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Personal pronouns are a common linguistic element in the construction of teachers’ identities. Teachers 

often articulate their reflections through a collective personal reference, as it is in the use of the personal 

pronoun ‘we’, which emerges in the construction of the arguments that are used as the basis for reflective 

practice. The study presented here examines the use of ‘we’ as a personal pronoun to construct teacher 

identities in interactional reflective practice in post-observation feedback sessions. More specifically, aim 

to understand how teachers express their identity as a group through the use of the personal pronoun 

‘we’. Findings demonstrate that teachers actively identify with the group to which they belong. The ref- 

erence to collectivity is established along a continuum that stretches from teachers in general to teachers 

of the school in question to individual practitioners as teachers of a class group. The article contributes to 

a better understanding of how teachers’ identity is constructed in peer observation feedback interactions. 

© 2023 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier Inc. 
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. Introduction 

One of the most popular tools for teacher development in 

oreign language learning is peer observation ( Bell, 2005 ; Mann 

 Walsh, 2013 , 2017 ; O’Leary, 2014 ; O’Leary & Price, 2016 ;

hortland, 2004 , amongst others). Defined as “peer observ- 

ng each other’s teaching to enhance teaching quality through 

eflective practice, thereby aiding professional development”

 Shortland, 2004 , p. 220), peer observation is a collaborative ex- 

rcise grounded in mutual understanding that is predicated on an 

qual relationship between participants ( Gosling, 2002 ; Kohut, Bur- 

ap & Yon, 2007 ). It is an effective tool for professional develop- 

ent in the teaching community (O’Leary & Price, 2017). In peer 

bservation, discussion usually focuses on the strengths and weak- 

esses of the observed teaching action and on how the teacher’s 

erformance can be improved. The observer leads the discussion, 

etting out their thoughts and feelings about the actions carried 

ut by the observee. 

The discussions carried out in peer observation feedback ses- 

ions are developed with a formative aim. In that sense, their 

haracterization are similar to post-observation feedback inter- 
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ctions generated in training contexts. In consequence, research 

bout these interactions is significant to understand how inter- 

ctions in peer observation feedback sessions are carried out. 

opland (2010) states that feedback conferences can be dispirit- 

ng for trainees if they do not affiliate with the observer’s stance 

nd accept the inherent asymmetry between observer and ob- 

ervee. Farr (2011) examines the interactional strategies that train- 

rs use to give feedback to trainee teachers. Phillips (1999) empha- 

izes the importance of the asymmetrical relationship for the de- 

elopment of the interaction. Waring (2014) studies the resources 

hat are unfolded by the mentors to generate teacher’s reflections. 

obrowolska and Balslev (2017) , meanwhile, analyse the discur- 

ive strategies employed by an observer during feedback in a men- 

oring conversation. Using the parameters of sociocultural theory, 

ngin (2015)) explores how trainers establish scaffolding to enable 

bserved trainees to engage in reflective practice and learn from 

heir formative actions. Looking at the different elements involved 

n feedback interaction, Farr (2003) analyses interactional practices 

uch as overlaps and interruptions in trainer-trainee interactions. 

owever, few studies have examined peer observation feedback 

nteractions in the context of in-service teacher training. On this 

opic, Batlle and Seedhouse (2020) analyse how the interactional 

nfrastructure is developed between observers and observees af- 

er a negative assessment during peer observation feedback and 

nd that when the observee expresses alignment with the ob- 

erver’s position, the observer adopts an affiliative stance through 
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he use of their epistemic expertise, either putting themselves in 

he observee’s shoes or appealing to the epistemic community to 

hich they both belong. For their part, Topal and Yi ̆gito ̆glu Ap- 

oula (2022) report that in-service teachers use references to their 

wn past teaching events to mitigate a negative assessment in 

ost-observation conferences and as a tool for doing reflection on 

eaching action. 

The study of post-observation interaction has traditionally fo- 

used on interactional practices specific to the initial stages of 

eacher training (see Copland & Donaghue, 2021 ). However, few 

tudies have attempted to describe the interactional settings con- 

tructed for reflective practice by in-service teachers in post- 

bservation conferences ( Topal & Yi ̆gito ̆glu Aptoula, 2022 ). In order 

o look more closely at the development of feedback interactions 

etween in-service teachers, this study will examine how teachers 

onstruct their identities in peer observation feedback conferences 

hrough the use of the personal pronoun ‘we’. Specifically, I will 

nalyse how participants identify themselves as teachers and es- 

ablish their membership of the epistemic community. 

