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This study employs conversation analysis to examine a facilitator’s interactional practices in the postexpansion phase of students’ presentations in the context of a book club for second language learning.
The analysis shows how the facilitator establishes intersubjectivity with regard to the ongoing task and
manages students’ task performance. The empirical data suggest that the facilitator’s orientation to the
task was achieved in 3 important ways: through (a) task resumption (Excerpts 1 and 2), (b) task summary
(Excerpts 3 and 4), and (c) task mediation (Excerpts 5–7). As the data presented in this study demonstrate, the facilitator’s task orientation practices created opportunities for the students (and herself) to
gain more understanding of the presenters’ task answers, which was one of the fundamental pedagogical
goals of the book club activity. By providing insights into the way the facilitator managed students’ task
performance in this book club context, the study expands our understanding of the intricate maneuvers
involved in task interactions. I conclude by addressing the study’s pedagogical implications for language
teaching.
Keywords: book club; facilitator; task interaction; task-based language teaching; conversation analysis;
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OVER THE PAST FEW DECADES, TASK-BASED
language teaching (TBLT) has increasingly attracted the attention of researchers, teachers, and
administrators worldwide. In many countries it is
now promoted as a potentially powerful approach
to second language (L2) pedagogy. To better
understand what happens during the accomplishment of a task, studies on task activities have
shown how participants orient to the pedagogical
tasks in situ (e.g., Hauser, 2009; Hellermann,
2008; Hellermann & Pekarek Doehler, 2010;
Markee & Kunitz, 2013). One important finding
of this line of research has been that the actual
execution of the task by the students often turns
out to be different from the task that was originally planned by the teacher (e.g., Hellermann &
Pekarek Doehler, 2010; Markee & Kunitz, 2013;
Mori, 2002; Samuda, 2015; Seedhouse, 2005).
However, the precise role of those who facilitate
The Modern Language Journal, 00, 0, (2018)
DOI: 10.1111/modl.12450
0026-7902/18/1–18 $1.50/0

