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Abstract

This study delves into the efficacy of classroom language in evaluating stu-
dent involvement and comprehension within ESL settings. It centers on the
utilization of questioning techniques and feedback mechanisms in pedagogi-
cal approaches, pinpointing areas necessitating enhancement to foster student
skill development. Four primary types of questioning are delineated: factual,
reasoning, display, and inferential, among which display and referential ques-
tions emerge as pivotal methods of inquiry. The provision of constructive
feedback by instructors assumes paramount importance in facilitating stu-
dents’ comprehension of their linguistic proficiency and fostering communi-
cation abilities. While feedback stands as a cornerstone of language educa-
tion, its dissemination must strike a delicate balance between employing dis-
play questions and fostering authentic inquiries, thereby accounting for va-
riables such as educational value, student engagement, accessibility, and ex-
tension. Augmenting students’ capacity for self-questioning holds promise in
expediting and enhancing their acquisition of the target language. Teachers
are advised to exercise prudence in furnishing exemplar responses, integrate
appropriate wait times, and elucidate intricate concepts to cater to the diverse
needs of an inclusive classroom.

Keywords

ESL Settings, Questioning Techniques, Feedback Mechanisms,
Student Engagement

1. Introduction

Educators have been diligently evaluating the effectiveness of the classroom
through the analysis of classroom language from various angles. For example,

Smith, Johnson, and Lee (2018) utilized computational linguistics techniques to
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quantitatively analyze classroom discourse, examining factors such as teach-
er-student interaction patterns, frequency of academic language use, and student
engagement indicators. Jones and Brown (2019) conducted in-depth qualitative
analyses of teacher talk, focusing on linguistic strategies employed by instructors
to scaffold student learning, provide feedback, and foster a supportive classroom
environment. Also, a correlational analysis to assess the relationship between
classroom language features (e.g., questioning strategies, vocabulary richness)
and student academic performance across different subject areas was carried out
in 2019 by Liu and Zhang (Liu & Zhang, 2019). There is an ongoing discussion
surrounding the various teaching methods employed by educators in the class-
room, as well as a focus on evaluating student engagement and comprehension
of the topics covered.

By carefully examining the language utilized in the classroom, we can tho-
roughly assess the effectiveness of instructional techniques to a significant ex-
tent. Through keen observation of teacher-student interactions, valuable insights
into the dynamics of effective teaching can be gained. This, in turn, allows us to
evaluate whether educators are actively striving to enhance the depth and quality
of their interactions with students. To enrich the academic experience, it is bene-
ficial to expand the range of teaching activities and incorporate a diverse array of
teaching materials that cater to the different dimensions of learning, including
cognitive, emotional, and behavioral aspects.

Exploring the realm of classroom language can provide valuable insights into
teaching methodologies, identify areas for improvement for teachers, and foster
the development of a wide range of student skills. This paper delves into the
classroom discourse, analyzing transcribed data of students’ learning experiences
in a primary school setting. The essay is structured into six sections: introduc-
tion, literature review, excerpt analysis, conclusion, references, and appendix.
The analysis section examines classroom teachers’ questions and feedback, ulti-
mately leading to a discussion on the potential implications that can be inferred

from the evaluation.

2. Literature Review

When it comes to facilitating successful teaching and improving students’ lan-
guage acquisition, the utilisation of inquiry by educators is of the utmost impor-
tance. Students’ curiosity has been sparked and a passion for learning has been
cultivated through the practice of questioning, which has been a core compo-
nent. Intellectual inquiry has, on a consistent basis, been shown to foster critical
thinking and encourage active engagement in the educational process. Questions
that are posed by the instructor are an essential instrument for assessing the
students’ progress, encouraging dialogue, and involving the students in the
learning process. The findings of a study conducted by Richards and Lockhart
(1996: pp. 185-187) highlight the effectiveness of questioning about the devel-

opment of communication skills and the enhancement of language competency
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through the enhancement of comprehensibility.

In the early 20th century, there was a significant amount of academic research
conducted on the topic of classroom questions. The groundbreaking research
conducted by Stevens in the year 1912 (Stevens, 1912) shed attention on the sig-
nificant impact that interactions between teachers and students have, with ques-
tioning accounting for a significant eighty percent of the instructional impact in
English classes. Barnes (1969: pp. 11-77) developed a taxonomy of different
types of questions based on observations made in British middle schools. This
taxonomy was built upon the framework that was established earlier. To further
differentiate between closed and open inferential questions, he outlined four ba-
sic categories: factual, reasoning, open, and common inquiries. He also differen-
tiated between open and closed inferential questions.

