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Abstract 
Interactional competence has recently gained considerable attention in language education. As an aspect of this 
competence, classroom interactional competence has been in the limelight since Walsh’s (2006) delineation of 
this concept. However, there is no survey tool to measure teachers’ classroom interactional competence. To bridge 
this gap, the present study describes the development and validation of a teachers’ classroom interactional 
competence (TCIC) scale. An outline of the relevant literature related to classroom interactional competence is 
provided, along with the process of scale development and validation. An exploratory factor analysis of the data 
from a large sample of language teachers (N = 564) resulted in a 46-item scale that constituted nine factors, namely 
visual organizers, sociocultural interaction, questioning, interactional patterns, repair, language modification, turn 
taking, managerial interaction, and rhetorical script. The implications of the scale for the measurement and, in 
turn, the enhancement of teachers’ classroom interactional competence are discussed. 
Keywords:  Interactional Competence, Classroom Interactional Competence, Language Teachers, 
Scale Validation 
 

Introduction 
Interactional competence has been defined according to different frameworks and by different 
scholars. The first conceptualization of interactional competence was made by Kramsch (1986) 
as a response to describing language proficiency in the form of functional competence proposed 
by ACTFL (American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages). Kramsch argued that 
the ACTFL guidelines for speaking assessment were not successful in adequately addressing 
the interactional features of natural conversations and, accordingly, failed to capture the real 
nature of communicative competence. However, the notion of interactional competence was 
extensively articulated in the field of second language education no sooner than the 1990s. Hall 
(1993) provided a conceptual framework for L2 interactional competence to describe the role 
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that interaction plays in L2 spoken communication development. As a sociocultural theorist, 
Hall considered language a locally situated phenomenon. In such a phenomenon, the members 
of a community develop their relationships by engaging with one another, which helps them 
achieve their communicative goals. He and Young (1998) further upgraded interactional 
competence from the status of a construct to a theory.  

The categorization of interactional competence – which is a core framework for this study 
– was proposed by Young (2008). He described three categories of resources that participants 
bring to interaction depending on the context, including identity, linguistic, and interactional. 
As to the classroom context, Walsh (2006) described classroom interactional competence as 
“teachers’ and learners’ ability to use interaction as a tool for mediating and assisting learning” 
(p. 132). The importance of interaction in the teaching and learning environment is the starting 
point of a successful classroom. Walsh (2014) argued that it is essential for teachers to develop 
their own interactional competence by placing interaction at the heart of learning to promote 
learning and learning opportunities. He asserted that teacher development might take advantage 
of an understanding of classroom interactional competence, which correlates positively with 
learning, “especially where learning is regarded as a social activity which is strongly influenced 
by involvement, engagement and participation; where learning is regarded as doing rather than 
having” (Walsh, 2014, p. 4). As classroom interactional competence can maximize learning 
opportunities in language classrooms, this study aimed at putting a spotlight on English as a 
foreign language (EFL) teachers' classroom interactional competence and developing a scale 
to measure it.  
 
Literature Review 
Interactional competence has gained considerable attention from different scholars in recent 
years, among whom Walsh (2006) and Young (2011) stand out. According to Young, there are 
four fundamental aspects in defining interactional competence: “IC [interactional competence] 
as spoken interaction, IC as the pragmatics of interaction, IC as the collaboration of all 
interactional partners, and finally IC as investigation of social, institutional, political, and 
historical circumstances that extend beyond the horizon of a single interaction” (p. 427). In 
addition, Young (2008) described seven resources brought to interaction by participants in 
three different categories, namely “(a) identity resources, including participation framework; 
(b) linguistic resources, containing register and modes of meaning; and (c) interactional 
resources, including speech acts, turn-taking, repair, and boundaries” (pp. 429-430). Although 
there are seven resources for interactional competence, as Young explained, the resources can 
be different depending on the context. Interaction features can also be divided into three groups: 
nonverbal communication, interactive listening, and interactional management.  

When interactional competence (henceforth IC) is brought into the zone of classrooms, it 
is called “Classroom Interactional Competence” (henceforth CIC) (Walsh, 2011, p. 158). The 
importance of interaction in the teaching and learning environment is the starting point. Walsh 
asserted that learning and learning opportunities can be improved by teachers’ and learners’ 
interactional decisions and ensuing actions. He also assumed that there would be more 
opportunities for learning by comprehending and expanding CIC. 

Walsh (2011) delineated the features of CIC and proposed them as “(a) Extensive use of 
pausing throughout, some of these pauses are quite extensive, (b) A lack of repair, (c) 
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Signposting in instruction, (d) Extended learner turns, (e) Seeking clarification” (p. 169). 
Walsh went on to propose some other features for CIC as (f) Extended wait time use, (g) 
Requests for clarification, (h) Minimal response signals showing that the speakers’ 
understandings have been reached with no interruption in the interaction, and (i) Teacher 
content feedback by which he/she responds to the message, not the form. Kramsch (1986) 
construed interactional competence as a crucial factor in language learning to “give our 
students a truly emancipating, rather than compensating foreign language education” (p. 370). 
Kramsch did not argue for language proficiency; rather, she accentuated the need for an 
emphasis on communication and the features that strengthen the relationship between 
interlocutors. Thus, the components of CIC may range from knowledge of turn-taking to 
paralinguistic features such as posture and gesture.  