C 2017 The Modern Language Journal

small group “task interaction” (Hauser, 2013, p.
285), which includes teachers and other types of
facilitators, has rarely been a focus of attention
in the field. As noted by Samuda (2015), “we still
have relatively limited documentation … of what
actually happens as tasks unfold in real time, and
how teachers handle them” (p. 296).
To begin to fill this gap, this study applies conversation analysis (CA) with its emic proof procedures to investigate how pedagogical tasks are sequentially managed by a facilitator in an L2 book
club setting. It demonstrates what understandings
the participants display to each other and how
they do so by normative reference to the interactional organization (Seedhouse, 2005). The article focuses on how the facilitator manages a particular pedagogical task in situ in a particular sequential position in the task interaction. The task
under investigation is ‘presentation,’ where the
students take turns presenting what they wrote
about the books they read in response to the
prompt of the day (hereafter, ‘the main task’).
The sequential position under examination is the
post-expansion phase (Schegloff, 2007) of the
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students’ presentations, that is, the turns taking
place after a presentation.
BACKGROUND
Tasks and Teachers
Ever since Breen (1989) proposed a distinction
between ‘task-as-workplan’ (the intentions and
expectations of the task), ‘task-in-process’ (what
happens during the task), and ‘task outcomes’
(the product or the outcome of the task), a number of empirical studies carried out in TBLT contexts have shown that task-as-workplan is a kind
of blueprint and, as all blueprints, subject to differing interpretations and changes/revisions as
the handlers work with them. For example, Mori
(2002) provided evidence of how, contrary to
students’ initial plan to lead a discussion meeting with a native speaker classroom guest (taskas-workplan), the activity evolved through a series of question–answer adjacency pairs in a way
that made the speech event more like an interview than a class discussion (task-in-process).
Hellermann and Pekarek Doehler (2010) showed
how similar tasks were interpreted (or processed)
differently by students, thus creating unique
learning potentials. And Markee (2005) demonstrated how students engaged in a pair-work task
switched from on-task institutional talk to off-task
social talk (task-in-process).
These observations attest to the fact that students’ implementation of tasks is fairly unpredictable and frequently not under the control
of teachers (Van den Branden, 2009). In other
words, it is less the task in itself that is relevant but
how it is used to facilitate learning and teaching
(Seedhouse, 2005), a realization that inevitably
renders pedagogical task design a work-in-process
(Samuda, 2015). It is this perspective—that a task
is not a fixed entity but rather an activity that
teachers and students experience in situ—that animates the current study.
Specifically, with regard to the teacher’s role
in a TBLT context, scholars have suggested that
teachers take various roles during a task while
serving as crucial interactional partners. Van den
Branden (2009), for example, emphasized that
tasks are implemented by a specific group of people with their own histories, expectations, and relationships, with the teacher taking on such diverse roles as motivator, organizer, and supporter
as needs arise. In a more recent article, Van den
Branden (2016) further categorized the teacher’s
role in TBLT as mediator of students’ language
development, as a key figure in implementing
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the task, and as a researcher who contributes
to the development of TBLT as a researched
pedagogy. Importantly, there is a clear benefit
to teachers participating in the performance of
tasks, as their discursive roles can scaffold students
through tasks that they could not have performed
on their own (Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976). For
example, by comparing small-group teacher- and
learner-led discourses, Toth (2011) found that the
groups with the teachers experienced a more optimal discourse format. The teachers directed the
students’ attention more consistently to the target
structures and the task goals while avoiding incongruent exchanges that failed to implement the
instructional agenda. Once again, tasks revealed
themselves as being in process in a zone in which
teachers work with their tasks and create pedagogical space for learning.
In line with this perspective, the present study
focuses on the teacher’s role as a facilitator during book club task performances in terms of specific recurrent practices to which the facilitator
orients while being engaged in the task to fulfill the task goal. It seeks to document whether
and how the facilitator mediates (Van den
Branden, 2016) accomplishing the task by observing up close how a facilitator uses particular practices and, in turn, how those practices offer pedagogical benefits to students during task-based
learning. Analyzing such a task-in-action in light
of what facilitators do should enable a better understanding of what Samuda (2015) refers to as
“pedagogical spaces” with their particular kind of
architecture.
Practices for Task Orientation
How teachers orient toward their pedagogical
tasks shows considerable variation. Thus, studies on teacher-centered classroom contexts have
found that teachers often handle their students
as a total class or cohort rather than as individuals
(Payne & Hustler, 1980), that they control speakership (McHoul, 1978), and initiate corrections
(McHoul, 1990) to meet pedagogical goals. The
key feature in such teacher-fronted educational
settings is that turn-taking centers around the
teacher, who claims the right to take and dispense
turns throughout the classroom interaction.
Although classroom talk-in-interaction defies
simple description (Seedhouse, 2004), one instructional pattern that has been found to be omnipresent in teacher-fronted classroom contexts is
the three-turn sequence of initiation–response–
feedback (IRF) (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975; cf.
initiation–response–evaluation [IRE] in Mehan,
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1979). In this three-part pedagogic sequence, the
teacher takes the first turn by asking a question
(i.e., initiation), which calls for the students to
respond in the next turn. Then the turn routinely goes back to the teacher, who provides feedback on the students’ reply in the third turn. It is
through this contingent course of sequential exchanges that teachers’ as well as students’ interpretative work reveals itself to the participants. For
instance, Y. A. Lee (2007) showed how a teacher’s
third turn in the IRF sequence carried out “the
contingent task of responding to and acting on
the prior turns while moving interaction forward”
(p. 181). As Lee demonstrated, the teacher’s analytic work in managing the classroom discourse,
such as parsing questions into several components
(see Excerpt 2, p. 188) and using questions to
steer students in a particular direction (Excerpt
4, p. 191), was the outcome of acts immediately
following and contingent on the students’ second
turns. Waring (2008) also focused on teachers’
third turn of IRF sequences and found that although explicit positive feedback (such as “very
good”) may serve as a preferred response to a student’s answer, pedagogically it may hinder learning opportunities by cementing the ending of a
sequence as well as implying that any further talk
is unnecessary and unwarranted. These studies
and others (e.g., Hellermann, 2005; J. Lee, 2016;
Sert, 2015) show how teachers play an important
role in shaping and contributing to the ongoing
course of classroom interaction.
Moving beyond the classroom, Hauser (2008)
investigated a facilitator’s question practices in a
conversation-for-learning context. He focused on
the serial questioning and pivoting questioning
styles of the facilitator (in the role of a conversation partner), and showed how he used questions
to introduce and develop topics, allocate turns,
and re-establish the members’ discourse identity
as primary participants. Similar to the teachers in
the classroom studies, the facilitator managed and
controlled the conversation in the conversationfor-learning setting.
What remains to be investigated is a facilitator’s
involvement in a TBLT context, such as a facilitator’s practices for task orientation in a book club
task’s post-expansion phase. How does the facilitator respond to the occasioned contingencies
generated by the students’ presentations in this
particular setting, and do these responses show
systematic, sequential ways of orienting to a task
(Schegloff, 2007)? As in instructional settings, this
response or post-expansion phase, is the third
phase of a three-part sequence in this book club
activity. The first part is the prompt that initiates

a topic, which calls for the students to respond.
The second part is the students’ responses, both
in writing and in their presentation of their writing. When a presentation is closed, the interaction
is then opened to expansion as the third part of
the sequence.
According to Van den Branden (2009), one of
the reasons for teachers (or facilitators) to adapt
and orient to their tasks in situ is to “match conditions of task performance with their expectations
of (individual) students’ performance and competences” (p. 268). One way to substantiate that
claim is to adopt “an ‘analytic mentality’ that seeks
to explore the connections between the particularities in the details of human action and the generalities of shared organizational problems and
resources” (ten Have, 2007, p. 10). Adhering to
the theoretical principles of CA, the study examines the role of a facilitator by investigating
her task orientation practices in a book club task
for L2 learning. The following research questions
frame the study:
RQ 1.

RQ 2.

How are the facilitator’s practices for task
orientation in the post-expansion phase
organized in an L2 book club task?
What are the interactional accomplishments of these practices?