When it comes to instructional design, one of the most important factors to
take into consideration is the use of pseudo-questions, which appear to provide a
number of different solutions but actually only have one correct answer. The ex-
tensive study that Long and Sato (1983) investigated the function of communi-
cation in language schools. More specifically, they classified questioning items
into two distinct groups: echoic and epistemic. In contrast to epistemic inquiries,
which are designed to elicit information, echoic questions entail the repetition of
words or confirmation of statements. The investigation conducted by Long and
Sato places an emphasis on the popularity of closed questions, such as demon-
strative inquiries, in contrast to the relatively uncommon utilisation of
open-ended questions, such as referential inquiries.

Display questions and referential questions are the two basic types of ques-
tions that teachers ask their students. Scholars and educational professionals
have recognized a variety of various classifications of the strategies that teachers
use to ask questions. There is a distinct difference between these two scenarios:
in the first situation, the person asking the question is aware of the response in
advance, but in the second scenario, the person asking the question is completely
unaware of the answer. As a consequence of this, it is absolutely necessary for
students to develop their creative abilities and come up with unique concepts by
making use of the resources that are available to them.

When it comes to enhancing students’ communication abilities and aiding
students’ comprehension of their language proficiency, Chaudron (1998: pp.
132-134) places a strong emphasis on the crucial role that teachers play in pro-
viding feedback. Students who are interested in improving their linguistic ex-
pression and their level of competency in the target language will find this re-
source to be quite beneficial. In addition, Ur (1996: pp. 242-244) emphasizes the
significance of timely and comprehensive examination of the replies provided by
students in the process of cultivating an atmosphere that is conducive to active
inquiry. The use of questions is an essential component of good education since
it helps students develop their communication skills and increases their level of

comprehension. The classification of different sorts of questions and the diffe-
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rentiation between closed and open-ended inquiries provide educators with
useful insights that can be utilised in the process of optimizing instructional

practices in contexts that are conducive to language learning.

3. Methodology
3.1. Data Collection

A detailed transcription and an in-depth analysis that was derived from the data
will be presented in the following part. I will also show the results of the analysis.
There is a wealth of information regarding classroom interactional characteris-
tics (such as communicative language teaching strategies, different types of
questions, and so on), which enables a comprehensive response to my research
objective. Because of this, the selection of the clip was made with great care be-
cause it contains a huge amount of information. Following the clip selection, I
transcribed the data twice, with a two-week interval between each transcription,
ensuring that no important features were overlooked. Additionally, I took de-
tailed notes during the transcription process to provide further support for the
subsequent analysis.

Transcription

1) T: So(.) let’s talk about a picture I have in my book. Can you see my pic-
ture?

2) SS: Yeah.

3) T: Okay, so you sa:w this picture in the video, didn’t <1> you </1>? You
saw this

4) picture.

5) SS: <1> Yeah </1>.

6) T: And in the picture, we were talking about ho:w do numbers help us.
Now look

7) close at the picture. Tell me about some of the numbers you see in this pic-
ture. (..)

8) [S1], what do you see?

9) S1: Three

10) T: Three. Why does she have three on her shirt? (..)

11) S1: (.)The girl.

12) T: The girl has three. Why are they wearing numbers on their shirts? I
don’t have

13) numbers on my shirt. ((looking at her own shirt)), you don’t have num-
bers on your

14) shirt ((pointing at students’ shirts)). Why are they wearing numbers, [S2]?
((asking

15) one student to respond with an invitation gesture))

16) S2: Playing

17) T: They are playing! What are they playing?

18) SX-F: Football=
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19) S2: =Soccer

20) T: =Soccer. They are playing soccer, and when we play some sports, some-

times we

21) have a number. So her number is number three and her number?
22) SX-F: Is four=

23) T: =four, and her number? =

24) SS: =five=
25) T: =And her number? =
26) SS: =ten=

27) T: =ten. And it also says their names, it says Meg, Zeya, Hana K, and

Ja-Yasmine.

28) Now there are some other things in the picture. Is there anything that we

can count

29) (.) in this picture? What can we count?

30) SX-F: The (.)balls? =

31) T: =The balls. How many balls do you see? =

32) SS: =three=

33) T: =three balls. Is it enough? Three balls? (..)

34) SX-F: Yes?

