and hence not transcribed.  

 The word explanation that A initiates in line 3 in response to the head shake is 

not just an incomplete meaningless utterance but is completed by A’s hand gesture 

pointing to her own abdomen. This ‘composite utterance’ (Enfield, Kita and de 

Ruiter, 2007) is made meaningfully complete by the combination of talk and 

gesture.  

 The multimodal transcription below shows how missing pieces of information 

may be crucial to the understanding of the methods of communication that the two 

students use in their talk: 

Excerpt 3b: Twin: Tape An, C level  

Participants: Student A (A), Student B (B) 
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 Audio- and video-recording can be the only way to reexamine the details of 

communication when investigating the actual architecture of interaction in its 

moment-by-moment unfolding. Through the lenses of recording cameras, one may 

capture the multimodal nature of human communication. Body and head 

movements, hand gestures (e.g. here, showing number with fingers, pointing at the 

abdomen, figs. 7-9), turning the gaze, torso, etc. would be missed if they were not 

recorded on videos. What is not seen through the lenses of the cameras, if crucial 

for understanding the event, may be compensated for by the field notes. However, 

the precision of access to the preserved data simply outweighs other methods when 

it comes to the details of conduct, and the benefit of reexamining them. 

3.2.3. Excerpts and transcriptions 

The video-recordings which were made during my observation of the field over the 

span of one and half years, are taken from different classroom interactivities, 

ranging from informal, non-pedagogical and unplanned activities to formal, 

pedagogical and planned ones. The phenomenon of order in the organization of 

learnables became the topic of study only after a close observation of the activities 

and after numerous times watching the 50 hours of videos comprising the data 

corpus of the study. 

 The data used include sequences of interaction only between teachers and 

students in different sequence types such as word-search or vocabulary inquiry, 

word meaning explanation, providing grammar instruction, formulation and 

reformulation practices.  
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 In selecting topics for the empirical studies (Study 1-3), I sifted through large 

amounts of data in order to look for significant and recurrent practices. Having 

found what seemed to be phenomena typical for some interactivities in the data, I 

tried to build a collection of occurrences of the phenomena in question. The studies 

are built on such collections. The collected cases used for this study, however, are 

not the representative of the whole data corpus, but rather illustrative examples for 

embodied achievement of learnables in teacher-student talk-in-interaction. 

3.2.4. Transcription conventions 

The conventions used in the transcriptions in this research project are notations 

used for verbal and nonverbal conduct based on Jeffersonian tradition augmented 

by some multimodal transcript notations (see e.g. Goodwin, 1979, 1981; Atkinson 

& Heritage, 1984; Mondada, 2007b). Nonverbal conduct is described either in 

parentheses on the same line with the turn at talk, or is set on a separate line with 

the specific notations. I also use pictures and series of drawings to tangibly 

illustrate actions. The positions of pictures are shown in the turns of talk with 

dotted brackets. Table 1 presents the notations. 

 

Table 1- Transcription conventions 

 

[  left square bracket: a point of overlap onset 

= equal signs: 1. two lines are connected 2. one turn is latched by another 

(0.5) numbers in parentheses: silence, represented in tenths of a second 

(.) a dot in parentheses: a micro-pause (usually less than 0.2 seconds) 

. period: falling intonation 

? question mark: rising intonation 

, comma: continuing intonation 

¿ inverted question mark: a rise stronger than a comma but weaker than question 
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::: colons: prolongation or stretching of the sound 

- hyphen: after a word or part of a word indicates a cut-off or self-interruption 

Word underlining: stress or emphasis by increased loudness or higher pitch 

WOR all capital letters: much louder than the surrounding words 

°  °   degree signs: the word is markedly quiet or soft 

↑↓  up and down arrows: sharper rise or fall in pitch 

>  < more than, less than: with a jump-start, said in rush quickly 

<  > less than, more than: is markedly slowed or drawn out 

Hhh out-breath: laughter in voice 

.hhh in-breath 

((  ))  double parentheses: transcriber’s comments  

(word) utterance in parentheses: transcription is not certain 

(  )  empty parenthesis: something is being said, but no hearing can be achieved 

..... described gesture’s preparation 

----- gesture’s preparation apex is reached and maintained 

,,,,, gesture’s retraction 

----> gesture or action described continues across subsequent lines 

---->> gesture or action described continues until and after excerpt’s end 

# hashtag: the position of an image within a turn at talk 

 
dotted square bracket: aligning the position of an image with its nonverbal 

description and a turn at talk 
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4. Analytic approaches 

In what follows, I will briefly present the analytical framework of the study. The 

dialogical and praxeological principles of the current research project will be 

outlined and some principle concepts will be explicated. A more elaborate account 

of this line of theoretical development will be presented in Study 4 as well. 

4.1. Analytic framework 

Doing multimodal interactional analysis of the design and exchange of embodied 

actions, this study adopts a method of analysis which is based on dialogical 

(contextual and interactional, see Linell, 1998, 2009) and praxeological 

frameworks of research (ethnomethodological conversation analysis, see Garfinkel, 

1967, 1996, 2002; Garfinkel & Sacks, 1970/1986; Sacks et al., 1974; Sacks, 

1992a,b).  

 A study of the interactional life of classroom activities requires attention to the 

organization of the activities, the social behavior of the participants, and the 

coordination of behaviors in the accomplishment of the activities.  

 Second language students, too, engage in language use within social interaction 

as the locus of socialization and learning (cf. Ochs, 1982; Ochs & Schieffelin, 

1979; Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986; see also Schegloff, 1987 for describing talk-in-

interaction as ‘the primordial locus of sociality’). The account of how students are 

involved in language learning practices, creating opportunities for learning and 

orienting to learnables, should take into consideration not only the issue of the 

spoken discourse in the interactivities but also the interdependence of 

communicative acts with each other, and with the activities they are lodged in 

(Linell, 1998; cf. Firth and Wagner, 1997). That is, in examining social situations 

involving activities of language teaching and learning, the context as a ‘frame’ – 

the situation as an occasion – embodying resources that shape any focal event 

(Goffman, 1974; see also, Goodwin & Duranti, 1992) should be taken into 

account. These contexts and resources are not defined by analysts, but they are 

used by the participants in the activity, and are shaped or made relevant by them in 
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the organization of the setting (see also Bateson, 1972). Within this frame, it is not 

the analyst’s perspective that is described, but rather the participants’ perspectives 

and methods (see Garfinkel, 1967; Garfinkel & Sacks, 1970/1986). These methods 

are the points of departure for the description and the analysis of an event.  