DATA AND METHODS
The study’s data are taken from a larger video
recorded corpus of book club talk collected
throughout the first two quarters of 2015 with the
written consent of the participants. The book club
was an informal extracurricular activity associated
with an intensive English program at a university in the United States. The meetings were voluntary, and the participants understood that the
sessions would be video recorded and that they
would receive no course credit or any other benefit (or penalty) for attending (or not attending).
The purpose of the club was to practice English
outside of class time and to build good L2 reading habits through talking about books.
The facilitator designed the book club in accordance with the principles of “extensive reading” (ER; Day & Bamford, 1998). Each of the 18
meetings lasted approximately 30 to 90 minutes.
In the meetings, the participants (including the
facilitator) spent 10 minutes silently reading their
own chosen books (i.e., the “reading period”);
10 minutes writing a response to the prompt that
the facilitator had prepared for that day (i.e., the
“writing period;” specific prompt questions are
discussed in the analysis section); and presenting and/or discussing what they read and wrote
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(i.e., the “presentation period”) for the remainder of the meeting. In line with Green’s (2005)
suggestion on the role of ER in TBLT, the activities introduced in this book club setting incorporated the interactive framework of a taskbased language curriculum. The current analysis
focuses on the presentation period, which is the
interactive mode, and, more specifically, on the
post-expansion phase of the students’ presentations and the facilitator’s practices for task orientation. All of the data presented in this article occur in this sequential position, which was the last
opportunity in the interactional sequence for the
participants to achieve mutual understanding of
the students’ presentations or the task answers.
The facilitator was a first language (L1) speaker
of Japanese with a high level of English proficiency and an English teacher at the institution
where the data were collected. With a master’s degree in second language studies, she had taught
English in various international programs and English institutes in the United States and Japan
since 2008. The facilitator was a colleague and
personal acquaintance of mine. I use the term
“facilitator” as opposed to “teacher” because, although the book club shared some elements of
interactional organization with in-class activities,
it occupied a social space outside of the classroom,
usually had a smaller number of participants, and
had its own institutional agenda (such as to build
good L2 reading habits). More important, the facilitator’s institutional identities and interactional
work that emerged in the book club fundamentally differed from those of a typical teacher in a
classroom setting.
In this study, I investigate the role of the facilitator in an L2 book club by narrowly focusing on this facilitator’s involvement with a task in
a specific sequential position of the activity: that
is, the expansion phase following students’ presentations, or post-expansion phase. The other
six participants were her former students, whom
she had recruited through personal emails to take
part in the book club. They were from China
(Clara, Rayin, Tombo), Japan (Shone), Thailand
(Terin), and Taiwan (Harim). Some of the students had previously taken the same classes: Rayin
and Harim had taken an intermediate-level intensive English program (IEP) class together, and
Tombo, Clara, Terin, and Shone had all been in
a more advanced IEP class that the facilitator had
taught in Fall 2014, the quarter before the book
club began. All names are pseudonyms.
Once the data were collected, the audio and
video recordings of the meetings were transcribed
according to standard CA conventions (Jefferson,
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2004). For the transcription of nonvocal conduct,
I adapted the conventions employed by Burch
(2014), which include codes and textual descriptions of gaze, posture, facial expression, gesture,
and manipulation of objects as well as screen shots
from the video recordings (see Appendix). Then,
I selected a data set, following the typical CA data
treatment strategy of “first building a data corpus,
and then working through these data in a systematic fashion” (ten Have, 2007, p. 148, italics
original). For this study, I collected a set of relevant cases of the facilitator’s involvement during the post-expansion phase after scanning the
instances to check for patterns. Then, using CA
(Sacks, 1995; Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974;
Schegloff, 2007), I did a line-by-line sequential
analysis of the data set, carefully examining how
the facilitator creates and maintains social order
to accomplish the task at hand (Garfinkel, 2002)
and particularly how her practices for task orientation unfold moment by moment.
For reasons of economy, I provide a limited
number of examples from the relevant instances
collected during the 18 weeks of book club meetings. The selected excerpts represent the facilitator’s recurrent task orientation practices. They
show how the facilitator returns the presenters to
the main task (Excerpts 1 and 2), summarizes students’ task answers (Excerpts 3 and 4), and mediates students’ performance through her task orientation practices (Excerpts 5– 7), as well as what
the participants achieve in these interactions. As
for the frequency of the facilitator’s types of involvement, less than 20% of her post-expansions
were relevant to the students’ task behavior; of
these, task return was the least frequent while task
summary was the most frequent. Her task mediation emerged when students’ task performance
was inappropriate to the task in some way. Her
other expansions were mostly ‘genuine’ questions
seeking more information about the book, language, or storyline support for the presenter’s
talk, or displayed her opinions through assessment. Although the data set also includes interactions in which the participants took turns more
equally (see, e.g., Ro, 2017), for the purposes of
this study, I focus on interactions in which the
facilitator managed the turns to shape the students’ task behavior. The analysis looks at two
types of cases: ‘matching’ and ‘mismatching.’ In
the former, the students’ task performance displays an appropriate or expected response to
the prompt topics and questions (the majority of
cases), and in the latter, it does not (less than
8% of the cases in the data set). I start with the
matching cases (Excerpts 1–4) and then move
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on to the mismatching ones (Excerpts 5–7).
The study’s examination of the facilitator’s task
orientation practices allows us to “identify the
practical and procedural details of teaching that
teachers”—or facilitators—“routinely and contingently display in the course of interaction” (Y. A.
Lee, 2007, p. 182).
ANALYSIS
Facilitator’s Task Orientation in Matching Cases
Return to the Main Task. The first step of analysis involves identifying the facilitator’s ways of

returning the presenters to the main task after a
problem with understanding has reached a mutually recognizable end. The first excerpt is taken
from Terin’s presentation at the first book club
meeting. The facilitator attempts to return the
presenter to the task by first providing an upshot
of the story (line 4) and then by restating Terin’s
prompt answer through reformulation (lines 15–
17). In so doing, she is treating task orientation as
an important practice that shapes the social organization of the book club and which can be reaffirmed through restatement before the closing of
a presentation.

