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Introduction

One ofthe things teachersin the second/foreign language classroom
are faced with is how to teach new lexical elements. Since the days
of grammar-translation, where formal structures and lexical items
were taught explicitly and out of context (see, e.g., Kumaravadivelu,
2006; Larsen-Freeman, 2000; Richards & Rodgers, 2001), different
teaching methodologies, and communicative language teaching in
particular, have sought to incorporate vocabulary teaching in more
meaning-oriented discourse. Research on vocabulary teaching
has used dichotomies such as implicit or explicit (DeCarrico,
2001) and planned or unplanned (Hatch & Brown, 1995) to refer to
whether vocabulary is taught as separate activities or dealt with as
part of the ongoing activity. Special tasks, such as filling-the-blank,
semantic associations, and language games, may be designed
specifically to practice new vocabulary. However, vocabulary, as
well as other formal linguistic aspects, is always a possible and
relevant aspect to be extracted “on the fly" from the ongoing
course of action in the language classroom and made a subject
for explicit teaching. Focus on form (e.g., Doughty & Williams,
1998) argues for meaningful classroom interaction with occasional
shift[s] of attention to linguistic code features—by the teacher and/
or one or more students—triggered by perceived problems with
cowmprehension or production (Long & Robinson, 1998, p. 23).
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In this way, teaching linguistic material is embedded within the ongoing
(meaningful) interaction and is therefore highly context dependent.

Extracting linguistic material “on the fly” can be described in terms of repair®
(Schegloff, 1997b, 2000; Schegloff, Jefferson, & Sacks, 1977): Either the teacher
locates a part of his/her turn as a possible problematic word and provides an
explanation of the word (i.e., self-repair) or she or he explicitly asks the students
whether or not they understand the word. Alternatively, the lexical item is located
and pointed out by the students as problematic, and the teaching sequence thus
takes the form of an other-initiated repair. In both ways, a word or words are
identified in the ongoing interaction and made relevant for more or less formal
instruction. These practices may evoke the institutional character of the language
classroom and define the ongoing activity as “doing (vocabulary) teaching.”

Vocabulary learning is an important aspect of second language acquisition
(e.g., Carter & McCarthy, 1988; Schmitt, 2000). A substantial part of vocabulary-
learning research focuses on how new vocabulary is processed and memorized
and is primarily conducted within a psycholinguistic framework. On the other
hand, teaching methodologies (see, e.g., Larsen-Freeman, 2000; Richards
& Rodgers, 2001), either explicitly or implicitly, provide suggestions for how
to teach vocabulary to second/foreign language students in the classroom.
These suggestions are often based on a theoretical set of assumptions about
the nature of language and learning rather than on an emic perspective based
on interactional analyses of classroom interaction (e.g., Evaldsson, Lindblad,
Sahlstrom, & Bergqvist, 2001; Seedhouse, 1996, 1997, 2004). As a contrast, this
study shows, by means of transcripts of recorded classroom interaction, how
vocabulary is extracted from the ongoing course of action “on the fly." In which
sequential environments does this occur? How is the vocabulary selected from
the range of possible “teachable” words from the flow of classroom interaction?
Drawing on conversation analysis (CA), | will describe a social practice that | call
“doing word explanation.”™

This chapter focuses on cases where the word explanation is jointly extracted
and explained by teacher and students. In other words, | will not examine cases
where the teacher teaches vocabulary without including the students. As we will
see later, the social phenomenon that is described here is based on a sequential
environment in which the students provide a candidate understanding of the.
word. | will show how the teacher sets up a frame in which a relevant action for
the students is to display orientation to particular lexical item(s), and how this
display provides for a word explanation to be requested. The analysis therefore
highlights the joint accomplishment of vocabulary teaching as being constructed
in and through interaction. Henceforth, 1 will refer to this interactional practice as
“doing word explanation”.

The data material consists of 25 hours of video recordings of Danish
second language (L2) classrooms with adult learners. The recordings are part
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the cross-institutional research project “Learning and Integration—Adults

Danish as a Second Language” conducted by three Danish universities.

e recordings were made in 2005—2006 with two individual cameras that were

aced on tripods since the researcher was not present in the classroom during

e recording. Transcription conventions follow Jefferson (see, e.g., Hutchby &
ffitt, 1998, for overview), and include additional information about visual
res (in particular gaze and gesture).

Looking atthe examplesin this article givesthe impression thatthe vocabulary
atis taught is part of the teacher’s lesson plan. Most of the lexical items emerge
om the ongoing interaction and are left again after a short formal explanation.

word explanations occupy a short sequence within whole class interaction

and are embedded within the ongoing task accomplishment. However, although

e lesson plan has been prepared prior to the lesson, it nonetheless has to be

ed out during the lesson in front of, and in collaboration with, the students

(¢f. Suchman, 2007). Consequently, rather than treating the lesson plan as a

‘task-as-workplan” (Breen, 1989), | will examine how it is made relevant and
included in the interaction.