Recently, the field of second language acquisition has observed a large body of research 
dealing with the development of IC by L2 speakers (e.g., Balaman, 2023; Dai, 2023; Dai & 
Davey, 2023; Hall, 1999; Pekarek Doehler & Pochon-Berger, 2011; Young, 1999) and its 
implications in different types of classrooms, namely face-to-face (e.g., Tai & Dai, 2023) and 
virtual or online (e.g., Li & Walsh, 2023; Moorhouse & Walsh, 2023). In these studies, IC or 
CIC has been investigated from two main perspectives. First, it has been mostly considered a 
social entity and an ongoing process that can be acquired without instruction or through implicit 
development (Nguyen, 2006, 2008; Tai & Dai, 2023; Yagi, 2007). Accordingly, the instruction 
of IC does not play any role in these studies as they are concerned with the length of residence 
not teaching IC. Second, IC has mostly been approached from the students’ points of view to 
explore the impact of instruction on the students' development of IC (Cekaite, 2007; Ishida, 
2009), overlooking teachers’ IC.  

As the preceding review demonstrates, CIC can afford more learning opportunities in 
language classrooms. However, recognizing the lack of a standardized scale for CIC, this study 
sought to design a scale by which teachers’ CIC can be measured. In addition, previous studies 
were limited to only specific aspects of interaction features, including turn-taking (Gorjian & 
Habibi, 2015), questioning (Ko, 2014), repair (Ryan, 2015; Tavakoli, 2011), body language 
(Tai, 2014) third turn in IRE model (Girgin & Brandt, 2020) or even on its development in 
other languages such as Arabic (Al‐Gahtani, 2022). Also, they relied heavily on descriptive 
statistics such as means and frequency (e.g., Csépes, 2009; Ducasse & Brown, 2009). Hence, 
there is still no clear picture of what teachers’ CIC could entail mainly due to the dearth of 
instruments to measure it. To address this gap, this study set out to justify, define, develop, and 
validate a teachers’ scale for classroom interactional competence in an EFL context. It aimed 
to fill the existing gap by first proposing a model of teachers’ classroom interactional 
competence and second developing and validating a scale to afford the quantification of the 
construct of teachers’ CIC. With the scale developed and validated in the current study, we, in 
effect, sought to investigate EFL teachers’ classroom interactional competence and to examine 
its validity and reliability. Therefore, the research question is proposed as: 
RQ: What does language teachers’ classroom interactional competence scale consist of? Does 
the developed scale demonstrate an appropriate level of reliability and validity? 
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Method 
Participants 
The participants of this study were 564 teachers, with their teaching experience ranging from 
6 months to 15 years. Among them, 240 were male and 324 were female and their ages ranged 
from 19 to 35 years. They were students or held BA, MA, or Ph.D. degrees. They were from 
different private language centers and public schools and were teaching various ELT textbooks. 
A total of 437 teachers filled out online questionnaires developed as Google Forms, which were 
sent out to them via email, Telegram, and WhatsApp, and 127 received print copies. Table 1 
outlines the participants’ demographic information. Snowball sampling was also employed by 
asking the teachers to send the scale Google Form link to their colleagues through social media. 

The scale consisted of three parts. The first part detailed the main information about the 
survey. The participants’ demographic information was collected in the second part. The third 
part, finally, included the items. In addition, a 6-point Likert scale was used with points ranging 
from strongly disagree to strongly agree. We, also, ensured the participants that their responses 
and information would be kept highly confidential. 
 
Table 1 
The Participants’ Demographic Information 

Variable   Category Frequency Percentage 
Gender   Male 240 42.5 
 Female 324 57.5 
Age groups 19-25 242 43 
 26-35 322 57 
Education student at Bachelor of 

Arts 
126 22 

 Bachelor of Arts 282 50 
 Master of Arts 134 24 
 PhD 22 4 
Teaching experience  6 months to 2 years 189 33 
 2 to 5 years 182 32 
 5 to 10 years 133 24 
 Above 10 years 60 11 

 
Scale Development 
To develop the TCIC, this study adopted a quantitative method which was conducted in two 
phases as described below. 
 
Phase I 
This phase is twofold. First, to construct the Teachers’ Classroom Interactional Competence 
Scale (henceforth TCIC), Dörnyei’s (2003) instrument development stages were followed, 
based on which the first phase is reviewing the body of literature on interactional competence 
(e.g., Barraja-Rohan, 2011; Clifton, 2006; Cullen, 1998; Pekarek Doehler, 2021, Fives & Gills, 
2015; Girgin & Brandt, 2020, Gorjian & Habibi, 2015; Ingram & Elliott, 2015; Markee, 2015; 
Seedhouse, 1996; Walsh, 2002, 2006, 2011; Young, 2008, 2011, 2013).  