EXCERPT 1: Task Resumption Through Upshot Formulation with So
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The prompt for discussion of the day was,
“Based on what you have read so far, can you
guess what will happen next?” Prior to the following excerpt, Terin briefly summarized the book
that he was reading (it was about a stockbroker
who was starting to lose his memory) and then
provided a direct answer to the prompt (he predicted that the main character might forget what
stock he had bought and sold). In other words,
Terin successfully completed the task by delivering a relevant answer to the prompt question. In
the post-expansion phase, however, the facilitator
asked the other members of the group whether
they knew the meaning of stockbroker. Line 1 follows right after the book club members showed
their understanding of the word after several definition sequences.
After confirming the students’ understanding
of stockbroker (lines 1–3), the facilitator returns to
Terin’s presentation by summarizing how she understood it in line 4, prefacing her remark with
so (“upshot formulation so”; Heritage & Watson,
1979; Raymond, 2004). Terin confirms the facilitator’s upshot with his nod but shifts his gaze away
from her (line 4). The facilitator does not take
Terin’s nodding as an appropriate response and
waits for one second (line 5), thereby attempting
to expand the confirmation sequence. However,
the facilitator’s attempt to seek more information
from Terin fails, as he remains silent. In line 6,
she then gives Terin another opportunity to provide a relevant response rather than remaining
silent (i.e., treating the silence as problematic),
but does so by requesting a less minimal confirmation. This gets a minimal response from Terin
(line 8) following a micro-pause. After the facilitator acknowledges Terin’s confirmation in line
9, Terin continues his talk with a loosely relevant
topic, company also have stock to gain more investment
(lines 10–12). In so doing, Terin shows that he
treated the facilitator’s previous action as an invitation to continue, and he accepts this invitation
by providing another way stock can be explained to
the other book club members. He thereby returns
to the definition talk on stockbroker and displays his
epistemic status as the knower of the word and the
topic.
The facilitator makes a second attempt to return Terin to the task by reformulating his answer
to the prompt (prior to Excerpt 1), again prefacing her remarks with so in lines 15–17. In so doing, she is treating Terin’s return to the definition talk in lines 10–12 as off topic or at least as a
side sequence (Jefferson, 1972). Her contribution
therefore has the potential to return the interaction to an interrupted action trajectory (Bolden,
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2009; Raymond, 2004) and reopen Terin’s main
task. In fact, she successfully elicits Terin’s restatement of the basis on which he formed his answer
in lines 16–18. Moreover, the facilitator uses you
think (line 15), which also calls strongly for either
confirmation or correction, and Terin shows his
understanding of its strength when he both confirms and gives a reason (lines 16–18). Compared
to her first task return attempt in line 4, which was
done through a summary of Terin’s overall presentation, the facilitator’s second attempt is more
narrowly focused on the main task. Unlike the first
attempt, this second attempt with its narrower task
orientation successfully gets Terin to return to the
task. In the end, the facilitator achieves understanding with Terin and creates an opportunity
for other members to understand or at least recall the main point of his presentation (see also
Mortensen, 2011).
Another type of post-round facilitator contribution that helped the presenter return to the
main task for the purpose of accomplishing understanding was the facilitator’s reorientation to
the main task with Wh-word questions (i.e., those
that involve who, what, where, when, why, and how)
to request information (see also Q-word questions
in Stivers, 2010). As she did with her prefatory so
in Excerpt 1, the facilitator sometimes returned
presenters to the main task by asking the presenter to restate what s/he had said in an earlier
turn, and thus achieved understanding. The task
in Excerpt 2 is again to predict and discuss how
the story of the presenter’s book might proceed.
Line 1 follows the completion of Clara’s presentation as well as some clarification questions addressed to Clara by the facilitator. Similar to Terin
in Excerpt 1, Clara also summarized her book (it
was about a woman having a marriage crisis) and
made a prediction (she predicted that the woman
would realize her husband’s true love in the
end).
After the clarification sequence reaches a mutually recognizable end (see lines 1–13), the
facilitator gazes down at her notes (line 14),
possibly at the prompt question, and requests
task-relevant information from Clara through a
Wh-word question in lines 16–17, prefacing it with
elongated out-breaths (line 15) and resumptive
but (Mazeland & Huiskes, 2001) in line 16. This
type of but, as it reveals in the excerpt, does not
have an objection-making quality; it instead indicates “a problem in accomplishing a ‘return’”
(Jefferson, 1972, p. 319). Similar to the prefatory
so in Excerpt 1, but here also indicates that what
follows somehow differs from the course of action so far. The shift of pronoun in the facilitator’s
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EXCERPT 2: Task Resumption Through a Wh-Word Question

utterances from she (lines 1–10) to you (line 16)
should also be noted, as it also indicates a switch
of activity from constructing the book story to task
orientation. In addition, unlike in Excerpt 1, the
self-repair (or restart) of a question formulation
in line 16 from but you to what do you shows the
facilitator avoiding giving her own upshot and instead giving Clara an opportunity to provide a relevant response. The second repair from what do
you to what did you also seems to show her orientation to specific information that has been already said by Clara. As a response, Clara, in lines