35) T: Maybe not enough. As we are going to share, right? What else can we

count in

36) this Picture? (..)What else can we count? ((showing the book to students))
37) SS: <2>(xxxxx)</2>

38) SX: <2>Girls? </2>

39) T: The girls! How many girls?

40) SX-F: Four.

41) T: Four girls, let’s count. one, ”two

42) SS: Utwo

43) T: ”three
44) SS: l t
45) T: ”four
16) 55: L four

47) T: About how many shoes do you see?
48) SX-F: seven?

49) T: seven (.)one, two, three, four, we can’t see this one, five, six, seven, but

hree

there

50) mu:st be eight shoes. How many shoes do we see in our classroom? Can

you

51) count? (.)

52) Tell the person across from you, ho:w many shoes we have in our class?
53) SX-F: <soft> Twenty-four shoes</soft>.

54) T: <to S3>How many do you think</to S3>

55) S3: I <soft>think</soft> twenty-three?

56) T: You think, twenty-three? Somebody missing a shoe.=
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57) §S: =@@@

58) T: How many do you think, [S4]?

59) S4: twenty-six

60) T: twenty-six? How many do you think, [S5]?

61) S5: Er (..)

62) T: How many shoes?

63) S5: twenty.

64) T: twenty shoes? Should we count? I think we can count all together. Let’s
count,

65) Hone, two, three, four, five, six, seven, eight, nine, ten, eleven, twelve

66) SS: |l one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, eight, nine, ten, eleven, twelve

67) T: Help me out, ”thirteen, fourteen, fifteen, sixteen, seventeen, eighteen,
nineteen,

68) twenty, twenty-one, twenty-two, twenty-three (..)

69) SS: il thirteen, fourteen, fifteen, sixteen, seventeen, eighteen, nineteen,
twenty,

70) twenty-one, twenty-two, twenty-three

71) SS: twenty-four

72) T: twenty-fo::ur shoes!

73) S4: twenty-five, twenty-six ((S4 pointed at the teacher’s shoes))

74) T: O:h, <fast>you count in my shoes, twenty-five, twenty-six </fast>

Okay. So I

75) have shoes, too. How many pencils do we have in this room? How many
pencils?

76) SS: (XXXXX)

77) SX-M: thirteen?

78) T: Show me with your fingers, how many pencils? Show me with your
fingers.

79) Show me with your fingers, how many pencils? ((students raised their
hands and

80) showed fingers to the teacher)) Just ten? ten <3> pencils</3>?

81) SX-F: <3> plus three</3>.

82) T: ten plu:s three! Are there thirteen? How many do you think, [S6]?

83) S6: te::n plus two.

84) T: ten plus two! Let’s see. Everybody holds up your pencils. Let’s count.
Let’s count.

85) Ready? Hold up your pencils. Let’s start over here with [S7]. Please count.

86) S7: One=

87) S8: =Two=

88) S9: =Three

89) S10: (.)Four

90) T: One, two(..)

91) S9: Three=
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92) $10: =Four=

93) S11: =Five=

94) S12: =Six=

95) S13: =Seven=

96) S14: =Eight=

97) S15: =Nine=

98) S16: =Ten=

99) S17: =Eleven=

100) S18: =Twelve=

101) T: =Twelve pencils. I don’t have a pencil, so no pencils for me.

102) SS: <4>Yes</4>.

103) T: <4>Who</4> thinks there are twelve chairs? ((All students raised their

104) hands at the same time)) Ah::, very good. Because we have twelve pencils
and

105) we have twelve students, so we have twelve chairs. I have a very hard one,

106) was noticing your beautiful buttons on your sweater. You have buttons
on your

107) sweater ((students started looking at their own or other’s sweaters)).
How

108) many buttons do you have in this who::le room? How many buttons al::1

109) together? How many buttons al::l together?((students start counting
numbers

110) silently but seem no order)) (3)

111) SX: forty-eight?

112) T: Are there forty-eight?

113) SX-M: (what)?

114) T: Really? That’s a lot of buttons. She thinks there are(.) forty-eight, for-
ty-

115) eight buttons ((T starts writing on blackboard)) in this room. O:kay.
Would you

116) write down some of those things that we just counted? We counted pen-
cils, we

117) have twelve pencils. Would you write down twelve pencils on your pa-
per?

118) ((Students started writing on the paper)). (..) We had twenty-six shoes.
We had

119) forty-eight (..)buttons. We had(.) twenty-six (.) sho:es ((T starts writing
on blackboard)). (..)Write down all the things that we counted.