Second, the researchers held numerous sessions over a period of around four months to 
develop and review the pool of TCIC. Some modifications were applied in the initial scale after 
each session.  
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Phase II 
After the first phase, TCIC went through two types of scrutiny. First, it was scrutinized on its 
comprehensibility and relevance by two experts in the researchers’ presence. While one of 
them was an expert in the field of applied linguistics, the other was an expert in statistics 
(specifically scale development). The problems pointed out by them – such as the vagueness 
of some items – were resolved. In the second scrutiny, seven teachers were requested to fill out 
TCIC while reading aloud to check their understanding of each item, and further modifications 
were made based on their comments. For instance, the word “foster” was not clear to all 
teachers; therefore, it was replaced with “facilitate,” which was proposed by them. There were 
initially 61 items, which were reduced to 59 due to the above-mentioned reasons. TCIC was 
on a 6-point Likert scale, including (1) “Strongly disagree,” (2) “disagree,” (3) “Partly 
disagree,” (4) “Partly agree,” (5) “agree,” and (6) “Strongly agree” to avoid indifferent 
responses and encourage participants to make a choice that leans either positively or negatively. 
 
Scale Validation 
To validate the scale, it was, first, piloted and administered to 53 teachers to run descriptive 
analysis and reliability calculation on the gathered data. The Cronbach alpha reliability 
calculated was .88 and the kurtosis for all the items was between -2 and +2, which shows their 
acceptability. The gathered data revealed that some changes and modifications were needed in 
items 4, 15, 51, 56, and 61. In item 4, an adjustment was made by changing “give enough 
chance to” to “encourage.” In item 15, the word “fair” was eliminated as it was supposed to be 
rather vague. As to item 51, the word “initiate” was changed to “begin” because it was found 
that this might be a source of confusion. Item 56 was considered a very confusing item as the 
reference to the word “their” was not clear; therefore, the wording and word order of “teachers 
should ask learners questions to check their understanding” was changed to “teachers should 
ask questions to check learners’ understanding.”    

The modified scale was then administered to a total of 564 male and female teachers 
teaching at different language institutes. Methods used for instrument distribution were both 
face-to-face and online with the help of Google Forms. The result of this administration is 
delineated in the next part. 

 
Results 
Scale Features 
The 59 items in the teachers’ classroom interactional competence (TCIC) scale, which was a 
6-point Likert scale, were subjected to a principal axis factoring (PAF) with direct Oblimin 
rotation. This method of extraction, PAF, is advantageous in exploratory factor analysis 
because it results in a factor analytic model in which common variance is examined and unique 
and error variance are removed (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). It can maximize the extracted 
variance, repressing the maximum amount of data in the scale. Moreover, the study used the 
Oblimin rotation method because psychological constructs in the Humanities are correlated 
with each other and this study, which was focused on interactional competence, is not an 
exception. As the aim of this paper was not the evaluation of a hypothesized structure, but to 
explore the underlying constructs of teachers’ classroom interactional competence (Kelley & 
Maxwell, 2010), confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was not employed.  



Language Teaching Research Quarterly, 2023, Vol 35, 1-20 

Before performing PAF, the researchers investigated the appropriateness of data for factor 
analysis. In the first part, the normality was tested by considering the items’ skewness and 
kurtosis measures, which were found to be between -2 and +2. Hence, based on Tabachnick 
and Fidell (2013), the assumption of normality was met for the data. Second, the matrix of 
correlations showed an optimum amount of correlation among the items. Third, the use of the 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure helped estimate the sampling adequacy for the analysis. As seen 
in Table 2, KMO was 0.81, which exceeded the recommended value of 0.6 (Field, 2009; Kaiser, 
1974). It is also the case for all KMO values for individual items which were all above the 
accepted level of 0.5 (Field, 2009). Fourth, as shown in Table 2, Bartlett’s test of sphericity, X2 
(1711) = 14826.12, p = .00, indicated that item correlations were sufficiently large for PAF. 

 

Table 2 
KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 0.81 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 14826.12 

df 1711.00 
Sig. 0.00 

 
After running PAF, a 16-factor solution emerged. This solution was achieved by 

considering the Kaiser Criterion and inspecting the scree plot (Figure 1). 
 

Figure 1 
Scree Plot of Components and Eigenvalues 

 
 

Some factors included one or two items (Table 3). According to Meyers et al. (2013) and 
Kline (2016), at least three items are needed for a factor, so all the factors embodying one or 
two items were omitted from the analysis as they were insufficiently represented by the items. 
Consideration of this point resulted in a 9-factor solution with 46 items which, as illustrated in 
Table 3, explained a total of 42% of common variance, with nine components contributing 
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18.62%, 5.96%, 3.77%, 3.05%, 2.56%, 2.38 %, 2.26 %, 1.99%, and 1.75%, respectively. It is 
worthy of note that items 32 and 54 were suppressed by SPSS from the factor solution due to 
their low coefficients. 
 
Table 3 
Total Variance Explained by the 9-Factor-Solution 

Factor 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Rotation 
Sums of 
Squared 
Loadings 

Total 
% of 
Variance Cumulative % Total 

% of 
Variance Cumulative % Total 

1 11.44 19.39 19.39 10.98 18.62 18.62 6.84 
2 4.01 6.79 26.18 3.52 5.96 24.57 6.87 
3 2.65 4.50 30.68 2.23 3.77 28.35 2.80 
4 2.25 3.82 34.50 1.80 3.05 31.39 4.83 
5 2.00 3.39 37.89 1.51 2.56 33.95 3.65 
6 1.87 3.18 41.06 1.41 2.38 36.34 3.26 
7 1.79 3.04 44.11 1.33 2.26 38.60 4.23 
8 1.64 2.77 46.88 1.17 1.99 40.59 4.55 
9 1.50 2.54 49.42 1.03 1.75 42.33 5.71 

 
The items clustering on the same components in the structure matrix suggested the 

following results (see Table 4): Factor one (9 items), Factor two (7 items), Factor three (5 
items), Factor four (6 items), Factor five (3 items), Factor six (4 items), Factor seven (3 items), 
Factor eight (5 items), and Factor none (4 items). Items 1, 22, 23, 28, 30, 31, 32, 34, 43, 47, 
50, 54, and 55, which were not clustered around any construct, were deleted. 
 