19–20, provides her answer after possibly reading
her notes during the pause in lines 18 and 19. In
short, similar to what happened in Excerpt 1, this
excerpt demonstrates how the facilitator successfully leads the presenter to return to the task and
to restate her prompt answer. But compared to
Excerpt 1, Excerpt 2’s return to the task was done
in a more explicit way (i.e., with a Wh-word question). So far, Excerpts 1 and 2 have demonstrated
typical ways the facilitator returned presenters to
the main task after problems with understanding
had reached a mutually recognizable end.
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EXCERPT 3: Task Summary Through Upshot Formulation with So

Next, I show two cases in which the facilitator
summarizes students’ task answers as a way to foster other members’ understanding of the presenters’ main points while collaboratively closing the
sequence with the presenter.
Task Summary. The prompt of the day for
Excerpt 3 was “Think about one main character
in your book. What are the similarities and/or
differences between you and the character?” At
the time, the presenter, Tombo, had not read
much of his book because he had just begun to

read it on that day. Excerpt 3 starts right after
Tombo provided an account for why he was having difficulty answering the prompt.
Harim initiates a repair sequence (line 9),
which leads to a series of repairs (Schegloff,
Jefferson, & Sacks, 1977) until line 23, after
Tombo marks the closing of his presentation by
making an “I’m done” gesture with both hands,
holding them palms up as he moves them apart
(see the photo in line 8). For reasons of analytical focus and space, I do not explicate this repair
sequence in depth, but I want to highlight that
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all the members present in the setting (except
the facilitator) displayed problems understanding
Tombo’s pronunciation of the word kind ([kænt]
in Tombo’s first pronunciation and [kændint] in
his self-repair, lines 3–6).
After the repair sequence, Tombo resumes his
talk in line 25 with a stand-alone so (Raymond,
2004) while gazing down, possibly looking for
something to say in his notes or the book. Unlike
in Excerpt 1, it is the presenter who returns to
the topical talk. In line 27, however, the facilitator
takes the floor by summarizing Tombo’s task answer with an upshot formulation so, overlapping
with Tombo. In so doing, she is co-completing
Tombo’s utterance by transforming the word so
that he used in the prior turn. In addition, in
the co-completion, she is tying the talk back to
the prompt by incorporating a word used in the
prompt (similarities). She then receives a confirmation from Tombo in line 28 with his elongated
yeah with out-breath and marked embodied action
with his facial expression and head movement
(smiling with mouth open while tilting his head
backwards) as well as his hand gestures (folding
hands to his chest) (see photo in line 28), which
seems to display some kind of appreciation toward
the facilitator and/or embarrassment about his
self-praise (i.e., calling himself kind). In this way,
in collaboration with Tombo, the facilitator closes
his presentation sequence while possibly fostering other members’ understanding of, or at least
clarifying, the main point of his task answer, particularly considering the students’ display of lack
of understanding of the word kind beforehand.
Next, in Excerpt 4, I show another similar
case of how the facilitator summarizes the main
point of the presentation to close the sequence
while possibly aiding other members’ comprehension of the presenter’s main point (line 16). The
prompt of the day for this excerpt was, “Talk about
two characters (if possible) in the book that you
either liked or disliked and explain why.”
In lines 1 to 4, Shone, the presenter, moves
to conclude his presentation, as evidenced by his
intonation, gestures, posture, and gaze, getting
merely a minimal acknowledgment from the facilitator (line 5). Because he did not receive the expected acknowledgment tokens, Shone then selfrepairs or more likely re-completes his story in
line 7 by providing the final point about the main
character’s achievement, mak[ing] them [computers]
[to be] connected. In line 9, by adding for the network, the facilitator collaborates by re-completing
his turn, which Shone then accepts (line 11). In so
doing, the facilitator treats Shone’s final point as
insufficient to be fully understood by recipients.
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In line 12, the facilitator acknowledges Shone’s
confirmation with receipt tokens. At this moment
(lines 12–13), Shone gazes down, possibly at his
notes to look for something else to say. Then he
nods and says yeah twice with final intonation (line
14), and then gazes back at the facilitator after doing a big nod (line 15), thereby marking the closing of his presentation.
After seeking confirmation that Shone is
done with his presentation by saying okay with
slightly rising intonation, the facilitator summarizes Shone’s point through reformulation (line
16), which Shone also accepts in line 17. To be
more specific, the facilitator reformulates Shone’s
turns such as changed his work to connected with other
computer (lines 3–4) and/or make them connected
(line 7) to his invention and describes its effect by
saying probably helped in line 16. Transforming the
student’s comments in this way is an interpretive
practice of the facilitator, which has a particular
purpose and effect in later turns. That is, by reformulating the main part of Shone’s task answer, she
is marking it as noteworthy. She is clarifying the
reason for Shone liking the main character, which
was the main task for the presentation of the
day, and which Harim also acknowledges in line
19. Thus, similar to what happened in Excerpt 3,
in Excerpt 4 the facilitator in collaboration with
Shone ends his presentation sequence while providing clarification (or at least a reminder) of
the main point of his task answer to other members of the group, thereby possibly aiding their
understanding.
In short, we have observed two types of task
orientation practices by the facilitator in matching cases of the book club presentation task: task
resumption (Excerpts 1 & 2) and task summary
(Excerpts 3 & 4). Though they differ in terms
of their interactional functions (task resumption
returns the presenter to the task, whereas task
summary functions to close the task) and how
they were formulated (Excerpt 1: through upshot
formulation with so; Excerpt 2: through a Whword question; Excerpt 3: through upshot formulation with so; Excerpt 4: through reformulation),
they all achieve an important institutional interactional objective. They accomplish what Heritage
(2004) described as a state of “‘mutual understandings’ created through a sequential ‘architecture of intersubjectivity’,” (p. 224), or practical
reasoning with regard to the ongoing task. They
also create another opportunity for other members to understand the main point of the presenters’ task answers. In the following section, I
show how the facilitator manages the students’
task performance (as well as what the participants
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EXCERPT 4: Task Summary Through Reformulation