4.2. Praxeology of interactivities as dialogic events 

A detailed account of the theoretical framework is going to be presented in Study 

4. Here it may suffice to mention some preliminary theoretical issues as a frame for 

introducing the method of analysis adopted in the studies.  

 Interactivity may be defined as an interactional activity, that is, interaction 

through available semiotic resources by mutually co-present people to accomplish 

a course of actions (cf. Linell, 1998: 10).  A formal analysis of interactivities, thus, 

requires attention not only to each individual action but also to the coordination 

and cooperation in building co-actions and comprehensive activities as basic to the 

interactivities (cf. Linell, 1998: 13; see also Goodwin, 2013). So, interactivities are 

constructed by a methodically built ensemble of cooperative actions that are 

organized orderly. This order is at all points of their occurrences (see Sacks, 1984: 

22). We are not, therefore, talking about only the structure of activities, like the 

structure of language activity, as an abstract theme, but rather the interrelation of 

praxis and that structure (see Linell, 1998: 33). That is, the focus is on the language 

practices (languaging, Becker, 1991; Linell, 1998: 36) and other embodied 

practices to shape interactivities involving language teaching and learning.  

 What is being studied is not the distinct forms separated from functions, or 

content from structure, etc., but analyzing them all in ‘reflexive relations of co-

construction’ of the activities (Macbeth, 2014). This is also the tenet of Garfinkel’s 

ethnomethodology to which we will now turn.  

4.2.1. Ethnomethodology (EM) 

EM is a sociological/phenomenological framework of analyzing the phenomenon 

of order in commonplace social activities through attending to embodied social 
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practices in the perception and the production of witnessable and recognizable 

social phenomena (Garfinkel, 1967, 2002: passim; see also Rawls, 2002: 4). It 

premises that the ‘objectivity of accounts’ of an activity depends on ‘the socially 

organized occasions of their use’ (Garfinkel, 1967: 3). What is being studied then 

is ‘the rational accountability of practical actions as an ongoing, practical 

accomplishment’ (ibid, p. 4).  

 Developed by Harold Garfinkel in the span of seven decades, since the late 

1930s (Rawls, 2002: 4), EM has become the extension of some philosophical and 

sociological investigations originating in the works of Husserl, Heidegger, Schutz, 

and Merleau Ponty, and also respecifying Parsons’ theory of social action 

(Heritage 1984; see also Garfinkel, 1996). Garfinkel (e.g. 1967) also shows how 

Wittgenstein’s way of describing language is actually practiced on everyday 

occasions. He shows us how understanding between two people is ‘accorded with 

the relationship of their interaction’, ‘as an intersubjectively used grammatical 

scheme for analyzing each other’s talk’ (Garfinkel, 1967: 30-31). This is the way 

people understand each other, and this is the way, he suggests (ibid, p. 31), that the 

analyst should ‘use the common sense knowledge of the society in exactly the 

ways that members use it’, or, in other words, the analyst should ‘assign exclusive 

priority to the study of methods and concerted actions and methods of common 

understanding […] in recognizing, using, and producing the orderly ways of 

cultural settings from ‘within’ those settings’ (ibid). Therefore, orderliness of any 

activity and its situated accomplishment by the participants of that activity is the 

analyst’s research topic. 

 Following Garfinkel’s studying phenomenon of order in different settings in his 

early works, such as the orderliness in the organization of clinical records, or the 

work of a jury, or the managing methods of a transsexual for achieving her sexual 

status as normal (Garfinkel, 1967: 137), EM has been applied to a variety of 

mundane or institutional settings (e.g. EM studies on the scientific work of 

astronomers discovering the optical pulsar in Garfinkel, Lynch & Livingston, 

1981; or laboratory work in Lynch, 1985). What grew out of the 

ethnomethodological program, which was applied especially to social interactions, 
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was a domain suggested by Sacks (1984a: 21) as ‘ethnomethodology/conversation 

analysis’.  

4.2.2. Conversation analysis (CA) 

Harvey Sacks founded CA with the collaboration of Emanuel Schegloff and Gail 

Jefferson (Heritage, 1984: 233). Inspired by Sacks’ lectures (held in 1964-1972, 

published 1992a,b), which were first circulated in a mimeographed version, CA 

has risen to become a research program of its own, growing from finding the 

systematics of the organization of conversations on the phone (Schegloff, 1968; 

Schegloff & Sacks, 1973; Sacks et al., 1974; Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks, 1977) 

to studying talk-in-interaction in diverse social settings (see e.g. Psathas, 1979), 

mundane dinner conversations as well as institutional work places (see e.g. Drew 

& Heritage, 1992; Heath et al., 2007; Heath & Luff, 2007; Broth, 2008; Cekaite & 

Björk-Willén, 2012; Jansson, & Plejert, 2014; Plejert, Jansson & Yazdanpanah, 

2014). 

 Sacks et al. (1974; see also Schegloff, 1968, 1979; Schegloff & Sacks, 1973; 

Schegloff et al., 1977) uncovered a robust relationship between language structure 

and interactional practices. The CA studies of turn-taking, conditional relevance of 

turns (as a turn is heard or seen as relevant to the prior one, and its absence may be 

treated as missing), preference in the design of turns, repair in interaction, etc. lead 

to define such practices as the building blocks of the architecture of 

intersubjectivity in human social interactivities (Heritage, 1984). 