Table 4 
Structure Matrix 

  
Factor 

        1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
item21 0.80                 
item17 0.72 

        

item18 0.71 
        

item16 0.66 
        

item19 0.66 
        

item20 0.66 
        

item14 0.57 
        

item15 0.52 
        

item13 0.48 
        

item43 
 

0.75 
       

item45 
 

0.67 
       

item46 
 

0.65 
       

item44 
 

0.58 
       

item31 
 

0.58 
       

item8 
 

0.52 
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item24 
 

0.48 
 

       

item37 
  

0.74 
      

item38 
  

0.65 
      

item49 
  

0.51 
      

item57 
  

0.49 
      

item53 
  

0.48 
      

item2 
   

0.61 
     

item6 
   

0.59 
     

item7 
   

0.59 
     

item12 
   

0.52 
     

item4 
   

0.49 
     

item5 
   

0.47 
     

item35 
    

0.62 
    

item36 
    

0.61 
    

item33 
    

0.54 
    

item25 
     

0.63 
   

item26 
     

0.58 
   

item52 
     

0.53 
   

item51 
     

0.49 
   

item10 
      

0.75  
 

item9 
      

0.64  
 

item11 
      

0.56  
 

item58 
       

0.63  
item48 

       
0.61  

item56 
       

0.59  
item3 

       
0.56  

item27 
       

0.52  
item41 

        
0.68 

item42 
        

0.63 
item40 

        
0.57 

item39 
        

0.48 
 
Teachers’ CIC 
The results of EFA represented five factors that emerged from the 46 items: (a) visual 
organizers, (b) sociocultural interaction, (c) questioning, (d) interactional patterns, (e) repair, 
(f) language modification, (g) turn taking, (h) managerial interaction, and (i) rhetorical script. 
 
Table 5 
The Nine Factors of TCIC in the Final TCIC Scale 

Factors   Item numbers 
Factor 1 Visual organizers 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21 
Factor 2 Sociocultural interaction 8, 24, 31, 43, 44, 45, 46 
Factor 3  Questioning 37, 38, 49, 53, 57 
Factor 4 Interactional patterns 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 12 
Factor 5 Repair 33, 35, 36 
Factor 6 Language modification 25, 26, 51, 52 
Factor 7 Turn taking 9, 10, 11 
Factor 8 Managerial interaction 3, 27, 48, 56, 58 
Factor 9 Rhetorical script 39, 40, 41, 42 
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Visual Organizers 
The structure matrix (Table 4) showed that items 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, and 21 were 
loaded on factor one, which measured teachers’ knowledge of using materials and aids, mostly 
visual. Table 6 presents which items comprise this construct. As the table illustrates, the means 
of individual items were between 4.47 and 5.61. That is, the participants were almost aware of 
visual organizers. The highest means of this construct belong to items 17, 16, and 15 with 5.10, 
5.36, and 5.61 mean values, respectively. 
 
Table 6 
Items Corresponding to Visual Organizers Factor 

Item  Statement  Mean SD 
13 Teachers should let learners have more turns to speak. 4.47 1.08 
14 Teachers should use body language to show their emotion. 5.05 1.07 
15 Teachers should have eye contact with all learners. 5.61 0.80 
16 Teachers should use paralinguistic features (e.g., loudness and intonation) to foster 

interaction.  
5.36 0.90 

17 Teachers should use their facial expressions to manage the events in classrooms. 5.10 0.90 
18 Teachers should use their body language to assist communication between learners. 4.95 0.96 
19 Teachers should use appropriate body language to transmit a teaching point. 5.07 0.95 
20 Teachers should use different types of body language to give learners different 

feelings. 
4.85 1.07 

21 Teachers should use body language to attract learners’ attention to the lesson. 4.98 1.04 
 
Sociocultural Interaction 
Factor two (with the loading items 8, 24, 31, 43, 44, 45, and 46) represents sociocultural 
interaction (see Table 7 for the corresponding items). As can be seen in the table, the 
participants showed almost high awareness about sociocultural interaction with item means 
between 4.50 and 4.87. The findings showed that the highest mean values belong to items 46 
(M = 4.82), 24 (M = 4.85), and 45 (M = 4.87). The other items had almost similarly high mean 
values. 