. Person reference in interaction 

A universal characteristic of interactive speech is the capacity 

o refer to people. All languages provide the possibility of referring 

o a person or a group of people in multiple ways ( Sacks & Sche-

loff, 2007, 1979 ; Schegloff, 1996 ; Enfield & Stivers, 2007 ), from the

se of a name that identifies the referent to allusions constructed 

rom generic forms that may enable the speaker to “claim the non- 

nowness of the referent” (Whitehead & Learner, 2020, p. 50). In 

nteractive speech, references to people necessarily entail the ver- 

alization of additional information about the speaker, the listener, 

r the relationship between them ( Betz, 2015 ) and their catego- 

ization in a particular social group ( Schegloff, 2007a ). The choice 

f a particular element with which to recognise a particular per- 

on derives from the preference for minimization ( Sacks & Sche- 

loff, 2007 [1979] ) according to which the referential expression is 

s short as possible. The person reference can point directly to the 

eferent, for example when the person’s name is used, or may al- 

ude to them indirectly. The choice between these alternatives is 

etermined by the pragmatic action that the speaker is carrying 

ut ( Lerner, 1996 ). In other words, the communicative intention 

etermines what element is used to refer to a particular person 

Whitehead & Lerner, 2020 ). amongst the most common elements 

or referring to people are personal pronouns. Levinson (2007, 

p. 32–33) points out that in English, personal pronouns spec- 

fy the person, number and, in some cases, gender. For example, 

he first-person singular form implies self-identification and self- 

eference ( Schegloff, 2007b ). The most significant pronoun to this 

tudy however, is ‘we’. Unlike the first-person singular, the first- 

erson plural (1PP) signifies collective self-reference. Selection of 

his pronoun has implications not only in terms of action forma- 

ion but also for recipient design, as the speaker aggregates the 

ecipient to the collectivity ( Lerner & Kitzinger, 2007 ). 

In both Spanish and English, the 1PP is a pronoun form that can 

oth include the recipient (‘we’ as ‘I’ + ‘you’) and exclude them 

‘we’ as ‘I’ + ‘other people’) ( Fillmore, 1997 ; Filimonova, 2005 ; 

e Cock, 2011 ). The reference to 1PP involves several actions, 

uch as the construction of speech acts as mitigating devices that 

nclude the addressee in the action described ( Haverkate, 1992 ; 

ilson, 2019 ) or the reference to a given group to which both 

he speaker and listener belong ( Lerner & Kitzinger, 2007 ). The 

roup in question may be delimited by its affiliation to a par- 

icular organization or relationship or it may be purely circum- 

tantial and delimited by the situation and the specific context 

n which the communicative exchange takes place. In this case, 

he 1PP signals a specific organization to which the speaker and 
2 
istener are affiliated. Collective self-reference is used as a de- 

ice to categorize a specific form of membership and may serve 

s the initial referent when membership of a particular group is 

pparent from the context in which the interaction is produced 

 Kitzinger, 2005 ). For example, when it is restricted to a particu- 

ar organization, the situated identity is associated with a specific 

nstitutional reality ( Drew & Heritage, 1992 ). The 1PP in this collec- 

ive self-reference is tied to a particular situated identity: teacher 

dentity ( Donaghue, 2020a ). Consequently, the use of ‘we’ connects 

he speakers to the institutional reality they are discussing and 

elps to construct the teacher identity. 

. Personal pronouns and teacher identity 

The construction of teacher identity has been widely studied in 

he field of foreign language teaching in recent years ( Alsup, 2005 ; 

lock, 20 07 ; Clarke, 20 08 ; Barkhuzien, 2017, Gray & Morton, 2018 ),

iven its importance to teaching practice and professional devel- 

pment. Teacher identity determines how teachers view them- 

elves individually and collectively ( Varghese, Motha, Park, Reeves 

 Trent, 2016 , p. 548). It is constructed in and influenced by the 

pecific context, pedagogic strategies and educational practices in 

hich the teachers participate ( Norton, 20 0 0 ; Barkhuizen, 2017 ; 

arimi & Mofidi, 2019 ). The identity is constructed discursively 

 Gee, 20 0 0 ; Varghese et al., 20 05 ; Benwell & Stokoe, 20 06),

hether through personal reflections, which are usually expressed 

n writing, or interactionally, in a process of co-construction with 

ther people ( Clarke, 2008 ; Joseph, 2013 ; Donaghue, 2018 , 2020a ). 

In the field of teacher training, teacher identity is constructed 

hrough reflections that combine specific linguistic and discursive 

lements (e.g. Johnson, 2006 ; Riordan, 2018 ; Farr, Farrell & Riordan, 

019 ), most notably personal pronouns. These elements are used in 

eflective practice to share experiences, thoughts and opinions per- 

aining to the context in which the reflection is done ( Farr, Farrell 

 Riordan, 2019 , p. 103). 

One of the most widely studied personal pronouns in this area 

s the 1PP pronoun. For example, Irwin and Boulton (2010) , in 

heir study of blog-based reflective practice, observe that trainee 

eachers initially use the 1PP to self-identify as trainees but that 

nce they have completed several months of training they use 

he pronoun more frequently and self-identify as teaching profes- 

ionals . Waring (2017) , in mentor-teachers post-observation inter- 

ction, identifies the use of the 1PP as going general , that is, as 

 resource to depersonalize the advice (see also Phillips, 1999 ) 

nd secure “teacher alignment with the mentor’s critique” (p. 30). 

onaghue (2020a) suggests that the change from first-person sin- 

ular to 1PP implies identifying the speakers as representatives of 

 particular institutional context, while Riordan (2018) , in a corpus 

inguistics analysis of trainee teacher identity, observes that ‘we’ is 

ore frequently used in interactional reflection than in written re- 

ections and is generally more common than the first-person sin- 

ular and second-person forms. 