3.2. Data Analysis

This is an excerpt from a lesson where a teacher aims to guide students on effec-

tively using the textbook and classroom resources to practice counting numbers.

DOI: 10.4236/0jm|.2024.143025

489 Open Journal of Modern Linguistics


https://doi.org/10.4236/ojml.2024.143025

X. W. Zhou

This teaching method adopts a conventional approach, with various speakers
contributing to the excerpt. During the class presentation, the teacher assumes a
position of authority, with complete control over the floor and the majority of
speaking opportunities. The teacher’s guidance plays a crucial role in determin-
ing the sequence in which the entire class takes their turns. The course incorpo-
rates a variety of effective questioning techniques, including in-depth question-
ing and targeted questioning. Further discussions frequently center on the
teachers’ efforts to elicit a response from a student.

Questioning Types

In the excerpt, the teacher utilised a range of question patterns during the
teaching process. These included special interrogative sentences at specific in-
tervals, general questions scattered throughout, and a question tag at one point.
Out of all the questions, only 10% are referential questions, while a whopping
90% are display questions. Perhaps this is a common occurrence in L2 or FL
classrooms, as Long and Sato (1983: pp. 268-285) argue that ESL teachers tend to
favor display questions over referential ones. The assumption is that this ap-
proach would encourage increased productivity and improved communication
between educators and students. However, it is crucial to acknowledge the signi-
ficance of display questions as they play a vital role in evaluating students in
classroom settings. In addition, many of the items could benefit from further
elaboration. This could be due to the prevalence of closed-end questions in the
class activities. Nevertheless, the teacher appears to be attempting to address this
matter by posing additional inquiries.

Modification of questions

According to White and Patsy (1984: pp. 228-244), teachers often continue to
question by either paraphrasing or repeating, as they argue convincingly. It’s
fascinating to note that the majority of the questions in the text above are of a
specific nature, with a focus on quantities. Out of these questions, the phrase
“how many” is used 15 times, and surprisingly, around 27% of them (4 out of
15) remain unanswered. The teaching content of this lesson primarily focuses on
numbers learning. However, the repetition of 15 sentences with the same pat-
terns in a short 5-minute transcribed audio can make the learning experience
dull and boring for learners, particularly younger ones who find it challenging to
concentrate on one aspect for an extended period in instructed settings. Ac-
cording to White and Patsy (1984: pp. 228-244), there is no clear evidence to
suggest that repeated practice leads to a higher success rate for learners. In fact,
it may have the opposite effect. It is important to make adjustments to a ques-
tion that learners have not understood. The extract (10-21) provides a good ex-
ample of how to modify such questions. The teacher provided hints to help the
girl reconsider the questions without directly pointing out any mistakes.
Through appropriate adjustments, learners are able to effectively understand
and respond to questions. Examining the exchange of lines 7-22, it seems that
the intention behind this modification is to jog the memory of the viewers re-

garding the numbers covered in the previous video. One might wonder why she
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has three on her shirt. The teacher’s question was clearly aimed at getting an ex-
planation, but unfortunately, it didn’t succeed in getting any answers. This could
be due to the learner’s limited ability to express herself in a foreign language.
The teacher then assisted in simplifying the material by offering support and
guidance. She clarified the questions through comparisons and examples, help-
ing the student to better understand the subject.

Wait-time

Research indicates that teachers often have a limited amount of time to pause
after asking a question, usually no more than 3 seconds (36). In their publication
from 1971, Holley and Janet (1971: pp. 494-498) put forward the idea that a
waiting time of 5 seconds is the absolute minimum. They conducted research on
German college classes and found that when the teacher waited for a longer pe-
riod of time, there was a noticeable increase in student responses. We strongly
believe that allowing learners more time to organize their answers can be benefi-
cial, as it encourages a greater number of participants to engage when there is a
brief pause before accepting a response.

Feedback

Assessment and correction are the two fundamental components of feedback
(Ur, 1996: p. 242). The most common positive statements, “Yes, right!” and
“Well done!” are only used once (104) in the entire 5-minute excerpt. Mostly,
the teacher repeats the student’s response (9-10, 19-20, 22-23, 32-33, 40-41 and
so on) as an indirect way of endorsing the response. There are two reasons why
this phenomenon might occur. First, it is assumed that the instructor does not
commend the student’s response because they believe the answer is not very
complex. Second, she reinforced the input of numbers in a brief amount of time
in a recurring manner in order to guarantee the drill’s fluidity and increase the
pupils’ sensitivity to numbers. Nonetheless, numerous research studies have
demonstrated that in a classroom setting, learners can acquire the target lan-
guage more quickly and effectively by improving their ability to question them-
selves Ur (1996: pp. 242-244).