 
Table 7 
Items Corresponding to Sociocultural Interaction Factors 

Item  Statement  Mean SD 
8 Teachers should use some cues to motivate learners to have longer turns. 4.55 1.02 

24 The teacher talk time should be adjusted to the purpose of the activity. 4.85 1.04 
31 Teachers should encourage learners to adequately elaborate on what they said.  4.50 0.97 
43 Teachers should clarify social/cultural meanings through interaction with learners. 4.79 0.93 
44 Intonations should help teachers clarify their social/cultural meanings. 4.60 0.94 
45 Teachers should pay attention to the learners’ social/cultural background since it has 

an impact on learners’ understanding of teacher talk. 
4.87 1.07 

46 Teachers should arrange the seats in a class in a way that fosters interaction.  4.82 1.13 
 
Questioning 
Factor three (with the loading items 37, 38, 49, 53, and 57) included teacher questioning items 
displayed in Table 8. As can be seen in the table, the highest and lowest mean values with 
means of 3.53 and 3.10, respectively, belong to items 38 and 49. The average mean for items 
in this factor is almost 3, implying the average awareness of teachers about teacher questioning. 
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Table 8 
Items Corresponding to Questioning Factors 

Item  Statement  Mean SD 
37 Teachers should correct all learners’ errors. 3.11 1.52 
38 Teachers should provide correct forms on the spot when an error happens. 3.53 1.35 
49 Teachers should help learners interact with individual learners more than a group of 

learners. 
3.10 1.13 

53 Teachers should ask learners only questions which they themselves know the answer 
to. 

3.24 1.15 

57 Teachers should ask learners questions which have only one correct response. 3.35 1.21 
 

Interactional Patterns 
Items 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 12, which were loaded on factor four, measured teachers’ awareness of 
interaction patterns. Look at Table 9 to see the items forming this construct. As shown in the 
table, the individual items have means ranging from 4.51 to 5.60, which shows relatively high 
awareness on the side of teacher participants regarding this factor. The highest mean belongs 
to item 4 with 5.60, and the lowest to item 12 with a 4.51 mean value. 
 
Table 9 
Items Corresponding to Interactional Patterns Factors 

Item  Statement  Mean SD 
2 Teachers should give enough time to learners to plan what they want to say. 4.74 1.02 
4 Teachers should encourage learners to participate in classroom interaction. 5.60 0.80 
5 Teachers should involve silent learners by asking them questions.  4.84 1.21 
6 Teachers should address a question to the whole class rather than a particular learner. 4.78 1.10 
7 Teachers should motivate learners to speak more when it is their turn. 4.87 1.11 
12 Teachers should allow sufficient wait time for the learners to finish their turn. 4.51 0.92 

 
Repair 
Table 10 suggests that three items (33, 35, and 36) related to repair (factor five) own mean 
values around 5, which reflects teachers’ high awareness of this factor in CIC. They have 
almost the same mean value with 5.05, 4.93, and 4.95 for items 33, 35, and 36, respectively. 
 
Table 10 
Items Corresponding to Repair Factors 

Item  Statement  Mean SD 
33 Teachers should provide feedback on learners’ performance. 5.05 1.05 
35 Teachers should help learners notice their own errors. 4.93 0.97 
36 Teachers should help learners correct their own errors. 4.95 1.04 

 

Language Modification 
Factor six on which items 25, 26, 51, and 52 were loaded measured the degree of teachers’ 
awareness of language modification. Table 11 presents the items comprising this construct. As 
seen in the table, the means of individual items are between the highest of 4.34 and the lowest 
of 3.99 which shows average awareness on the side of teacher participants regarding language 
modification.  
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Table 11 
Items Corresponding to Language Modification Factors 

Item  Statement  Mean SD 
25 Teachers should repeat their own utterance in order to enhance learning for the benefit 

of the class. 
4.31 1.10 

26 Teachers should repeat one learner’s utterance in order to enhance learning for the 
benefit of the whole class. 

4.00 1.11 

51 Teachers should begin classroom interaction. 4.34 0.96 
52 Teachers should end classroom interaction. 3.99 1.15 

 
Turn Taking 
Factor seven (with the loading items 9, 10, and 11) refers to turn taking strategies and teachers' 
awareness of them (Table 12). As the table shows, the means of items 9 and 10 are the same 
(M = 4.48) while item 11 has a mean value of 3.71.  
 
Table 12 
Items Corresponding to Turn Taking Factors 

Item  Statement  Mean SD 
9 Teachers should control how long a learner should speak.  4.48 1.15 
10 Teachers should control the overlaps in classroom interactions. 4.48 0.99 
11 Teachers should decide who will take the turn in classroom interactions. 3.71 1.17 

 

Managerial Interaction 
The data presented in Table 13 suggests that 5 items related to managerial interaction (factor 
eight) (i.e., 3. 27. 48. 56. And 58) had mean values around 5, reflecting teachers’ high 
awareness of the issue in CIC. The item with the highest mean value is item 56 with 5.21 and 
the lowest mean value belongs to item 58 with 4.80.  
 
Table 13 
Items Corresponding to Managerial Interaction Factors 

Item  Statement  Mean SD 
3 Teachers should allow learners to talk about the topic related to their personal 

experience. 
4.90 1.04 

27 Teachers should provide a sample for the activities learners are going to perform. 4.99 0.97 
48 Teachers should help learners interact with each other. 5.08 0.96 
56 Teachers should ask questions to check learners’ understanding. 5.21 0.91 
58 Teachers should ask learners questions about their opinion on various topics. 4.80 0.95 

 

Rhetorical Script 
Factor nine (with the loading items 39, 40, 41, and 42) measured teachers’ awareness of 
rhetorical script (see Table 14 for the items forming this construct). As displayed in the table, 
the means of individual items were between 4.77 and 5.14, showing relatively high awareness 
on the side of teachers regarding this factor. The highest mean belongs to item 39 with 5.14, 
and the lowest to item 42 with a 4.77 mean value. 
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Table 14 
Items Corresponding to Rhetorical Script Factors 

Item  Statement  Mean SD 
39 Teachers should know how to properly use speech acts such as requests, thanking, and 

apologies. 
5.14 0.90 

40 Teachers should help learners learn formulaic expressions such as “How do you do,” 
“Welcome back,” and “Never mind” for more effective communication. 