The 1PP is very common in peer observation feedback 

 Farr, 2005 ; Farr et al., 2019 ) and the pronoun is widely used in re-

ections derived from peer observation, although it is far less com- 

on than the first- and second-person singular forms. Kim and Sil- 

er (2016) , for example, observe that the use of 1PP by observees 

n mentor-teacher interaction is not an affiliative device but rather 

n act of defence against the potential face threat of negative as- 

essment. Trent and Lim (2010) observe that the 1PP pronoun is 

sed by teachers as a means of speaking on behalf of the teach- 

ng community as a whole, while Wernicke (2020) finds that ‘we’ 

lso entails “a re-positioning of [the teacher’s] identity in terms of 

uthority and responsibility” (p. 52). 

Farr et al. (2019) report that 1PP is more commonly used by 

rainee teachers with a degree of experience than by those with 
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o experience, such that trainees with experiences demonstrate a 

tronger sense of belonging to the teaching community. In general, 

rainee teachers use the 1PP pronoun to identify themselves as stu- 

ents, trainee teachers, teachers or simply a group of people in the 

road sense. According to Farr et al. (2019, p. 104) , as a general

ule this pronoun form signals joint initiative, activity and organi- 

ation, as well as transmitting the notion of a community of prac- 

ice and membership of the group. Farr et al. (2019) identify four 

ifferent references for this pronoun when it is used in conjunction 

ith the verb “to be”: ‘we’ as humans in general, ‘we’ as Irish (the

articipants’ nationality), ‘we’ as members of the teaching commu- 

ity and ‘we’ as experts in applied linguistics or teacher training. 

hereas the first three forms are inclusive, that is, the speaker 

ses them to include the listener in the community in question, 

he fourth form is ‘exclusive’ since the speaker is identifying them- 

elves as a member of an expert group to which the listener is not 

ffiliated. Similarly, Farr (2005) observes that tutors use ‘we’ pri- 

arily to identify themselves and tutees as members of the pop- 

lation as a whole, as participants in the feedback action itself, as 

embers of the community of EFL teachers or as members of Irish 

ociety, to refer to the tutee alongside the students with which the 

bserved practice was carried out, or to identify them as a mem- 

er of the trainee teacher community. In addition, the tutor also 

ses the 1PP to self-identify as a member of the teacher training 

ommunity. 

Vaughan (2010) used a corpus linguistics approach to analyse 

he creation of language teacher identities within a community 

f practice, identifying five different uses of ‘we’, listed here from 

ost to least frequent: as members of the institution where they 

ork, as members of a specific professional group, as participants 

n the reflective practice activity they are carrying out, and as 

embers of the community of teaching professionals. Vaughan ob- 

erves that these identities are negotiated in interaction in such a 

ay that participants use personal pronouns to construct participa- 

ion frameworks (see Goffman, 1979 ) in order to mitigate possible 

ace threat. 

Studies that focus on the values of the 1PP in constructing 

eacher identities have generally analysed tutor-tutee interactions 

n the area of teacher training or interactions between in-service 

eachers who make up a specific community of practice. The most 

ommon methodological approach to analyse the use of personal 

ronouns in the construction of teacher identities is corpus lin- 

uistics (e.g. Vaughan, 2010 ; Riordan, 2018 ; Farr et al., 2019 ). How-

ver, until now there has been no attempt to examine the values 

f the pronoun ‘we’ in the construction of teacher identities in 

lass observation by in-service teachers and the post-observation 

eedback interactions used for reflective practice in this context. 

his study reveals how teachers use ‘we’ to construct their iden- 

ities in peer observation feedback and seeks the understanding 

f the teacher identities themselves and the way in which post- 

bservational feedback interactions help teachers to build these 

dentities through reflective practice. 

. Data and method 

The corpus used for this study contains 30 video-recorded feed- 

ack interactions with a total duration of 15 h and 19 min (with 

n average of 30 min per meeting), recorded in the framework 

f a peer observation training activity carried out between in- 

ervice teachers at a Spanish as a foreign language (SFL) school 

n Barcelona (Spain) in February and March 2017 and February 

nd March 2018. The activity was designed by the school’s head 

f studies as part of an in-house training programme. Eight teach- 

rs (six women and two men, aged between 28 and 48) took part, 

orking in four pairs. Seven of the teachers hold master’s degrees 

nd all of them have completed specific SFL teacher training. All of 
3

he teachers had prior experience of peer observation through in- 

ouse training at the school in previous years. In addition, some of 

he participants have tutored master’s degree placements for SFL 

eaching students. Professional and personal relationships amongst 

he group were excellent. The researcher did not participate in the 

esign or the implementation of the training. All research was con- 

ucted in accordance with the guidelines on ethical practice estab- 

ished at their home university. All teachers took part voluntarily 

fter signing the corresponding informed consent form. Transcrip- 

ions are encoded to protect the participants’ privacy. 