achieve in such interactions) in ‘mismatching’
cases, specifically when the presenters’ answers
are only loosely (Excerpts 5 & 6) or partially (Excerpt 7) related to the prompt questions.
Facilitator’s Task Orientation in Mismatching Cases
Task Mediation When Answers Are Only Loosely Related to the Task. The question for the discussion of the day in the following excerpt was,
“Talk about two characters (if possible) in the

book that you either liked or disliked and explain why.” Prior to this excerpt, Rayin had just
finished his presentation. However, his answers
were only loosely related to the prompt question: He talked about the characteristics of the
book instead of the characters in the book. In
what follows, I show how the facilitator manages the interaction so as to bring the presenter to talk about the actual prompt through parsing questions into several components (see also
Y. A. Lee, 2007).

Eunseok Ro
EXCERPT 5: Task Mediation Through Parsing
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Immediately after Rayin’s presentation (omitted), the facilitator launches a question sequence
by asking him to talk about the number of characters in his book (line 1). Rayin displays trouble
understanding the facilitator’s question with his
delay in line 2. He then initiates a repair more explicitly in line 3: He reuses part of the facilitator’s
question, many, with rising intonation and head
tilting, and he leaves his turn incomplete, thereby
showing which word (i.e., characters) he is having
difficulty understanding. However, by pointing at
his book and saying in the story in line 5, the facilitator takes Rayin’s reaction as a problem with his understanding of which story she meant. Then, after
a micro-pause, the facilitator repairs her question
once again with perturbations and modification
of a word, from characters to people (line 7), thereby
displaying her understanding of Rayin’s trouble
source, which is, again, the word characters. The facilitator’s repair successfully elicits Rayin’s answer
(lines 8–11), and they finally establish mutual understanding (lines 12–13).
In line 14, overlapping with Rayin’s confirmation (line 13), the facilitator initiates her next
question, Did you have any favorite characters? This
is the second component of her reworking of the
prompt question through parsing it into several
questions to mediate Rayin’s task performance.
She first led Rayin to talk about the characters
as opposed to the characteristics of the story
(Excerpt 5, line 1), and now she is leading him to
talk about his favorite one, which is the expected
task answer. Notice that she changes the word
people back to characters, the trouble source, when
initiating her question, which successfully gets
Rayin to use the word in his next turn (line
20). This question, however, still receives only a
loosely relevant answer from Rayin (lines 16–28)
in that his answer is about how he liked certain
characteristics of the book rather than a particular character. However, Rayin does relate how the
characters become relevant, thereby making his
answer more suitable to the task. The facilitator
accepts this answer and moves on to initiate a
closing in line 30 with understanding checks and
positive assessments (Waring, 2012). Rayin’s use
of the word character also demonstrates his understanding and possibly his learning of the word
in situ.
In short, the facilitator’s task orientation
guided her mediation of this interaction, as she
evaluated Rayin’s answers, reworked the prompt
question, and managed Rayin’s task performance,
which fostered understanding as well as, possibly, learning. This procedural description provides empirically based evidence that tasks are not
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fixed but socially co-constructed phenomena that
evolve through interaction.
Next, I show a similar case of the facilitator
orienting to the task by launching a question sequence when the presenter’s answer is loosely related to the task. In this case, the facilitator orients
to the task by reformulating the prompt question
(lines 3). The prompt of the day was, “Based on
what you read so far, can you guess what will happen next?”
In line 2, Tombo marks the closing of his presentation with a hand gesture (opening both
hands with slight palms up) and by gazing toward the facilitator. The facilitator then launches
a question sequence in line 3 by reworking the
main task prompt. In so doing, she attempts to
direct Tombo to address the main task. As noted
by Y. A. Lee (2007), the teacher’s third turn in
educational contexts does not represent simple
repetition of the prompt (or initial) question, but
rather shows his/her reaction to the student’s answer. In this case, Tombo’s presentation so far has
been a summary of the book instead of a prediction about the storyline (omitted); the facilitator’s response is a question sequence that manages Tombo’s performance to make it more suitable to the task of the day. As noted by McHoul
(1990), such interrogatives in educational contexts are used to repair inappropriate or wrong
answers. Note that we can recognize Tombo’s presentation as insufficient not as an etic distinction,
but because the facilitator treats it as such with her
further questions.
However, in lines 5–7, Tombo displays trouble
answering the facilitator’s question by responding it happened (line 5) and initiating a repair using vocal (and what) and nonvocal (folding his
arms with his right hand on his chin) resources in
line 7 after a short pause. The facilitator then repairs her previous question by adding additional
information, later in the story, prefaced with a repair marker, I mean, in lines 9–11. In so doing,
the facilitator treats Tombo’s trouble as a problem understanding her question, and marks that
her question (what is going to happen) is not directed specifically to Tombo’s previous topic but
more generally toward other possible topics in
later stages of the story. Tombo, however, initiates
another repair, overlapping with the facilitator, by
reusing a word in the facilitator’s previous turn,
later, while looking down at his notes (line 12).
This again displays Tombo’s trouble in answering
her question. After a pause in line 13, which also
indexes trouble, the facilitator pivots her question
to ask, Did you finish reading the story? In so doing, she provides a possible alternative account
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EXCERPT 6: Task Mediation Through Rework and Repair