4.84 0.96 

41 Teachers should teach speech acts such as requests, thanking, and apologies to help 
learners use them.  

4.96 1.00 

42 Teachers should help learners understand differences between various speech acts. 4.77 0.95 
 

Discussion 
This study sought to report on the construction and validation of a scale by which EFL teachers’ 
CIC can be measured. The factors that emerged from this study were nine consisting of (a) 
visual organizers, (b) sociocultural interaction, (c) questioning, (d) interactional patterns, (e) 
repair, (f) language modification, (g) turn taking, (h) managerial interaction, and (i) rhetorical 
script (see Table 15). 
 
Table 15 
Teachers’ Classroom Interactional Competence Constructs and Their Major Components  

Factors 
 

Components 

Visual organizers a. Body language  
b. Eye-contact 

Sociocultural interaction a. Sociocultural meaning  
b. Sociocultural background  

Questioning a. Referential questions  
b. Display questions 

Interactional patterns a. Student-student interaction 
b. Teacher-student interaction 
c. Teacher-classroom interaction 

Repair a. Which  
b. When  
c. Who  

Language modification a. Purpose of modification  
b. Echoing  
c. modeling 
d. Teacher talk  
e. Grammar modification 

Turn taking a. Turn extension  
b. Turn control  
c. Turn management  

Managerial interaction a. Topic management 
b. wait time  
c. class participation 

Rhetorical script a. Using speech acts  
b. Teaching speech acts 

 
The first factor, visual organizers, comprises two major components: 

(a) Body language, which includes different forms of gesture, posture, and facial expressions 
 used to make the learning happen  
(b) Eye contact, which deals with having fair eye contact.  
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The nine items in this factor of the scale include “using facial expressions to manage the 
events in classrooms”, “using body language to show emotion”, “having eye-contact with all 
learners”, “using paralinguistic features (e.g., loudness and intonation) to foster interaction”, 
“using body language to assist communication between learners”, “using appropriate body 
language to transmit a teaching point”, “using different types of body language to give learners 
different feelings”, “using body language to attract learners’ attention to the lesson”, and 
“teacher talking time should be adjusted to the purpose of the activity”, among which the 
impact of body language is traceable. These items are fully adaptable to Negueruela‐Azarola 
et al.’s (2015) study in which bodily contributions contain eye gazing, gesture, and body 
positioning. Non-verbal communication has a very influential effect on human interaction and 
can be classified into two different categories, namely speech-independent and speech-related 
(Knapp & Hall, 2007). Speech-independent gestures have their own culturally accepted 
interpretation, so they have a direct verbal translation. On the other hand, speech-related 
gestures are employed in parallel with the verbal speech which is exploited to accentuate the 
message which is being communicated. The gestures that emerged from this study were mostly 
from the second group since in language classrooms, language is used as a medium of 
instruction and inquiry. The interesting item loaded on this factor is the balanced Teacher 
Talking Time (TTT) (Walsh, 2011). To achieve a balanced TTT, unnecessary teacher talk 
should be eliminated, and using gestures is a way to do so.  

The second factor, sociocultural interaction, represents strategies to take learners’ social 
and cultural backgrounds into account (Freire, 2004). It includes: 
(a) Sociocultural meaning, which means making learners understand sociocultural norms of 

interaction  
(b) Sociocultural background, which means taking sociocultural norms into account  

In this scale, this factor encompasses seven items including “helping teachers clarify their 
social/cultural meanings through intonation”, “arranging the seats in a class in a way that 
fosters interaction”, “helping teachers clarify their social/cultural meanings”, “paying attention 
to the learners’ social/cultural background since it has an impact on learners’ understanding of 
teacher talk”, “using some cues to motivate learners to have longer turns”, “adjusting teacher 
talking time (TTT) to the purpose of the activity”, and “encouraging learners to adequately 
elaborate on what they said.” It should be noted that the items of TTT and encouragement may 
be loaded on this factor because they show the agency of the teacher. As Canagarajah (1999) 
argued, teachers and students negotiate power in the class and TTT is a way of practicing it 
with the teacher. Furthermore, one might be doubtful how the item dealing with seating 
arrangement is connected to this factor. However, As far as the social-cultural background of 
the students can cause the same background knowledge which can act as schemata, having the 
students from the same socio-cultural background sit next to one another for discussions can 
promote interaction among them. (Luk & Lin, 2007).  

The third factor, questioning, lies at the heart of teaching (Fisher, 2005) and represents 
different strategies for asking questions that teachers employ to elicit different ranges of 
responses from learners. Two components comprising this factor are: 
(a) Referential questions, which refer to the techniques teachers use to ask questions whose 

answers they do not know,  



Language Teaching Research Quarterly, 2023, Vol 35, 1-20 

(b) Display questions, which deal with techniques teachers use to ask questions whose answers 
they know.  