The study focuses on the value of post-observation feedback 

s a developmental strategy ( Copland & Donaghue, 2019 , pp. 403–

05) to establish a process of reflective practice. The feedback itself 

an be classed as collaborative ( Farr, 2011 ), since, although there 

s an interactional asymmetry regarding, for example, questioning 

nd answering ( Batlle & Seedhouse, 2020 ), the observer and the 

versee are in a symmetrical relationship: both are teachers at the 

chool and each teacher worked as observer and observee during 

he in-house training. The peer observation procedure was carried 

ut as follows: i) All of the participants met to discuss the focus of 

he observation; ii) The observation groups decided which classes 

ould be observed, with each teacher observing their colleague 

n two occasions. Observations would not focus on any aspect in 

articular, instead aiming to acquire a general impression of each 

articipant’s teaching practice, although in some cases the pairs 

greed to determine a more specific focus after the first observa- 

ion; iii) After each observation, the pairs shared their recordings 

nd notes using the Video Enhanced Observation (VEO) software 

 Seedhouse, 2021 ); iv) Finally, all of the teachers held a meeting 

o discuss the outcomes of the different observations and what re- 

ections could be transferred to future training activities. 

No specific procedure was defined for giving feedback; each 

air carried out this part of the activity according to their own 

riteria. No questions were prepared in advance and the content 

f the feedback was not planned, so no specific structure (for ex- 

mple, the ‘sandwich approach’) was employed. Participants were 

ot instructed to reflect on their performance as observees before 

eceiving feedback from the observer. As a result, the observer did 

ot necessarily know the observee’s impression of the activity be- 

ore the feedback discussion: in two of the pairs, feedback began 

ith the observer asking the observee how they felt about the ob- 

erved practice; in the other two, this pattern was not followed. 

Since discourse – understood as the combination of language 

se with thoughts, beliefs and values – can be used to establish 

peakers’ membership of a particular social group ( Gee, 2014 ), the 

nalysis offered here will follow a qualitative-descriptive method- 

logy to examine in detail how teachers use the 1PP for self- 

ategorization. First, I selected those cases in which participants 

sed the 1PP pronoun and then I analysed what refers to the 

nherent teacher identity in the specific interactional context. 

iscussions were transcribed according to the Jefferson system 

 Jefferson, 2004 , see appendix). 

. Analysis 

An initial review of the 1PP pronoun in the recorded interac- 

ions identified four uses: (1) ‘we’ as members of the teaching 

ommunity as a whole, (2) ‘we’ as members of the institution (lan- 

uage school), (3) ‘we’ as members of the class group, that is, a 

eference that includes both the teacher and his/her students, and 

4) ‘we’ as participants in the post-observation activity. 

The 1PP pronoun was used a total of 339 times in the recorded 

nteractions. The table below shows the distribution across the four 

dentities it was used to establish (Table 1 ). 

As seen, the distribution is highly uneven. The most fre- 

uent use ( n = 121) was pseudo-inclusive ( Haverkate, 1992 ; 
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Table 1 

Distribution of cases of ‘we’ for each type of teacher identity. 

Identities established by the use of ‘we’ cases 

Members of the teaching community as a whole 110 

Members of the institution 28 

Members of the class group 121 

Participants in the post-observation activity 80 

TOTAL 339 
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ilson, 2019 ), that is, the use of the 1PP that includes the speaker

ith more people, but not the addressee, who is not involved 

n the action, establishing a discursive reality in the form of di- 

ect discourse, as will be discussed. The second most frequent use 

 n = 110) was to denote membership of the teaching community 

s a whole, while the third was to self-identify as a participant 

n the post-observation activity ( n = 80). Finally, in some cases 

 n = 28) the teachers alluded to the reality of their specific ed- 

cational context and identify explicitly as members of their insti- 

ution. These values are closely related to the activity in which the 

nteraction takes place. The teachers establish and situate them- 

elves in participation frameworks ( Goffman, 1979 ; Vaughan, 2010 ) 

hat are then used as the basis for critical reflection. As such, the 

ituation in which the reflective practice is established informs the 

se of the 1PP to construct the teachers’ identities, although it 

hould be noted that the most common allusion is to membership 

f the group most closely related to the reality under observation. 

oreover, I have to note that, for 1PP as participants in the post- 

bservation activity, the implicit allusion to collectivity does not 

oncern a specific teacher identity but rather the people partici- 

ating in the post-observation feedback. For that reason, I do not 

ocus on these cases in this article. 

As seen below, in a detailed analysis of each of the identities 

stablished with the use of the 1PP pronoun, the ‘we’ that identi- 

es the observee with the teaching community as a whole is very 

losely linked to the reflective practice they are carrying out and 

o the specific reality of classroom observation. As such, the activ- 

ty that provides the basis for the reflective practice has a direct 

earing on the conceptualization of the teachers’ identities. 

.1. ‘We’ as members of the teaching community as a whole 

The conceptualization of the 1PP pronoun as a reference to 

embership of the teaching community as a whole entails a de- 

ree of abstraction that establishes a distance between the ob- 

ervee and the specific classroom reality, indicating that the re- 

ective practice activity elicits consideration of common actions 

r conceptualizations that encompass a wider community of prac- 

ice. For example, in the following extract, FRA, the observer, and 

LB, the observee, are discussing the use of the students’ mother 

ongue in the classroom as a means of explaining aspects of Span- 

sh grammar. Specifically, they are reflecting on a didactic action 

hat FRA carried out to help the students distinguish between ad- 

ectives and adverbs. This prompts the observee to consider that 

n many occasions teachers overlook the fact that students do not 

ave sufficient understanding of the grammatical features of their 

wn language to be able to conduct the metalinguistic reflections 

hey are tasked with in a Spanish class. 