Presenting “doing word explanation”

Inthis section, | will present the sequential format through which word explanation

rges. Example 1 is a typical example of the sequential structure that is

tral to the interactive construction of doing word explanation. Prior to the

mple, the class had a group discussion about fines, and Angela told a story

hout “a plain clothes police officer.” The teacher circled among the students
. among other things, wrote “a plain clothes officer” on the board.

Example 1 [0620U2—34:40]

Te: Mia hun havde:: nej ikk Mia undskyld (.)
Mia she had no not Mia sorry (.)

Te: Angela havde faet e:n bgde af (=)
Angela had got a fine by (.)

/gazes and points towards “en betjent i
civil” (a plain clothes police officer)
on the blackboard

/en (1.4) en <betjent i civi:l>

a (1.4) a plain clothes police officer
“Mia she had no not Mia sorry (.) Angela
had got a fine by (.) a (1.4) plain
clothes police officer”
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Ps: (0.4)

Te: herte je
heard I
#I heard”

/gazes towards students

/()

°(En) betjent (i civil)®
A plain clothes police officer
”“A plain clothes police officer”

(2.0)

En betjent i civil[:1
A plain clothes police officer
”A plain clothes police officer”

[Ja hva betyder det hva-
[Yeah what means that what

en betjent i civi:l hva er det

a plain clothes police officer what is that
“Yeah what does that mean what a plain
clothes police officer what is that”

(0.5)

De:::t en betjent uden uniform
It an officer without uniform
“It is an officer without a uniform”

Det en betjent uden uniform ja
It an officer without a uniform yeah
“It is an office without a uniform yeah”

A few comments should be noted about the sequence that leads up to the.
word explanation (line 13). (a) The first time the “noun phrase-to-be- explained”
is produced is in line 3 after a hesitant turn by the teacher; the turn includes
a micro pause as well as a substantial 1.4 second pause and a restart (the
repetition of the article). The specific noun phrase is placed in a possible
turn constructional unit (TCU)-final position and is produced at a slower pace
than the surrounding talk. (b) The turn is followed by a 0.4 second pause and
an increment (Ford, Fox, & Thompson, 2002) that provides a new transition
relevant position. (c) A student repeats the noun phrase twice (lines 7 and 9),
and the teacher asks for a word explanation (lines 10-11). In this way, the noun
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se is oriented to as relevant to the ongoing activity by both participants. (d)
word explanation by a student, Ali, follows the consistent three-part IRF
Initiation-Response-Follow-up) pattern in classroom interaction as described,
among others, by Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) and Mehan (1979): In lines 10—
he teacher requests a word explanation (Initiation), a student explains the
d in line 13 (Response), and the teacher, in line 14, accepts the student's
lanation (Follow-up).
In the following sections, | will elaborate on this pattern characterized by the
wing moves: (a) The teacher emphasizes a specific part of the turn, which
) student repeats, and (c) the teacher then asks for a word explanation, which
the student provides in the following turn. | will show how the participants
boratively prepare the ground for the word explanation and discuss the
text(s) in which this social practice is found. The sequence is interactively
structed, and | will show how the students orient to the teacher’s emphasis
part of the teacher's turn-at-talk, and how they contribute to the lexical
gxplanation sequence.

h the prior paragraph, we saw that the teacher highlights a part of his/her turn,
that the highlighted words therefore hold a prominent position within the turn.

s seems to be an important aspect of “doing word explanation.” Examples 2
show examples of how the teacher emphasizes a particular part of the turn.

Ps: (2.4)

Te: He:r i spergsmal fem hvo::r han sper hvorfor
Here in question five where he asks why

hun ikke keber en ny cykel, (0.3) sa det
she not buy a new bike (0.3) then it

fordi hun ikke har rad til det li“e nu (.)
because she cannot afford it right now (.)

ogsa fordi hun skal betale <e:n bo:de>
also because she has to pay a fine

“Here in question five where he asks why
she doesn’t buy a new bike (0.3) so it’s
because she can’t afford it right now
(.) also because she has to pay a fine”

(0.7)
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Example 2 [0620U1—55:25]
1 Ps: (2.4)

2 Te: He:r i spergsmal fem hvo::r han sper hvorfor
Here in question five where he asks why

hun ikke keber en ny cykel, (0.3) sa det
she not buy a new bike (0.3) then it

fordi hun ikke har rad til det li‘e nu (.)
because she cannot afford it right now (.)

ogsa fordi hun skal betale <e:n be:de>
also because she has to pay a fine

“Here in question five where he asks why
she doesn’t buy a new bike (0.3) so it’s
because she can’t afford it right now
(.) also because she has to pay a fine”

(0.7)

Ehrm::[:: °en bede’]
Ehrm:::: a fine
“Ehrm a fine”

[E- e:n bsde] hva er det en bede er
[A- a fine what is it a fine is
“A a fine what’s that a fine is”

(0.6)

Multa ((Spanish for fine))

Fine

“Fine”

o R

Ehrm: ndr du: DU LAVer no:get du skal betale

Ehrm: when you you do something you must pay F
“Ehrm when you you do something you have to pay”

Example 3 [0620U2—27:15]

1 Te: Hva hedder det=ehrm
What do you say ehrm:::: Monika