 Within this realm of research, very soon embodied actions (gaze, gesture, 

posture, etc.) were spotlighted as constitutive of the underlying machinery of talk-

in-interaction (see C. Goodwin, 1979, 1981; M. H. Goodwin, 1980). The 

systematic design of talk proposed by Sacks and his colleagues actually maps onto 

the exchange of other semiotic resources as well. The results of the investigations 

on the use of non-verbal conduct in interaction have also shown the systematic 

orderliness in the co-participation in interaction, the speakership and the 

recipientship (see e.g. C. Goodwin, 1979; M. H. Goodwin, 1980; Heath 1984). 

Examining the uses of gaze, gesture, and the movement of different parts of bodies 
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in conversation (see e.g. Kendon, 1977, 1990, 2004; C. Goodwin, 1981, 1995, 

2007a; Goodwin, Goodwin & Olsher, 2002; Enfield et al., 2007; Mondada, 2007a; 

Broth & Mondada, 2013; Deppermann, 2013; Streeck, 2013) have shown us that 

not only the use of talk, but also the use of the body and even the material world 

are organized through systematic interactive practices (see also C. Goodwin, 1995, 

2003, 2007a, 2013). These interactive practices, as Garfinkel (1967, 2002) 

describes, encompass endogenously produced embodied actions. Based on EM/CA 

and multimodal descriptions of actions in interactivities, there exist some principal 

concepts that will be briefly discussed below. 

4.2.3. Notes on some principal concepts in dialogical and praxeological 

methodology 

From the analytic perspective posed here, when the focus of attention is on the 

phenomenon of endogenous order, every detail of the dynamics of the interactional 

system must potentially be taken into account. Methodologically speaking, this is 

consistent with the emic perspective (see Pike, 1954: chapter 2; see also Garfinkel 

& Sacks, 1970/1986; Sacks, 1984) as a way to closely inspect members’ methods 

in the realization of that order from within the activity (an ‘endogenous’ 

perspective). That is, the analyst investigates what procedural practices are adopted 

by the participants in the interactivities for action-formation, mutual understanding, 

progression of the activity, and organization of its coherence. Therefore, what is 

significant in this research study is ‘interactivity’ (co-actions, interactional 

sequences), and ‘action’ lying at its basis, as the units of analysis. 

 As will be detailed later on, the sense and function of an action is decidedly 

agreed upon in interaction, in the sequential organization of any social activity with 

regard to the ‘just-this-here-and-now’ principle considering social phenomena as 

lived and experienced and not as ‘signed objects’ (Arminen, 2008: 175; see 

Garfinkel, 1967, 2002: passim; see also Husserl, 1900-1/2001; Heidegger, 1967; 

Schutz, 1932/1967). From a conversation analytic point of view, the fundament of 

this situated social activity is the sequence of actions, or their ‘sequencing’ 
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(Schegloff, 1968, 2007) which are formed by turn-taking (Sacks et al., 1974). The 

units of turns are called ‘turn constructional units’ (TCUs).  

 Each turn can be made up of one or several TCUs. Turns consist in any 

publicly shared action that can be used by others as a resource to respond to. So, 

turns, in length, can range from a cry (or a minimally produced sound or other 

communicative act) to several utterances, when shaping a lengthy turn. New turns 

can start to be produced when the prior turn is observably closing. A new turn may 

be produced in overlap with the previous one with the recognition of the end of a 

turn (Jefferson, 1973), or when the turn transition relevance place (TRP) is 

projected or may be predicted (Schegloff, 1984). 

 In any spate of talk, if something is misheard, misunderstood or needs remedy 

in its production, there are remedial actions to be made for the correction of what 

goes wrong, and that is called repair (Schegloff et al., 1977). Repair can be 

initiated by the speakers themselves or by others (self- vs. other-initiation). They 

can also be performed by the speakers themselves or by others (self- vs. other-

repair) (see also Plejert, 2004; Kurhila, 2006).  

 There is another ubiquitous practice in social interaction and that is the practice 

of ‘preference’. In principle, there is a preference for some actions which are 

frequently reported as ‘preferred’ practices in interaction, such as the preference 

for self-correction or self-repair in ordinary conversations which are preferred to 

other-repair (Schegloff et al., 1977), the preference for social alignment in talk 

(Pomerantz, 1984), the preference for the progressivity of interaction (Stivers & 

Robinson, 2006), etc. 

 Successive actions in conversation, if produced, heard, and treated in response 

to each other (e.g. one responsive to the prior one), are often considered as pairs. 

These paired actions (Sacks, 1992a: 678) are also called adjacency pairs 

(Schegloff & Sacks, 1973). They are heard as connected, because in the absence of 

one, it would be heard or treated as missing. This is called the relevancy rule 

(Schegloff, 2007: 19) whereby, in reciprocation, a second positioned action is 

usually heard and treated as the responsive understanding of, and conditionally 

relevant to, the first-positioned one.  
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 The relevant actions are, however, not always paired actions. For example, they 

can be sequentially organized in three consecutive actions (Linell, 2009: 183; see 

also classroom triadic sequences reported by Bellack et al., 1966; Sinclair & 

Coulthard, 1975). These minimal communicative sequences can shape a chain of 

actions, which are centered around a practical purpose to be accomplished. This 

goal-oriented course of action in one or several sequences with varying sizes is 

called a ‘(local) communicative project’ (Linell, 1998, 2009: 178; see also H. 

Clark, 1996). 

 People involved in any communicative project are part of at least one 

participation framework (C. Goodwin, 1981; Goffman, 1981) in which their co-

presence and co-actions are organized and made relevant (see C. Goodwin, 1981: 

98, footnote). This framework is not only a participants’ collaborative framework 

of orientation toward an activity (e.g. a mutual engagement with, or disengagement 

from an activity; see also M. H. Goodwin, 1980), but it is also a sustained ‘relevant 

framework for the organization of the participants toward each other’ (C. 

Goodwin, 1981: 108; see also C. Goodwin, 2007b). With a broader definition, a 

participation framework also involves the participants themselves along with 

whatever is made relevant or used in the material surround by the participants in 

interaction as constitutive of actions and components of the activity in hand (C. 