xtract (1) F-A_1_9/03/2017_1 
. ALB: ayer me pareció un buen ejemplo (.) de 

yesterday I thought it was a good 
example of 

. de::: eso [de- 
that of 

. FRA: [era una cosa de:: (0.4) ºeran: º= 

it was about... they were 
4 
. ALB: = eran [sobre los adjetivos y adverbios 
they were about adjectives and adverbs 

. FRA: [ adjetivos (.) las diferencias entre 
adjetivos y 

adjectives, the differences between 
adjectives and 

. adverbios 
adverbs 

. ALB: sí
yes 

. FRA: yo ↑ tengo la sensación (.) la- muchas 
veces (.) con muchos 

I have the feeling, a lot of times, with a 
lot of 

. estudiantes que nosotros los profesores a 
veces (0.5) 
students that we as teachers sometimes 

0. partimos de que los estudiantes tienen 
unos conocimientos 
assume that students have knowledge of 

1. gramaticales o sa:ben identificar (0.4) 
cuestiones 
grammar or are able to identify questions 

2. gramaticales que en muchos casos no lo 
saben 
of grammar that in many cases they don’t 

know 
3. ALB: mhm 
4. FRA: pero no lo saben ni en su lengua 

but they don’t even know it in their own 
language 

In the above case, FRA refers to teachers with the pronoun ‘we’. 

t is specifically used to denote that both FRA and ALB belong to 

his group. Here, the allusion to the teaching community is gen- 

ralized by the fact that it is situated in a characteristic reality of 

eaching practice: asking students to engage in metalinguistic re- 

ection. However, what is being generalized is in fact a more spe- 

ific conceptualization, that of the SFL teacher, since it concerns a 

omparison between the grammar of the students’ mother tongues 

nd grammatical forms in Spanish. Consequently, the teacher iden- 

ity that is generalized is determined by the observational con- 

ext in which the generalization is produced: the teachers iden- 

ify themselves as SFL teachers and not as teachers in the broader 

ense. 

Because the activity is based on a specific, observed classroom 

eality and the reflective practice derives from didactic actions 

arried out in this particular context, the speakers self-identify 

ithin a common participation framework ( Goffman, 1979 ; 

aughan, 2010 ). Of the possible identities the teachers can es- 

ablish for themselves, the generalization that emerges in post- 

bservation reflection is that of the foreign language teacher, de- 

pite the fact that some references are made to methodologies and 

lassroom dynamics that are also found in other areas of teach- 

ng. This is the most general participation framework the teachers 

llude to in self-identifying as a community. 

The generalizations are necessarily linked to this common par- 

icipation framework and, by extension, to the teacher identity that 

orresponds to the specific context in which the observation was 

arried out. This can also be seen in extract (2), where the 1PP 

s used to denote collectivity in an affiliative response following a 

egative assessment ( Batlle & Seedhouse, 2020 ). MIR, the observer, 

s reflecting on a problem encountered in the observed teaching 

ractice: SIL had a problem planning the duration of the learning 

ctivities and was unable to complete all of the activities they had 

nvisaged for the class. Following the negative assessment, MIR de- 
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lares this to be a common problem that is often encountered by 

ll teachers. 

xtract (2) M_S_1_27/03/2017_1 
. MIR: como cosas a mejorar (0.8) yo diría que 

no (.) yo diría que 
like things to improve, I don’t think so. 

I’d say because of 
. por falta de tiempo y porque tú te habías 

preparado otras 
a lack of time and because you had prepared 

other 
. cosas e hiciste- esto nos pasa a todos 

things and did those. That happens to all 
of us 

. en las clases normales > o sea < (0.4) te 
preparas una cosa y 

in normal lessons, that is, you prepare 
something and 

. haces ↓ menos 
do less 

. SIL: mhm 
The affiliative stance adopted by the observer is established 

ith a mitigating allusion to collectivity that minimises the po- 

ential face threat of the negative assessment. This is achieved by 

stablishing a generalization of teaching practice ( Waring, 2017 ) in 

hich the observee is included. The observer constructs the af- 

liative speech act by implicitly acknowledging the observee as a 

ember of the teaching community as a whole. The reference to 

a todos’’ (line 3) implies that all teachers have experienced a 

ituation like the one that has been negatively assessed; in using 

he 1PP, the speaker explicitly includes themselves in the group 

o which they belong. Here, the speaker aligns themself with the 

eacher identity, implying that the 1PP should be understood as a 

eference to membership of the teaching community as a whole. 

ith going general ( Waring, 2017 ), they allude to the reality of 

heir teaching profession – planning class sessions – and to a com- 

on problem that the teachers have encountered in their normal 

essons (line 4), that is, as lessons perceived as general regarding to 

he planning of their SFL teaching. In this case, then, the allusion 

o collectivity is intended to aggregate the observee to the teach- 

ng community by presenting a problem that has been negatively 

ssessed as common to the teachers. 