After closely examining the text, it is easy to determine that nearly every stu-
dent response falls into the category of “one word” answers. Lines 21 through 26
include an exception: The teacher chose not to repeat the female students’ com-
plete answers as she had done earlier, despite the female student’s attempt to use
the verb “be” in her response. It was therefore not surprising that the subsequent
dialogue reverted to the answer mode of a single word pattern. Teachers should
exercise extra caution when providing “sample” responses because it is common
for students to mimic the answer patterns that they hear in class.

In lines 31-34, the teacher asks the same question again in an interrogative
tone, “yes,” in an attempt to persuade the student to repeat the seemingly perfect
response. This confused the learners and made them ask again in the hopes of
receiving the teacher’s proper response. The instructor went on to explain why
the student’s response was incomplete. Allowing the student to apply critical
thinking even when responding to some display questions could be one explana-
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tion. This also subtly highlights a problem, which is that in a classroom setting,
instructors’ precise and insightful questions and comments are essential and
priceless teaching tools. The same issues were present in lines 47-51 and 52-56 as
well, and the teacher first provided a fair explanation that allayed the pupils’ be-
wilderment. However, in lines 52-64, the instructor posed a straightforward
question and four responses emerged, the first of which received no feedback at
all (i.e., the teacher did not repeat the answer or give a positive response); the
other three answers came from the teacher’s designated students. It is evident
that none of the four responses made sense in relation to this closed question.
For two reasons, the teacher reiterated the previous three responses in an inane
manner. One of two things may have happened: either the teacher purposefully
left the question in an “open” state so that additional students would be drawn
in and continue to pay attention and speculate as to what the correct answer
might be, or all three answers were incorrect. Analysis of the contents that follow
suggests that the former is more logical. There is a slight incident here; that is,
the teacher believes that 24 is the correct answer (even if the issue states that the
question’s scope is the entire classroom), as evidenced by the extension of 24
(72). She did not include her shoes in her response, but she corrected herself
right away after learning that one male student had provided the answers to
questions 25 and 26. Additionally, the teacher did not provide a clear, obvious
solution for lines 107 - 115, which could potentially confuse pupils in a class-

room context.

4. Conclusion

The IRF technique proves to be an effective method for assessing students” un-
derstanding of recently taught concepts, as demonstrated in the transcript. It is
crucial to offer additional support to students who might be struggling, recog-
nizing that the overall class performance may not always accurately reflect indi-
vidual abilities. Furthermore, incorporating a blend of individual and group ac-
tivities in the classroom helps avoid excessive reliance on the traditional teach-
er-student dynamic.

To enhance students’ comprehension of the material, teachers must pose pre-
cise and focused questions during class. Additionally, instructors should uphold
appropriate questioning standards, considering factors such as learning value,
interest, availability, and extension, while ensuring clarity. Striking a balance
between display questions and substantive inquiries is essential, taking into ac-
count students’ abilities and circumstances to keep them engaged without over-
whelming them.

For students to gain a comprehensive understanding of their learning abilities,
they must receive constructive feedback covering both positive and negative as-
pects. However, educators should steer clear of monotonous, meaningless as-
sessment terminology and refrain from discussing personal matters. It’s vital for
students to grasp that instructors’ evaluations aim to support academic growth,

not delve into personal affairs or make judgments. Furthermore, incorporating

DOI: 10.4236/0jm|.2024.143025

492 Open Journal of Modern Linguistics


https://doi.org/10.4236/ojml.2024.143025

X. W. Zhou

appropriate wait times and simplifying complex issues are key factors for foster-
ing a thriving classroom. While there’s been a notable increase in academic re-
search on language within the classroom, there appears to be a relative dearth of
attention and discussion regarding language used by instructors outside of class.
This area merits further exploration and consideration in varying pedagogical

contexts.
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1. SPEAKER IDS
S1:
82:

SS:

SX:

SX-f
SX-m:

SX-1:
SX-2:

2. INTONATION

S1: that’s what my next er slide? does

Example:
S7: that’s point two. absolutely yes.