Goodwin, 2000c: 72).  

 Participants, therefore, make use not only of verbal resources but also a range 

of other semiotic resources, which ‘are juxtaposed in a way that enables them to 

mutually elaborate each other’. These ‘different kinds of sign phenomena 

instantiated in diverse media’ are called semiotic fields (C. Goodwin, 2000a: 

1490). The orientation to, and the relevance of a semiotic field in a participation 

framework of a communicative project are coordinated in the contextual 

configuration of the activity in which ‘the action of the moment’ is built (C. 

Goodwin, 2013: 11). Every speaker, and also the recipient, is vigilant to these 

contextualization cues (Gumperz, 1982) to interpret the context (what happens, 

what exists, and what matters) and to produce an apt next action (cf. Moerman & 

Sacks, 1971/1988). 
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 Members of a setting, an activity or a particular social interaction combine 

different semiotic fields, shape and modify together the contextual configuration of 

any moment in interaction. They share what they know and what they do not 

know. They co-build communicative ‘territories of knowledge’ (Heritage, 2012: 

32) in which they can reach a common understanding as to agreeing upon the sense 

and function of each action (see also Garfinkel & Sacks, 1970/1986). This occurs 

in each step of the sequential organization of the activity, as a go-ahead to continue 

the course of action. They, moreover, link locally situated practices to the 

community of knowledge and practice (Schutz, 1975: 72; Wenger, 1998). 

Therefore, they co-construct what may be called an ‘epistemic ecology’ (Goodwin, 

2013: 21) in which participants organize not only the activity, but ‘the ways of 

knowing’, and ‘how the world is known and operated on in a relevant fashion by a 

particular community’ (ibid.). 

 Members in social activities recurrently show their competence in the 

accomplishment of organizing and reorganizing the activities, and settings. In and 

through this accomplishment, they display their knowing how to accomplish 

courses of actions. Therefore, this membership does not refer just to the 

participants but to their practical methods and competence, i.e. the display of 

knowing, the skill of operation, the mastery of using language in ‘assessing, 

producing, recognizing, insuring, and enforcing consistency, coherence, 

effectiveness, efficiency, planfulness, and other rational properties of individual 

and concerted actions’ (Garfinkel & Sacks, 1970/1986: 163). The display of these 

practical methods in language learning activities is done through local 

communicative projects (Linell, 2009) that may be called instructing/learning 

projects.    

 In sum, this study, to put it briefly, explores members’ methods orienting to 

learnables in Swedish as a second language classrooms. That is, participants in 

language learning situations are engaged in the objective production of 

competency (its accomplishment) in local instructing/learning projects. The aim is 

to show how they mobilize different semiotic fields and co-construct contextual 
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configurations in a moment-by-moment fashion to produce a teaching or a learning 

opportunity in interaction and accomplish learnables.      
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5. Summary of the studies 

This chapter contains a brief overview of the studies that form part of this research 

project, Studies 1-4. These are separate studies examining the accomplishment of 

learnables. Study 1 deals with a variety of sources in which the learnables 

originate. In study 2 the embodied accomplishment of learnables in grammar 

teaching on a worksheet is demonstrated. Study 3 is about teachers’ use of 

matching gestures as the visible display of action in and through which learnables 

are offered to the students in various sequence types. Study 4 is a theoretical 

investigation of learnables from a phenomenological/sociological perspective. 

5.1. Study 1: Emergent learnables in second language classroom 

interaction4 

Study 1 is about the details of the endogenous production of learnables in 

subordinate activities (see Goffman, 1963: 44), activities which are sustained only 

momentarily in the course of a main and dominant activity. An example of such a 

subordinate activity would be a vocabulary inquiry in the midst of a task in a 

classroom. Three sequences of such activities are multimodally transcribed and 

analyzed in detail. The sequences, which are all initiated by the students attending 

to the context at hand, appear to be side activities (i.e. side sequences, see 

Jefferson, 1972) embedded in the main classroom activity. The topicalized object 

of inquiry becomes the business of interchange discontinuing the main activity (cf. 

Jefferson, 1987). What is offered in these sequences, for instance a gloss for a 

material object or an explanation for a word or a gesture, is an opportunity of 

learning that presents those objects as learnables which were not planned 

beforehand and emerge only in and through interactivities. 

 The first sequence shows how a question posed by a teacher turns out to 

contain a word, which is unknown at least to one of the students who displays his 

                                                             
4  In collaboration with Mathias Broth, Department of Culture and Communication, 
Linköping University. 
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non-understanding via a question. The word is collaboratively and cooperatively 

explained by the students as well as the teacher. It is done through a side sequence; 

the teacher, thereafter, returns to the previous activity.  

 In the second sequence, a student attending to the physical surrounds 

topicalizes the camera and the cameraman in the classroom and tries to ask a 

question about them. The communicative project (Linell, 1998, 2009) takes a long 

stretch of talk in which not only the teacher but other students also help to resolve 

the problem of what the first student was actually asking. Different words such as 

‘camera’ and the term ‘photographer’ emerge in the trajectory of conversation as 

an answer to his question. The word sought in this sequence is also replied to in a 

collaborative interactional manner.  

 The third sequence begins when a student picks up an air-quote gesture in the 

teacher’s talk and problematizes it in interaction with another student. The air-

quote gesture is exhibited as an unknown object and its sense and function are 

revealed through interaction with the teacher. 

 Through these sequences, it is shown how something is interactively 

established as relevant and developed to become a shared pedagogical focus. In the 

context of a Swedish as a second language classroom, a learnable, then, may 

originate not only in the use of an unknown Swedish word whose meaning is then 

asked for (which amounts to a verbal source for a learnable), but also in an 

unknown name for an object (a material source for a learnable) or an unknown 

meaning of a gesture (a gestural source for a learnable). It is shown that within the 

procedure of interactivities a communicative project turns into something, which 

may be called an emergent learning project. This project may be quite different 

from, and in addition to, the teacher’s pedagogical agenda in the classroom.  