.2. ‘We’ as members of the institution 

The use of the 1PP for collective self-identification also oper- 

tes at the level of the institutional context in which the class 

bservation took place: that is, in the language school that em- 

loys the participants in the post-observation feedback. In these 

ases, the 1PP does not signify a reference to the teaching com- 

unity as a whole as an explicit relationship is established be- 

ween the pronoun and the specific institutional context. This can 

e seen in extract (3), where ALB, the observer, is discussing the 

act that FRA, the observee, did not state the learning objectives 

f the class at the beginning of the session. ALB makes the sug- 

estion “quizás ha mencionado en la clase anterior ”
lines 4–5) as a possible justification for FRA’s oversight in fail- 

ng to mention the class objectives for that day. However, FRA 

eplies that this was not the case (line 6), which corroborates 

he negative assessment as the class session in question was with 

 group shared with another teacher (line 11), making it impor- 

ant to specify the objectives so that the students understand 

hy and with what intention the particular didactic actions are 

roposed. 
5 
xtract (3) F-A_1_9/03/2017_1 
. ALB: no se hace referencia a los objetivos ni 
e forma escrita ni 

there’s no reference to the objectives in 
riting 
. de forma ora:l 

or orally 
. FRA: ºexacto º= 

exactly 
. ALB: = ↑ pero he comentado (.) quizás ha 
encionado en la 

but I’ve mentioned it, perhaps you mentioned 
t in the 
. clase anterior va[le 

previous class, ok 
. FRA: [mhm no fue el caso 

that wasn’t the case 
. ALB: vale veníais de otra clase habíais 
stado trabajando con el 

ok, you came from another class, you’ve been 
orking on the 
. mismo ↑ tema 

same topic 
. FRA: no fue el caso 

that wasn’t the case 
0. ALB: va le 

ok 
1. FRA: aparte este grupo es un grupo que está
ompartido o sea que 

and this group is a group that is shared, 
o 
2. no solo lo hago yo (0.5) con lo cual 
ealmente este tema 

I don’t just do it myself, so really this 
opic 
3. todavía es más importante o sea esta la 
dea de compartir 

is even more important, that is, the idea of 
haring 
4. entre los profes que lo hacen (.) qué se 
stá haciendo (.) 

between the teachers that do it, what’s 
eing done 
5. cuáles son los objetivos por qué y para 
ué porque 

what the objectives are, why and to what 
nd, because 
6. no es un grupo de un solo profe 

it’s not just one teacher’s group 
7. ALB: vale 

ok 
8. FRA: o sea ( ) tienes razón (.) y es verdad 
s algo que:: 

so ( ) you’re right and it’s true that it’s 
omething that 
9. ALB: mhm (0.5) ºvale º= 

ok 
0. FRA: = a pesar de que lo tenemos ahí escrito 

despite what we have written there 
1. ALB: sí (.) no no y: a veces se nos olvida y 
ay días 

yes, no no and sometimes we forget and there 
re days 
2. que no es tan claro quizá: el objetivo:: 

when it’s not so clear perhaps the 
bjective 
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In the above case, the 1PP alludes to collectivity by identify- 

ng the teacher as a member of the institution. Although only the 

articipants in the observation activity are explicitly situated in 

he classroom, FRA’s reflection alludes to the whole community 

f teachers at the school, where groups are shared between more 

han one teacher (lines 13–14) and the objectives for each class 

ession must therefore be clearly stated in the corresponding space 

n the board. FRA’s reference to ‘we’ (line 20) alludes to the fact 

hat all of the school’s whiteboards display the word ‘objectives’, 1 

o all of the boards in the classrooms the participants work in pro- 

ide a space for specifying the learning objectives of each class 

ession. Thus, the 1PP pronoun identifies the participants as mem- 

ers of the institution by referring to a specific classroom reality in 

hich the classroom observation was carried out. As such, FRA’s 

eflection establishes a participation framework that not only in- 

olves the immediate participants in the interactional context but 

an also be extended to the school’s entire body of teachers, as ex- 

licitly stating the class objectives is a task required of all teachers 

esponsible for shared class groups. In the same line, ALB’s use of 

PP (line 21) operates as going general ( Waring, 2017 ). With the 

eference to a past experience ( Topal & Yi ̆gito ̆glu Aptoula, 2022 ),

LB identifies the participants as members of the school. Gener- 

lisations are constructed to soften the blow of the negative as- 

essment. The focus of the criticism is therefore shifted from the 

pecific action assessed in the feedback conversation to an action 

hat is common to all of the teaching staff at the school. The action 

as not performed by the observee, who strayed from the general 

ractice. Consequently, the use of 1PP reassociates him with the 

roup of teachers at the institution despite this faulty practice. 

The sharing of class groups between more than one teacher is 

lso the focus of the reflection transcribed in extract (4). In this 

ase, ROG is the observer assessing the class given by JUL. ROG ad- 

resses the fact that JUL set the students a series of activities they 

ad already completed in another group (details not shown), which 

he observer deems problematic, despite stating that they do not 

ntended to categorise it “ni como bueno ni como malo ” (line 1). 

xtract (4) R_J_1_15/02/2017_1 
. ROG: yo no lo pongo ni como bueno ni como malo 
íjate o sea: (0.8) 

I don’t see it as either good or bad you 
now 
. decidí y tal- simplemente para pensar esta 
ituación (.) si- 