Questions and answers seem necessary if we consider dialogs as a means of mutual space 
through which learners construct and reconstruct knowledge. Questions are used to assess 
students' knowledge and to help them reflect, grow, and broaden their thinking (Grugeon & 
Hubbard, 2006). Although all types of questions can help learning happen in language 
classrooms, the ones that emerged in this study included five items such as “correcting all 
learners’ errors.”, “helping learners interact with each other”, “asking learners only questions 
which teachers themselves know the answer to”, “asking learners questions which have only 
one correct response”, and “helping learners interact with individual learners more than a group 
of learners.”  

The fourth factor, interactional patterns, embodies strategies teachers employ to encourage 
learners to speak more and have longer turns. As the findings show, it consists of three major 
components:  
(a) Student-student interaction, which aids the teacher in fostering interaction among learners  
(b) Teacher-student interaction, which shows how the teacher interacts with individual 

students  
(c) Teacher-classroom interaction, which represents the way the teacher interacts with the 

whole class  
This factor includes six items in TCIC, such as “allowing learners to talk about the topic 

related to their personal experience”, “motivating learners to speak more when it is their turn”, 
“giving enough time to learners to plan what they want to say”, “encouraging learners to 
participate in classroom interaction”, “involving silent learners by asking them questions”, and 
“addressing a question to the whole class rather than a particular learner”. Peer interaction has 
always been praised in the architecture of the language classroom (Seedhouse, 1996). Some 
studies have examined peer interaction from different perspectives. One of the recent ones is 
Zabihi and Ghahramanzadeh (2022), who explored the impact of the proficiency of the pair 
members on the level of engagement. The result of their study is fully online with the 
components of this construct on the ground that the level of proficiency can affect the level of 
engagement where high-high and low-low pairs can experience higher cognitive and social 
engagement than high-low ones. 

The fifth factor, i.e. repair, represents strategies that teachers employ to revise and correct 
learners’ erroneous utterances or to provide feedback on what they say. The three major items 
under this factor include: 
(a) “Which”, meaning which error should be corrected  
(b) “When”, meaning when errors should be corrected  
(c) “Who”, meaning who should correct the errors  

Repair is one of the most-cited features of interactional competence (e.g., Hellermann, 
2011; Kasper, 2006; Pekarek Doehler, 2018) and is part of corrective feedback. Lyster (2015) 
argued that classroom studies confirm the effectiveness of classroom corrective feedback when 
compared with no corrective feedback. It is noteworthy that almost all salient features of 
feedback and repair reported in the literature were generated into items in this study (e.g., Ellis, 
2010, Li, 2010; Lyster & Ranta, 1997); however, the ones that emerged after running the factor 
analysis were only three of these strategies, namely “providing feedback on learners’ 
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performance”, “helping learners noticing”, and “correcting their own errors.” They are the 
strategies that teachers use to revise and correct learners’ erroneous utterances or to provide 
feedback on what they say. This indicates that the teachers who participated in this study might 
have been unfamiliar with repair, which emphasizes the need for more teacher education or 
professional development programs dedicated to it.  

Language modification is the sixth factor, consisting of five major components as follows:  
(a) Purpose of modification, which includes factors such as level of learners, goals of the 
 class, the purpose of the activity, and the like 
(b) Echoing, which means the teacher repeating himself/herself or the learners 
(c) Modeling, which includes the provision of a model for the activity 
(d) Teacher talk, which consists of the quality of teacher talk and its quantity 
(e) Grammar modification, which refers to simplifying grammar used by teachers based on 

learners’ level  
Language modification represents the teacher’s change in his or her speech to make the 

language easier to understand. This factor includes five components in the present scale, 
namely “providing feedback on learners’ performance”, “repeating own utterance in order to 
enhance learning for the benefit of the class”, “repeating one learner’s utterance in order to 
enhance learning for the benefit of the whole class”, “modifying choice of grammar to the 
learners’ proficiency level”, and “beginning classroom interaction, and ending it”. Considering 
the definition of teacher talk by Richards and Schmidt (2010), teachers try to communicate 
with learners in simplified speech. This simplification is observed in motherese talk, too. 
However, the simplification, or modification, in teacher talk is different from that of motherese 
as the age of learners in motherese is under five, whereas instructed SLA in which teacher talk 
occurs generally starts after the age of five. This modification is mostly referred to as level 
adaptation in methodology, which is an indicator of an effective session (Harmer, 2001, 2012; 
Scrivener, 2011). Repeating yourself or what a learner says are the qualities of language 
modification. These repetitions, albeit produced mixed results in the literature (Cullen, 1998; 
Szulc-Kurpaska, 2019; Urhahne et al., 2020), are observable in real-life interactions. 

Turn taking is the seventh factor, comprising three components:  
(a) Turn extension, which means letting the learner speak at length  
(b) Turn control, which means putting an end to the learners’ utterances. 
(c) Turn management, which means controlling who should talk and how much. 