5.2. Study 2: Finger dialogue. The embodied accomplishment of 

learnables in instructing grammar on a worksheet  

Study 2 demonstrates how grammatical learnables on a worksheet become 

foregrounded, identified, and formulated in interaction between a teacher and a 

student. Through embodied and endogenous practices in a grammar instruction on 
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worksheets in teaching Swedish as a second language, it is demonstrated how an 

‘awareness’ to produce a ‘grammatically correct’ linguistic construct is co-

achieved by the teacher and the student locally and interactively.  

 In two sequences of teaching grammar, the study shows how the use of 

pointing gestures serves the purpose of drawing the attention to the words on the 

paper which is a crucial practice in bringing learnables forward as mutually 

oriented foci of pedagogy. In the procedure of instruction, the teachers and 

students go through an interactive scaffolding in which every step is made through 

coordinated and co-operative actions (see Goodwin, 2013), constant negotiation of 

mutual understanding to see and understand the problem resolved and use it as a 

resource for approaching the next problem. Teaching abstract grammar requires 

some concrete referents on the surface of the worksheet which are mutually 

attended to, pointed to and talked about.  

 The study shows how the use of different resources in interaction does not 

only facilitate the performance of the learner but also helps the sense-making and 

understanding of the target grammatical construct. Foregrounding and accounting 

for the learnables on the grammar worksheet is realized through practices resulting 

in the creation of an instructed vision (cf. Goodwin, 1994), a special way of seeing 

and knowing an object of learning. Grammatical learnables are shown to be the 

procedural outcome of hands-on practices as mutually achieved embodied 

accomplishments.   

5.3. Study 3: Matching gestures – Teachers’ repetitions of the students’ 

gestures in second language learning classrooms 

Study 3 deals with how the embodied accomplishment of learnables is highlighted 

through matching gestures. In the interactivities studied here, the teacher repeats 

the students’ embodied actions and in doing so produces a gesture matching that of 

the student.  

 The study is based on a collection of cases of different sequence types 

involving word explanation, vocabulary inquiry and correction sequences. In all of 

these activities, a matching gesture is used first and foremost for a display of 



 69 

recipiency (Heath, 1984), but also for showing understanding, and controlling that 

understanding, especially when the student’s accomplishment of an utterance 

depends on the production of gesture in order to either complete the turn or form 

an intelligible action. 

 The studied matching gestures, moreover, accomplish other things, for 

instance, connecting the teacher’s turn to that of the student’s in a fashion that 

Sacks (1992a: 716) describes as ‘tying’, and that Goodwin & Goodwin (1987) call 

‘format tying’. It displays the action as a relevant response to a prior action that it 

is tied to. At the same time, it highlights in retrospect part of the student’s verbal 

production, which the body movements in the student’s first gesture compensated 

for or helped with to be adequately intelligible. In response, the teacher may supply 

a matching gesture with some adequate extra linguistic items or constructions. The 

given expressions are heard as learnables and offered as new linguistic glosses, or 

the enhanced (re)formulations of what the student already expressed. The matching 

gesture as a teaching technique is, thus, used both as a visible display of the 

problem in the student’s production, as well as contributing to a telling that 

exhibits the reference or meaning of the linguistic expressions that have been 

sought. 

 In sum, matching gestures do not just maintain and sustain intersubjectivity in 

interaction, they are used for pedagogical purposes as well. They are constitutive 

of the teachable moments when they are used as part of recycling the students’ 

embodied actions to furnish them with new words, new ways of telling and 

exhibiting (Garfinkel & Sacks, 1970/1986) in the language learned.  

5.4. Study 4: The intersubjective objectivity of learnables - Theoretical 

underpinnings of praxeological and dialogical research on 

opportunities for learning in teacher-student interactivities 

Study 4 deals with some theoretical underpinnings of what is meant by 

‘learnability’ and how ‘learnables’ are phenomenologically and sociologically 

defined and investigated within this research project. When looking at the 
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organization of interactivities in which some things (here linguistic items and 

constructs) go through the process of ‘becoming’ something learnable, 

understanding that procedure requires a look into the social activity from within 

(Garfinkel, 1967, 2002: passim), an emic perspective in Pike’s (1954) terminology. 

This allows the researchers to observe and describe, first of all, the endogenous 

details of action-formation and meaning making processes in which learnables are 

given sense and salience by participants themselves. It also allows researchers to 

remain indifferent to what happens as a representation of an ‘abstraction’ of things 

in general, and to take ‘what happens’ into account as what matters to the 

participants in the there-and-then (see Garfinkel & Sacks, 1970/1986: 166; see 

also Arminen, 2008; Macbeth, 2010), and what exists as some particular parts or 

characteristic traits of an object not intrinsic to it but attributed to (cf. Husserl, 

1900-1/2001: 152), highlighted or foregrounded, and accounted for by the 

participants themselves. 

Investigating the organization of mundane practices in teachers’ and students’ 

classroom activities, and explicating the rational structures and patterns of their 

activities will show how members of a community of knowledge/practice are 

engaged in shaping, organizing and accounting for the current knowledge and 

practices. It is argued that, like professional sociologists, teachers and students are 

sensitive to each other’s conduct and acts, and hold each other accountable for 

recognizable practices (Garfinkel, 1967: 3). How they make sense of those 

practices depends on the socially organized occasions of the uses of those 

practices.  

That is, the practices that are oriented to as learnables are subjective and 

occasioned, or, in Garfinkel’s (1967: 4) terminology, ‘indexical’. They, thus, need 

to be agreed upon by teachers and students as somehow showing an objective 

reality (in an intersubjective sense, see also Schutz, 1975), also to be used for 

future purposes.  