I decided just to think about this situation 
f 
. cómo podemos (0.5) hacer o como podemos 
 tal (0.5) porque 

how we can do or how we can whatever, 
ecause 
. también es algo que no me corresponde solo 
ara mí como 

it’s something that isn’t just my 
esponsibility as 
. profesor sino que es algo que tiene que ver 
on el hecho de 

a teacher but is also to do with the fact 
hat 
. que la clase sea () (.) los profesores a 
eces compartimos 

the class is () as teachers sometimes we 

hare 

1 This information was observed during data collection by the author of the 

tudy. 

w

t

i

1

W

6 
. materiales (.) usamos diferentes cosas 
1.4) y:: yo creo que 

materials, we use different things and I 
hink that 
. entre todos tenemos que ir ideando sistemas 
ara que esto no: 

between all of us we have to think up 
ystems so that this 
. no pase no? 

doesn’t happen, right? 
This particular classroom reality warrants reflection, since it is 

 common problem for staff at the school and should therefore be 

aken into account in class planning. Here, the 1PP signifies col- 

ectivity in the form of membership of the institution through a 

eflection that focuses on a reality shared by all of the teachers at 

he school. ROG first alludes to this by arguing that they are not 

olely responsible for solving the problems derived from shared 

lass groups between teachers (line 4), such as the specific prob- 

em referred to in which two teachers have set the same activities 

n class. ROG explains that the teachers share materials (lines 6–

). The reference to teachers could be understood as an allusion 

o teachers in the broadest sense, because, for example, they share 

aterials online. However, we must understand it as an allusion to 

he teaching staff at the school, since the focus is on the need for 

systems” (line 8) to regulate the sharing of materials so that class 

roups shared between two teachers are not set the same activities 

wice. 

As we can see, the use of the 1PP to identify with the other 

eaching staff at the school is linked to reflections that are con- 

tructed to justify specific problems arising in the observed class- 

oom practice. The 1PP is used in allusion to a specific community 

ith shared problems that are particular to the educational context 

n which they work. Unlike the use of the 1PP to refer to the teach-

ng community as a whole, the specific class situations considered 

ere cannot be extrapolated to the wider community of foreign 

anguage teachers. We are dealing, then, with the same pattern: 

he allusion to collectivity in post-observation reflective practice is 

sed as a justification in response to negative assessment carried 

ut by both observers and observees, but in reference to a reality 

ituated on a continuum from general to specific. 

.3. ‘We’ as members of the class group 

The reflective practice carried out in the post-observation feed- 

ack contains another use of the 1PP that is different to the al- 

usion to collectivity as a justification in response to negative as- 

essment. The 1PP pronoun can also signify that teachers are seek- 

ng to identify themselves with a particular figure of the teacher 

s a member of a community of practice. In this conceptualiza- 

ion, the teacher is a member of the class group together with 

heir students. This can be seen when the 1PP is used to repro- 

uce classroom discourse, where the action students are asked to 

arry out is collectivized ( Kitagawa & Lehrer, 1990 ). The pseudo- 

nclusive use of the 1PP ( Haverkate, 1992 ), reflects the teacher’s 

esire to modulate their classroom instructions, similar to the use 

f ‘we’ as a defocalising strategy. By adopting this stance, teachers 

ituate themselves within the social group that has asked to com- 

lete the learning activity. In post-observation feedback, both the 

bserver and the observee reproduce the discursive reality of the 

lassroom, repeating the instructional discourse that is constructed 

ith the class group. As a result, the interactions studied here con- 

ain several examples in which the 1PP is used to reproduce what 

s discussed in class: the teacher identity implicit in this use of the 

PP is therefore aggregated to the community of practice ( Lave & 

enger, 1991 ). 
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This is the case observed in extract (5). The observer, MIR, is 

eflecting on the teaching practice of the observee, SIL. In this re- 

ection, they refer to the fact that the teacher asks students to 

atch a series of verbs to a series of nouns in order to form 

rototypical Spanish collocations. MIR considers that SIL should 

ave introduced the activity differently, by asking students to think 

bout what collocations are and whether they exist in the stu- 

ents’ mother tongues or in English, a language in which all of the 

lass is fluent. 

xtract (5) M_S_2_31/03/2017_3 0'00''-0'30''
. MIR: pero (.) allí es verdad que te flaqueó
ucho esa: esa:: = 

but there it’s true that you were much 
eaker in that 
. SIL: = º↑ sí:: º

yes 
. MIR: esa ↑ actividad (0.5) primero porque tú
mpiezas £bueno vamos 

that activity, first because you start well, 
et’s see 
. a ver unas colocaciones porque es un verbo 
n sustantivo po-£

to see some collocations because it’s a noun 
orm of a verb 
. tú ↓ sola (3.0) e:h (1.0) £qué es una 
olocación (.) ↑ existe 

you alone, ‘what is a collocation? are 
here 
. alguna en ↑ inglés a ver decidme una (.) o: 
 en tu 

any in English, let’s see, tell me one or, 
nd in your 
. lengua también existe y:: vale (.) vamos a 
ve:r y ↑ pensáis 

language does it exist too and, ok, let’s 
ee and think 
. si en tu idioma se hace con el mismo verbo 

whether in your language it’s constructed 
ith the same verb 
. o diferente 

or another one 
MIR configures their proposal by reproducing how they believe 

he instructions for the activity should have been given, changing 

heir tone with a smiley voice twice (lines 3–4 and lines 5–8) to il-

ustrate what they consider SIL should have said in explaining the 

ctivity to the class. Smiley voice is produced in reported speech 

o emphasize the negative assessment ( Clift, 2013 ). In both cases, 

he 1PP is used pseudo-inclusively, which is a characteristic device 

n pedagogic discourse ( Kitagawa & Lehrer, 1990 ). Here, the inher- 

nt allusion to collectivity in the use of the 1PP does not signal 

he speakers as holders of a specific teacher identity, whether as 

embers of the teaching community as a whole or as members of 

he institution; it merely serves to reproduce the instructional dis- 

ourse of the observational context. However, through the use of 

he 1PP, MIR is establishing the classroom as a common context in 

he construction of their participation framework. 