It includes three strategies such as “controlling how long a learner should speak”, 
“controlling overlaps in classroom interactions”, and “deciding who will take the turn in 
classroom interactions”. This factor resonates with Hellermann’s (2008) argument that features 
like allocating turns improve with advancing in language proficiency and that a teacher who is 
supposed to be proficient in English teaching – in terms of content knowledge and English 
knowledge – should be a competent user of this strategy; therefore, this strategy is an indicator 
of successful teaching. Similarly, Pekarek Doehler, (2019) posits that interactions between 
teachers and students in the second language class serve as the main point for learning how to 
use the language and that they need to know how to take, leave, and grab the turn for successful 
interactions. 

The eighth factor, managerial interaction, is a composite of three major components: 
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(a) Topic management, means what, how, and how much should we talk about a topic and who 
should talk about it 

(b) Wait time, means the interval between the time that a teacher asks a question and the time 
a learner provides an answer for it. 

(c) Class participation, means how active a learner is in the classroom. 
It includes strategies such as “allowing learners to talk about the topic related to their 

personal experience”, “providing a sample for the activities learners are going to perform”, 
“helping learners interact with each other”, “asking questions to check learners’ 
understanding”, and “asking learners questions about their opinion on various topics.” These 
strategies represent the managerial interactions mostly related to topic management and 
managing the turn. Skukauskaite et al. (2015) categorized interaction into five domains. The 
main domain consists of six categories, one of which is instruction. In this strategy, the teacher 
focuses on pedagogical aims such as talking about the topic related to their personal experience. 
Moreover, in the definition of scaffolding, Wood et al. (1976) asserted that one of the 
components of scaffolding is demonstrating an idealized version of the act to be performed, 
which is in line with the items seen in this category. 

Finally, the ninth factor, rhetorical script, represents strategies to use and teach speech acts 
in the classroom. It consists of two components, namely: 
(a) Using speech acts, which means the ability to use various speech acts properly  
(b) Teaching speech acts, which is the ability to teach various speech acts properly 

Pragmatics has gained considerable attention from SLA scholars and is becoming one of 
the important components of language ability without which knowledge of the language is not 
sufficient for appropriate communication (Briner, 2012). This fairly new issue used as a factor 
in our scale includes four items measuring “knowing how to use speech acts properly”, "helping 
learners learn formulaic expressions for more effective communication”, “teaching speech acts 
to help learners use them”, and “helping learners understand differences between various 
speech acts” (Barraja-Rohan, 2011). This is simply neglected in teaching. Over four decades 
ago, Rintell (1979) asserted that “pragmatics is the study of speech acts” (p. 98), where L2 
speakers’ pragmatic skill is evaluated by their ability to produce utterances to communicate 
“specific intentions” (p. 98) and, equally, their interpretation of these utterances’ intentions. 
Not knowing these intended meanings or illocutions, in Austin’s (1975) words, interlocutors’ 
misunderstanding is inevitable. 

To sum up, the nine factors constituting the construct of teachers’ CIC described in this 
study contribute to our understanding of teachers’ classroom interactional competence in two 
important ways. First, the current scale affords an evaluation of the multi-factorial construct of 
teachers’ classroom interactional competence. Second, this scale creates a sense of self-
development for teachers who can test and develop their level of classroom interactional 
competence with the use of the newly designed scale.  

 
Conclusion 
The lack of an instrument to measure teachers’ classroom interactional competence prompted 
the current study. To this end, the current study reported the development and validation of a 
scale to assess L2 teachers’ classroom interactional competence (CIC). In effect, this study is 
the essential derive of teacher professional development and is a salient part of teacher 



Zia Tajeddin, Jaber Kamali 

www.EUROKD.COM 

educators’ repertoire to make them able to translate this scale or modify it in teachers’ everyday 
teaching and learning practices in their classroom milieu which, in turn, leads to the 
achievement of the students. 

The results obtained from the data can offer implications for teachers, teacher educators, 
and researchers. First, TCIC can be used by teachers as a self-assessment tool for the 
measurement of the current level of CIC. Second, teacher educators can use TCIC as a 
diagnostic or consciousness-raising tool. By the same token, as teachers can use TCIC for self-
assessment purposes, teacher educators can employ the scale to determine and assess the 
teachers’ CIC. Teachers rarely receive education when it comes to teaching them how to 
interact because it is all too frequently thought that they already know how to do so. TCIC can 
be used profitably in different teacher education programs to raise pre-service and in-service 
teachers’ awareness of the nature of CIC which can shape their actions. Finally, researchers 
can employ the TCIC as a research tool to assess it in teachers. As it is true with all self-report 
instruments, supervisors and teacher educators should consider TCIC as a source of 
information by which they can gauge the current level of teachers’ CIC. By being aware of 
their level of CIC, teachers can learn how to become more competent interactors through which 
they will become more effective teachers. 

Regarding the limitations of this study, it is needless to say that the present scale lacks some 
aspects of CIC which were deleted because they did not cluster around any construct. These 
aspects are associated with selecting topics in managerial interaction, level adaptation in 
language modification, error correction and focus-on-form in repair, social clarification in 
sociocultural interaction, individual and peer interaction in interactional patterns, rhetorical 
questions, and clarification requests in questioning. It can be the result of the context where 
this study was conducted, i.e., Iran. The data for this study were elicited from several non-
native English language teachers. Future research can focus on native English-speaking 
teachers. Further studies can also provide evidence of CIC of teachers of other languages. 
Finally, because this study aimed to find the factorial structure of a scale for the teachers’ CIC, 
other studies can investigate this competence in learners.  
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