Therefore, members’ accounts of learnables are shaped in the procedure of 

their uses under the circumstance of their occurrence with regard to the particulars 

of the context, local participation frameworks (C. Goodwin, 1981), participants’ 
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methods and modes of expressions. These are constituent features of the learning 

activities in which learnables are made observable and recognizable as reflected in 

the members’ practices. Teachers and students attend to this ‘reflexivity’ to ‘fit’ 

(Wittgenstein, 1953/2009: 59) their practices to the occasion’s practical purposes, 

and to produce and accomplish something as a learnable, i.e. making it emerge as 

something rationally adequate as part of the activity in hand. Thus, by talking 

about an objective reality of learnables, we are talking about an accomplished 

reality or an accomplished objectivity of them achieved in an intersubjective 

relation. 
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6. Concluding discussion 

Having investigated the emergence of learnables in classroom interactivities in this 

research project, I have adopted EM/CA methodology (Garfinkel & Sacks, 

1970/1986), dialogically and praxeologically studied embodied actions, and 

showed how teachers and students adopt various practices with a diversity of 

resources to accomplish linguistic learnables. In Swedish as a second language 

classrooms, within turn-taking practices and in different sequence organizations, I 

have shown that students as well as teachers orient to a linguistic item or a 

particular construct as a pedagogical focus emerging in an ongoing activity. This 

host activity may be an ordinary conversation turning into an instructing/learning 

project, teaching talk (on vocabulary, grammar, etc.) or a pre-given language 

learning task. 

 The analyzed data consists of teacher-student dyadic interactivities in 

different sequences of actions such as searching for a word, a vocabulary inquiry, 

explanation, description, correction, formulation and reformulation. The analytic 

description of these pieces of interactivities shows that what is oriented to as 

learnables in language learning classrooms may originate in different sources, in 

verbal and gestural practices and in the material surround (Study 1).  

 Learnables are initially displayed as something searched for, or oriented to as 

remediable, or improvable items or linguistic constructs either by students (Study 1 

and 2) or by teachers (Study 3). In the different studies, I have shown that 

learnables emerge in sequential activities whether they are unplanned and 

sequentially initiated by students (Study 1), or initiated and spotted by teachers 

either in formal tasks, e.g. a grammar task (Study 2), or in informal talk (Study 1 

and Study 3).  

 In the accomplishment of learnables, the significance of the use of tools (e.g. 

worksheets) and bodily actions (e.g. pointing) is  also underlined (Study 2). It is 

also demonstrated how gestures used by students indicate or compensate for word-

finding problems, and these gestures may be recycled by the teachers for 

highlighting learnables (Study 3). Teachers’ responsive matching gestures are used 

for achieving and maintaining intersubjectivity, as well as for being a crucial part 
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of contributing learnables to the interactivities. It is within these interactivities that 

the nature of learnables, their operational definiteness, as to what they are and how 

they should be heard and seen, are pinpointed (see Study 4 for a theoretical 

discussion).    

The studies here have shown how common practices are involved in the 

accomplishment of learnables in language learning situations. Students may point 

to something in the immediate environment (Ex.2 in Study 1), pick up a word from 

the teacher’s talk (Ex. 1 in Study 1), or a gesture from the teacher’s meta-comment 

on a linguistic item (Ex. 3 in Study 1), and ask for a linguistic gloss, description, 

etc. Students and teachers use their bodies (in pointing, in depicting something, 

etc.) to construct multimodal utterances (cf. C. Goodwin, 1995; Goodwin et al., 

2002). In these utterances, bodily actions are used for different practical purposes 

such as clarification (e.g. Ex.2 in Study 1, Exs. 2 and 3 in Study 3), compensation 

for an expression (e.g. Ex. 1 in Study 3), display of grammatical relation (Ex. 1 and 

2 in Study 2), and completion of an action (Ex. 3 in Study 1 and Ex. 4 in Study 3; 

cf. Olsher, 2004). 

With these embodied practices, students as well as teachers draw one 

another’s attention to something not only in the immediate physical context but in 

a linguistic context, referring to a lapse in the competence of a student, 

foregrounding a grammatical concept, a rule or a gloss, problematizing it, 

topicalizing it, and orienting to it as correctable, improvable and also as learnable.  

The orientation to something as a learnable may happen in passing without it 

being the topic of talk or the business of interchange (e.g. Ex. 2 and 3 in Study 3; 

cf. Jefferson, 1987; Kurhila, 2006), or it may be topicalized when participants 

discontinue their ongoing activity to deal with it in a side-sequence (e.g. Ex. 1 in 

Study 1; cf. Jefferson, 1972). Objectifying abstract constructs, operating on them in 

and through embodied actions, and using material artifacts in local 

instructing/learning projects have certain theoretical consequences and practical 

implications. These will be discussed in the following section. 
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6.1. The local accomplishment of instructing/learning projects, their 

theoretical consequences and practical implications 

Gass and Selinker (1994/2008) describe a mission for second language acquisition 

(SLA) research. They reformulate the framework of Generative Grammar’s 

theoretical perspective (Chomsky, 1965, 1975) as they themselves also confirm 

that ‘[such a] scope of inquiry includes second languages’ (Gass & Selinker, 

1994/2008: 3). That is, SLA’s mission is to discover the systematic characteristics 

of second language grammar in the learner’s mind: 

 

 What is the scope of SLA? What does the study of SLA consist of? It 

is the study of how second languages are learned. […] It is the study of 

how learners create a new language system with only limited exposure to 

a second language. It is the study of what is learned of a second language 

and what is not learned; […] Are there patterns that are common to all 

learners regardless of the native language and regardless of the language 

being learned? […]  In fact the major goal of second language acquisition 

research is the determination of linguistic constraints on the formation of 

second language grammars. (Gass and Selinker, 1994/2008: 1-2) 

 

In this dissertation, I have chosen another research paradigm that is, in theory and 

in the sphere of the subject matter, incommensurable with the abovementioned 

quote even though its domain of inquiry is similar to that of the cognitivists: How 

language learning takes place. This paradigm is based on a socially-oriented 

approach (see e.g. Ortega, 2011), which considers learning a second language as 

participating in interaction (Young & Miller, 2004; Duff & Talmy, 2011; Study 1), 

and getting engaged in the material world and social activities (Lantolf, 2011; 

Study 2). That is, learning is an embodied achievement (Study 3), co-produced as 

an achievable phenomenon in interaction (Kasper & Wagner, 2011; see also Study 

4). So, language learners’ ‘exposure’ to a second language, the construction of its 

‘grammar’, and acquiring its ‘rules’, and ‘constraints’ in this process are not just 
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mental abstract phenomena, but concrete social ones, recognizable and examinable 

in empirical data.  