for Tombo’s not being able to answer her question or the prompt. In other words, she treats her
(the prompt) question, not Tombo’s understanding, as a problem. Tombo confirms that he finished reading the story in line 15, and the facilitator displays her change of state in line 16. In so
doing, they reflexively co-construct how the main
task cannot be addressed by Tombo in situ.
In both Excerpts 5 and 6, the facilitator successfully directed the presenters’ attention to the
main task through reworking the prompt question. In so doing, she either managed to change
the presenter’s performance of the task to make it
a bit more suitable for the main task (Excerpt 5)
or ended up reaching a shared understanding of

why the presenter could not address the main task
at the time (Excerpt 6). The following excerpt
shows a similar case of the facilitator attempting to
mediate a student’s task performance, although
in this case, the student’s answer is partially
relevant.
Task Mediation When Answers Are Partial Responses
to the Task. The prompt of the day for the following excerpt was:
Has any of the characters made an important decision in the story? Do you support his/her decision? If
YES, explain how that decision has affected the plot.
If NO, what kinds of decision would you make if you
were him or her?
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EXCERPT 7: Task Mediation Through Reworking the Prompt, Prefaced With a Pause

This prompt differs from the others mentioned
in this article so far, as it asks a series of three
questions. Prior to this excerpt, the presenter had
answered the first prompt question, but not addressed the others. The excerpt shows how the facilitator achieves getting the presenter, Shone, to
answer the third question, thereby accomplishing
their task of the day.
In line 1, the facilitator summarizes what Shone
had said in his prior turn by using the upshot
formulation so. In line 3, Shone accepts the facilitator’s summary by quickly producing multiple
agreement-token yeahs after a short pause. The facilitator acknowledges Shone’s confirmation, first
by overlapping his utterance with an elongated
ah in rising intonation and then with okay while
nodding (line 4), thereby doing understanding
(Sacks, 1995). During the long silence in line 5,
the facilitator gazes at Shone who is gazing down
at his notes without taking the floor. The facilitator waits for Shone to continue with his remaining task answers. However, Shone instead initiates a sequence closure with a stand-alone so
(Raymond, 2004) and mm in final intonation with
a nod in line 6. The facilitator does not accept
the closing and waits for Shone to self-initiate his
other answers to the prompt (line 7). However,
because Shone does not provide an appropriate
response, the facilitator orients to the task by
directly addressing the third question (skipping
the second), through reformulation (line 8). This
question successfully leads Shone to gaze down
at his notes for 1.8 seconds, possibly reading his
notes, and then to provide his account for why he

supports the character’s decision (omitted from
the excerpt).
To sum up, we have witnessed how the facilitator mediates students’ task performance and
what they achieve in the ‘mismatching’ cases in
a book club activity. In some cases, the presenters’ answers were only loosely related to the given
prompt questions. In such cases, the facilitator attempted to mediate the interactions by reworking
the prompt questions (Excerpts 5 & 6). She thus
managed the interactions so as to lead the presenter to perform in ways more relevant to the
main task. In the case in which the presenter responded only partially to the prompt (Excerpt 7),
the facilitator managed the interaction by summarizing the presenter’s partial answer through an
upshot formulation and then waiting for the presenter to self-initiate his further responses. When
this failed, the facilitator explicitly oriented to the
task by reworking the prompt question.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION:
IMPLICATIONS FOR L2 EDUCATION
This detailed analysis of video data focused on
the role of the facilitator in a book club task. The
selected excerpts demonstrated particular interactional practices of task orientation that the facilitator employed in the post-expansion phase
of the students’ presentations. The facilitator deployed these practices of task orientation (a) to
achieve intersubjectivity with regard to the ongoing task, (b) to return the presenters to the
main task (Excerpts 1 & 2), (c) to summarize and
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restate the main point in a sequence-closing position (Excerpts 3 & 4), and (d) to mediate students’ task performance when answers were only
loosely (Excerpts 5 & 6) or partially (Excerpt 7)
related to the prompt. Similar to the previously
mentioned studies on teacher/facilitator involvement (e.g., Hauser, 2008; Waring, 2008), the facilitator’s turns in the post-expansion phase of students’ presentations played a crucial role in shaping and contributing to the ongoing course of the
task interaction. It was through the facilitator’s
initiation of contingent courses of sequential exchange, mostly in the form of question–answer adjacency pairs (see also Sert, 2015), that the interactions were oriented or re-oriented to the task at
hand, leading to the achievement of intersubjectivity with regard to the ongoing task.
It is important to note that these postexpansions are analogous to the third turn in
the typical question–answer–feedback sequences
often observed in classroom interactions (Y. A.
Lee 2007, 2008; Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975).
However, unlike in the three-part pedagogic sequence common in teacher-fronted classrooms,
neither the first part prompt question nor the
third part response embodies the kind of “knowninformation” (K+; Heritage, 2012) position that
entitles teachers to evaluate students’ responses;
rather, they are questions and/or topic expansions designed to manage students’ task performance. In fact, as noted by Sert (2015) and
Walsh (2011), the ability to shape learner contributions and the effective use of elicitation display facilitators’ interactional competence (Hall,
Hellermann, & Pekarek Doehler, 2011), which
becomes meaningful in a given educational setting when it contributes to achieving pedagogical
goals. It is in this sense that this study advances
TBLT research in L2 education, by demonstrating how a facilitator in a book club task carries
out an institutional task in a pedagogically meaningful way in situ.
The facilitator’s procedural assistance observed
here is similar to what Wood et al. (1976) found
regarding the ways teachers scaffold students’ performance in tutoring contexts, progressing toward instructional goals via moves that simplify
tasks and identify key performance features. The
facilitator’s involvement effectively aided students
to (re-)orient to the main task and fostered understanding of the main points of the presentations,
thereby creating a pedagogical space (Samuda,
2015) for students to appropriately present and
deliver their task answers to the other participants present in the setting. The findings from
this study also recall Samuda’s (2001, 2015) and