3. EMPHASIS
Example:
S7: er internationalization 1s a very
IMPORTANT issue

Example:
S3: toMORrow we have to work on the

presentation already
4. PAUSES

Example:
SX-f: because they all give me different (.)

different (.) points of view

S1: aha (2) so finally arrival on monday
evening is still valid

5. OVERLAPS
Example:
S1:1t is your best <1> case </1> scenario (.)
S2: <1= yeah </1>
S1: okay

S9:ititis (.) to identify some<1>thing </1>
where ()
$3:<1> mhm </1>

6. OTHER-CONTINUATION

S1: what up till () tll twelve?
S2: yes=
S1:=really. so it’s it’s quite a lot of time.

7. LENGTHENING
Example:
S1: you can run faster but they have much
mo:re technique with the ball

Example:
S5: personally that’s my opinion the: er::m

Appendix A. VOICE Transcription Conventions

Speakers are generally numbered in the order
they first speak. The speaker ID is given at the
beginning of each turn.

Utterances assigned to more than one speaker
(e.g. an audience), spoken either in unison or
staggered, are marked with a collective speaker
ID SS.

Utterances that cannot be assigned to a
particular speaker are marked SX.

Utterances that cannot be assigned to a
particular speaker, but where the gender can be
identified, are marked SX-f or SX-m.

If it 1s likely but not certain that a particular
speaker produced the utterance in question, this
is marked SX-1, SX-2, etc.

Words spoken with rising intonation are
followed by a question mark “?” .
Words spoken with falling intonation are

%%

followed by a full stop *.” .

If a speaker gives a syllable, word or phrase
particular prominence, this is written in capital
letters.

Every brief pause in speech (up to a good half
second) is marked with a full stop in
parentheses.

Longer pauses are timed to the nearest second
and marked with the number of seconds in
parentheses, e.g. (1) = I second, (3) = 3 seconds.

Whenever two or more utterances happen at the
same time, the overlaps are marked with
numbered tags: <1> </1>, <2> </2> .
Everything that is simultaneous gets the same
number. All overlaps are marked in blue.

All overlaps are approximate and words may be
split up if appropriate. In this case, the tag is
placed within the split-up word.

Whenever a speaker continues, completes or
supports another speaker’s turn immediately (i.e.
without a pause), this is marked by “=".

TR

Lengthened sounds are marked with a colon “:™.

Exceptionally long sounds (i.e. approximating 2
seconds or more) are marked with a double
colon 227,

DOI: 10.4236/0jm|.2024.143025

494

Open Journal of Modern Linguistics


https://doi.org/10.4236/ojml.2024.143025

X. W. Zhou

8. REPETITION
Example:
S11:eri’d like to go t- t- to to this type of
course

9. WORD FRAGMENTS
Example:
S6: with a minimum of (.) of participa-
S1: mhm
S6: -pation from french universities to say we
have er (.) a joint doctorate or a joi- joint
master

10. LAUGHTER
Example:
S1: in denmark well who knows. (@@
S2: <(@> yeah </(@> (@(@) that’s right

22. PARALLEL CONVERSATIONS
Example:
S1: four billion <spel>u s </spel> dollars. (.)
S4: quite impressive (.)
S1: er <to 82> not quite 1sn’t 1t </to 82> ()1
understand some other countries we handle

§7:1've 1've found the people very stressed
$S: @@@

S7: that's (.) i don’t know how many of you
study here but it’s VERY important to push
the close the door button in that elevator. this
1s something 1've never <3> seen in sweden
</3= {parallel conversation between S1 and
S3 starts} or anywhere else <4> but it’s very

7
© VOICE

All repetitions of words and phrases (including
self-interruptions and false starts) are
transcribed.

With word fragments, a hyphen marks where a
part of the word is missing.

All laughter and laughter-like sounds are
transcribed with the (@) symbol, approximating
syllable number (e.g. ha ha ha = @ @(@).
Utterances spoken laughingly are put between
<(@=> <l(a> tags.

To indicate that a speaker is addressing not the
whole group but one speaker in particular, the
stretch of speech is marked with (e.g.) <to S1>
</to S1=, choosing the speaker ID of the
addressee.

Wherever two or more conversational threads
emerge which are too difficult to transcribe, as a
general rule only the main thread of
conversation is transcribed. The threads which
are not transcribed are treated like a contextual
event and indicated between curly brackets { }.

important to push this button </4=

S8: <3 @@@@ </3=

$S: <4> QLEE@QAQ </4> @@
S§7:<5> 1 never even saw this button in
another el- elevator </5>

$S: <5> QEEEREAAREA </5>
{parallel conversation between S1 and S3
ends} @@(@

Appendix B. Video Link

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=olwdbjv2sng

(The transcription starts at 03.30 and ends at 08.30).
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