6.1.1. Theoretical consequences 

Considering learning as a social process (Lave & Wenger, 1991; cf. Brouwer & 

Wagner, 2004; Duff & Talmy, 2011), this research project has focused on actions 

and procedures (cf. Ortega, 2011: 168; see Study 4) in and through which 

opportunities for learning are made possible. Participants mobilize different 

resources (Study 1), attend to public visible actions (Study 2), use material artifacts 

(Study 1 and 2), and orient to learnables and achieve them in and through 

embodied actions (Study 1-3).  

 Whereas the traditional cognitive approach (e.g. Gass & Selinker, 1994/2008) 

regards language acquisition as ‘having’, ‘possessing’ linguistic knowledge (equal 

to linguistic competence), which is posited as an abstract system in an individual’s 

mind/brain, this research project shows that cognition may be found in the 

intersubjective world (see also Mondada & Pekarek Doehler, 2004; Kasper, 2009). 

Orienting to learnables, and gaining knowledge about them - construction and 

development of knowledge - are the procedural outcome of ‘doing of things 

together’, ‘socializing’, and ‘participating’ in interactivities (see a more elaborate 

discussion in Sfard, 1998; Larsen-Freeman, 2004; R. Ellis, 2010; Atkinson, 2011; 

see also Young & Miller, 2004; Hall et al., 2011). So, what is learned is a social 

achievement, emerging within social practices (Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986), rather 

than being a stock of knowledge in someone’s mind being passed on to learners in 

an abstract way.  

 Consequently, knowledge, cognition, and competence are not confined to the 

individual mind, but are socially situated, embodied, distributed and achievable in 

interactivities (Goodwin, 1994, 2000b, 2013; Mondada & Pekarek Doehler, 2004; 

Heritage, 2005; Antaki, 2006; Maynard, 2006; Potter, 2006; Streeck et al., 2011; 

Linell, 2014). For competence is not abstract knowledge but the ability to perform 

(Wittgenstein, 1953/2009), and to accomplish social activities. Its development 

entails some social actions and procedures. 
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6.1.2. Practical implications 

The procedures involving social learning and pedagogy have particular 

characteristics specific to their events, activities and practices (cf. Csibra & 

Gergely, 2006: 257-258). They do not deal only with the pre-formed formal 

objects which are usually given priority in teaching because of quantitative 

measurements like frequency of use (cf. Tomasello, 2003: 15; Eskildsen, 2012) as 

one of the key elements of learning and measuring that learning (see Milton, 2009). 

They also involve learnables that are emergent, situated, co-produced, and reified 

on the circumstance of their occurrences (Studies 1-4; see also Markee, 2000, 

2004; Seedhouse, 2004). What students learn cannot always be predicted 

beforehand or delimited in advance. 

 Teaching and learning a language are practical hands-on interactivities. As 

shown in this research project, what is at issue in these interactivities in second 

language learning classrooms are the details of ‘communicative events’ (Hymes, 

1964: 13), the practices in ‘local communicative projects’ (Linell, 2009: 178), and 

the activities in teachers’ and students’ courses of action involving language, i.e. 

languaging (Becker, 1991). In a language learning classroom, language is oriented 

to as an essential part of communicative events. However, this research project 

shows that in the construction of communicative events in classrooms, language is 

not the only component. Neither is it taken as a device in the abstract, but as a 

functional device with a functional relativity in the circumstance of its use, in 

relation to the social activity, to both interpersonal and physical contexts. What 

teachers do in a language learning class is to offer language as a means of 

communication and an object of inquiry at the same time. Teachers and students 

treat the language as a social object that can be used as resource for 

communication, and also as the object of an inquiry that can be talked about, 

shown, worked on, parsed, acted upon, and organized in a special way.  

 Teachers and students of a language treat the language learned as a domain of 

a profession. Students learn how to see a linguistic item as a special category with 

some characteristics attributed to it. They learn how to hear words and phrases, 

how to construct them, and how to deconstruct them (Study 2). They achieve what 
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is called a professional vision (C. Goodwin, 1994) or what I have called an 

instructed vision (Study 2) in and through which they see (on the paper, on the 

board, etc.) and understand language differently. They are trained to use language 

as a resource with which to accomplish different social actions, and they can also 

analyze it. They learn alternative ways of telling and exhibiting their mastery of 

language (see Garfinkel & Sacks, 1970/1986) in a variety of circumstances. That 

is, they develop competence in languaging, in how to use language for doing social 

activities.  

The analyses show that in classroom interactivities, teachers and students, in 

order to co-build competence, make use of one another’s bodies (Ex. 3, Study 1; 

see also Study 4), and material surround to work on linguistic items. They use 

artifacts such as papers (Study 2), the whiteboard, transparency sheets (using e.g. 

overheads, see Ex. 3b in section 2.4. here). They use mundane and concrete 

practices and in this way, they treat even abstract grammatical glosses, concepts 

and relations as concrete objects, something that can be pointed at, talked about 

and oriented to on a visible surface that all have access to. The objectification of 

abstract constructs, operating on them in and through embodied actions, and using 

material artifacts in teaching and learning language show the primacy of social 

activities in the process of learning. This has certain implications not only for 

teaching and learning planning and styles, but also for future research. 

6.2. Implications for future research  

Research on second language learning from an EM/CA perspective is growing (see 

Firth & Wagner, 2007; Kasper & Wagner, 2011; Hall & Pekarek Doehler, 2011; 

Gardner, 2013, etc.). There are now different cohorts of researchers that are 

concerned with second language learning, from researchers adherent or 

sympathetic to the Chomskyan universalist view of grammar (e.g. Gass & 

Selinker, 1994/2008), to other groups of researchers, emergentists (e.g. 