15
Van den Branden’s (2009, 2016) observations in
a larger classroom context. Both studies demonstrated how teachers skillfully bring their students
into tasks and open up pedagogical space. Just
like the facilitator in this study, teachers take an
interactional manager role to mediate their students’ task performance. However, in partial contrast to earlier findings of how different students
may interpret the same teacher-designed task differently (e.g., Hellermann & Pekarek Doehler,
2010), my analysis suggests that a facilitator’s involvement may lead to the successful implementation of tasks-as-activity. Unlike in typical smallgroup activities in classroom contexts, the facilitator in this book club setting was present from
the start to the end, and she acted as an interactional manager when needed. At the very least,
her practices of task orientation worked toward
making sure the facilitator and the students were
on the same page.
In the context of teacher education, observing and tracing what facilitators do when working on tasks with students could provide a valuable springboard for reflection on various ways of
strategically managing task-based activities. Teachers might gain insights into the pedagogical potential afforded by tasks and develop their teacher
awareness and competence by reflecting on how
they handle tasks (Sert, 2015). Tracing the sequential organization of task interaction can also
show the details of what is involved in the process of doing a task (Y. A. Lee & Hellermann,
2014). Such research thus increases our understanding of “what the task is for the people engaged in its accomplishment” (Hellermann &
Pekarek Doehler, 2010, p. 43) and of specific interactional features that underlie a particular task
in a particular setting.
This study also expands our understanding of
interactional work involved in facilitator-led task
activities. I showed how the facilitator in various
ways—some more explicit (e.g., through Wh-word
questions; Excerpt 2) and others less explicit (e.g.,
through parsing; Excerpt 5)—formulated her actions for task orientation to directly manage the
presenters’ task performance. Similar to other
studies’ reports of how a facilitator performs as
an interactional manager in a conversation-forlearning context (Hauser, 2008), how students
orient to a task by establishing primary speakership in a student-led group activity (Hauser,
2009), and how teachers direct speakership in
a teacher-fronted classroom context (McHoul,
1978), the study’s data show how the implementation of a task can be restricted in regard to
turn-taking in a book club context (however, see
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Ro, 2017). From a research perspective, as noted
by Markee (2015), “it would be worth investigating whether these findings could be replicated even further by other researchers using
other data in other contexts of implementation”
(p. 126).
To sum up, the facilitator’s task orientation
practices generated a distinctive interactional environment that deserves analytic attention, particularly because the interaction between the facilitator and the students created pedagogical space
for interactional negotiations relevant to the task
and learning. The analytic focus on the role of a
facilitator in a task opens up the possibility of describing the communicative acts of facilitators in
task-oriented settings. As a result, this study brings
into view practical details of teaching and the ways
such details are contingent on interaction. L2 education research on TBLT will gain considerable
strength if it engages more rigorously with sequential organization as a way to gain insights into
what matters in performing particular actions and
utilizing specific practices. The scope of such analyses could be usefully expanded to include practices of task orientation in other sequential positions, other task interactions, and a wider range of
institutional settings. By representing various task
interactions across diverse interactional and institutional contexts, research on tasks in L2 education will advance our understanding of tasks as a
social activity.
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Conventions for the description of embodied
action (adapted from Burch, 2014)

APPENDIX
Transcription Conventions
Conventions for the transcript of talk (adapted
from Jefferson, 2004)

,
.
?
¿
↓
↑
wo:rd
=
[
0.7
(.)
°word°
WORD
Underlining
(xxx)
hhh
.hhh
>he said<
<he said>
heh heh
sto(h)p
££
(( ))

continuing intonation
final intonation
rising intonation
slightly rising intonation
word abruptly falling intonation
word abruptly rising intonation
lengthening of the previous sound
latching (no space between sound
before and after)
overlap
pause timed in tenths of second
micropause (shorter than 0.2
seconds)
speech which is quieter than the
surrounding talk
speech which is louder than the
surrounding talk
signals vocal emphasis
cannot be guessed
aspiration (out-breaths)
inspiration (in-breaths)
quicker than surrounding talk
slower than surrounding talk
voiced laughter
laughter within speech
laughing voice
other details
inflected rising intonation contour

/IPA/

inflected falling intonation contour
International Phonetic Alphabet

H
F
IF
R
L
B
C
GZ
GZing
+
+
*
-italics
↑↓

hand(s)
finger
index finger
right
left
both
center
gaze (starting at the point of the
time)
continuously gazing
place where action begins,
description of action
place where action begins in
relation to talk
place where action begins in
relation to talk, picture of action
holding gesture or gaze in place
embodiments
up and down movement
right and left movement