MacWhinney, 1998, 2005), evolutionists and usage-based analysts (N. Ellis, 2008; 

Eskildsen, 2012; cf. Tomasello, 2008), socioculturalists (e.g. Lantolf, 2011), and 

sociocognitivists (e.g. Atkinson, 2002; Churchill et al., 2010). EM/CA with its 
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dialogical and praxeological underpinnings proves to be an illuminating research 

domain in the field of education (social learning and pedagogy). It provides the 

methodological and analytic tools to see the details of accomplishing learning 

activities, examining what practices are used by teachers and students, experts and 

novices, trainers and trainees, etc. in the procedure of achieving instructing 

activities. 

 In their critical review, Coffield, Moseley, Hall and Ecclestone (2004) 

identified 71 models of language learning styles, most of which concerned with 

individual progress while taking the role of others, contexts and environments 

either for granted or as peripheral. It seems to be the case that whereas these 

models are being extensively produced, there are scant empirical studies providing 

reliable data-driven results to prove their pedagogical impact in practice (see 

Coffield et al., 2004). Therefore, there seems to be an urge for attention to the 

dialogical nature (Linell, 2009) of interactivities with all its detailed complexity in 

classrooms.  

 The theoretical frames within second language research usually acknowledge 

learner agency (Larsen-Freeman, 1997), but it is only seldom the case that these 

models take the actual methods used by learners in learning activities into 

consideration. For many learning models, the assumed identity of novice language 

users in classrooms is a taken for granted quality of the participants, or ‘a linguistic 

fact-of-life’ (Carroll, 2000: 72). Students are automatically called ‘learners’ and 

teachers ‘teachers’ throughout sequences of classroom interaction simply on 

account of these prefigured labels. What is missed, of course, is the fact that 

relevant identities may well change over the course of unfolding interactional 

sequences (see e.g. Drew & Sorjonen, 1997). 

 What Firth and Wagner (1997) called for, similar to what Hymes (1964) 

proposed in his cross-disciplinary ‘ethnographies of communication’, is a call for a 

‘fresh kind of data’ to investigate ‘the use of language in contexts of situations so 

as to discern patterns proper to speech activity’ (Hymes, 1964: 3; cf. Firth & 

Wagner, 1997: 286). Language in this view is not regarded as a given code or a 

frame of reference, separated from personal traits or interpersonal relations, 
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sociological and anthropological factors, history, the ecology of communication, 

and the like.   

In this fresh broader look at language and its use, designing abstract mental 

models of grammar is not the primary research objective. What is at issue is the 

‘communicative event’ (Hymes, 1964: 13), and the activity we do with language, 

i.e. languaging (Becker, 1991). In these social events, the account for the event is 

emically made from the view of the participants in that situation, event and culture 

(Pike, 1954). So, what might also be interesting (and crucial for understanding the 

nature of learning) is laid out in EM/CA to appraise teachers’ and students’ own 

display of their behavior or what Hymes (1964: 14) called ‘their home-made 

models’ (cf. ‘folk theory’ that some other anthropologists defined as the core of 

any anthropological theory, e.g. Bohannan, 1959; cf. ‘folk method’ in 

ethnomethodology, in Garfinkel, 1967).  

The description and explanation of what language consists in are now bound 

up with the provision of evidence from the functional operations of language in 

real social situations. This has become the grounds across many disciplines for 

having the theories be subject to empirical tests for examining their adequacy of 

logical and empirical viability. So, the examination of the rationale of 

communication may result in proposing new learning and teaching theories. 

When skepticism undermines any speculations or generalizations relying only 

on experimental tests and abstracted mental models without paying enough 

attention to the real learning activities in real events, the real data from real 

situations exhibiting the howness of learning practices would be an illuminating 

source for further development of research in second language learning.  

Swedish as a second language is no exception. Paying attention to the social 

procedures in learning activities interdependent with the actions made co-

operatively with others, and contexted in particular circumstances, are pivotal to 

our understanding of the social reality of language learning. This dissertation 

remains agnostic to the extent and depth of the relation between the opportunities 

produced for teaching and learning (emergence of learnables) and language 

development. It requires further research to examine learners’ language 
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development either in local communicative projects and small interactivities, or in 

more longitudinal data analyzing learners’ performance across time (see e.g. 

Brouwer & Wagner, 2004; Markee, 2011).  

Research on second language learning, consequently, needs to pay systematic 

attention to the role of others and environment (context, relations, history, 

interaction, biographies, and the like) when theorizing this relation and designing 

learning models, styles, tests, teaching and learning strategies, etc. What students 

can do together, also with the use of artifacts and technology (e.g. Amir, 2013; 

Kunitz, 2013; Musk, 2013) should also be considered in the examination of 

language learning and development (see arguments for interactional competence in 

Hall et al., 2011). 

Alongside these new concerns, a disparate pressure also comes from the actual 

enterprise of learning and pedagogy in societies to supply some methodic 

responses to the demands of the field: how students learn languages and how their 

needs should be met (see e.g. R. Ellis, 2012). As a result of these increasing 

demands for reality check, there are now a growing number of language learning 

researchers who have stopped philosophizing acquisition before analyzing 

empirical data and learners’ linguistic/communicative/interactional development at 

all levels of microgenetic, ontogenetic and sociogenetic changes (Lehre & 

Schauble, 2011). New attempts in research are directed toward the practicality of 

any theoretical and methodological proposals (see Koschmann, 2011). These have 

resulted, all in all, in the social turn in the second language learning research area 

(see Block, 2003), which shapes a significant part of the future in this research 

domain.  

Detailed studies of classroom interactivities may raise our ‘awareness’ about 

the ways and methods that we actually have at our disposal for improving 

pedagogy. What this dissertation suggests, which should not be neglected after all, 

is that teaching and learning languages are not only done by talking, but by acting 

upon materials, by showing, seeing, co-operating and interacting with people 

through embodied practices, and thus creating sustainable ways of organizing what 

we can call knowledge.   
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