The fact that the pseudo-inclusive 1PP in reference to teach- 

ng discourse is the most common use observed in the feedback 

onversations examined has to do with the nature of the reflective 

ractice. Participants reproduce the words that the teacher uses 

or classroom management in a reflection-on-action ( Dewey, 1933 ; 

atton & Smith, 1995 ). The replication of what the teacher says 

elps the observer and the observee to exemplify the reality of 

hat is being assessed and underpins the arguments with which 

he assessment is carried out. Consequently, teacher identity as a 
7 
ember of a community of practice is performed to sustain the 

rguments with which reflective practice is accomplished. The ba- 

is for the reflections of observers and observees alike is a par- 

icular form of teaching practice that informs their construction 

f the post-observation interaction. In other words, the interaction 

hat is constructed in post-observation reflective practice is a sit- 

ated practice determined by the nature of the observed activity 

tself. 

. Discussion and conclusions 

In the feedback interactions deriving from the peer observation 

ctivity examined for this study, the participating teachers used 

he 1PP in allusion to different forms of collectivity. As also ob- 

erved in Donaghue (2020a) , in the interactions that form the ba- 

is of the reflective practice described above, the teachers use the 

PP to self-identify as representatives of a particular institutional 

ontext. On the one hand, then, the 1PP pronoun is an allusion to 

he identity of teachers in the general sense. However, the general- 

zation of teacher identity built by the participants in the reflective 

ractice activity is conditioned by their specific area of teaching 

nd the community of practice ( Lave & Wenger, 1991 ) with which 

hey affiliate. As foreign language teachers assessing teaching prac- 

ice in this specific area, their generalization of teacher identity 

s necessarily situated within these parameters. In other words, 

he participation framework ( Goffman, 1979 ; Vaughan, 2010 ) de- 

ermines the way in which the participants in interactional reflec- 

ive practice construct their identity. Similarly, though to a lesser 

xtent, the teachers identify themselves as members of a more 

pecific group: the body of teachers at the language school where 

hey are employed. Since the focus is placed on a specific teaching 

ractice carried out in a particular didactic context, in which both 

he observer and observee are situated, the teacher identity that 

merges in the post-observation feedback interactions is closely 

ied to the teachers’ daily activities, encompassing regular teach- 

ng practices that are common to all of the school’s staff. How- 

ver, because the reflective practice is generated by feedback from 

n-service teachers in the framework of a peer observation activ- 

ty, the interaction is collaborative ( Gosling, 2002 ; Kohut, Burnap & 

on, 2007 ). In my data, the teachers are not found to use the 1PP

o reposition their identity in terms of authority and responsibil- 

ty, in contrast to Wernicke (2020) , who observes that the teachers 

ake an authoritative position by using 1PP. This is significant for 

he construction of the reflective practice, because the assessments 

nd justifications that provide the framework of the interaction re- 

er to a specific reality that is shared by the participants. Again, we 

ee how the participation framework informs the construction of 

he interaction and, by extension, the construction of the teacher 

dentity in reflective practice. 

In the interactions considered for this study, the 1PP is also 

sed in allusion to a more specific teacher identity: teachers in 

ction. The 1PP appears in reflective practice when the partici- 

ants refer to the discursive reality of their classes. This pseudo- 

nclusive use is characteristic of teaching discourse ( Kitagawa & 

ehrer, 1990 ; Haverkate, 1992 ) and can be seen in my post- 

bservation interaction transcriptions when the participants repro- 

uce the discourse generated in the teaching action that they are 

ssessing. This teacher identity is specific to the classroom: the 

tarting point for the reflective practice is the teaching action itself 

 Dewey, 1933 ; Hatton & Smith, 1995 ), so participants self-identify 

s teachers when they are recalling the teaching actions on which 

heir reflections are based. The collectivity implied by the use of 

he 1PP is not only linked to the participants’ construction of their 

eacher identities; during reflective practice, the 1PP is also used 

n allusion to the reality of the interactional context itself. In other 

ords, the participants self-identify as participants in the post- 
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bservation feedback exercise, referring to the pairing of observer 

nd observee. 

Studies analysing the use of the 1PP in post-observation inter- 

ction have tended to focus on interactional reflective practices 

etween tutors and tutees. My study, which deals with interac- 

ional reflective practices between in-service language teachers, of- 

ers similar results but also some differences. For example, as in 

ther studies with the same focus ( Farr, 2005 ; Vaughan, 2010 ; 

arr et al. 2019 ), in-service teachers are found to use the 1PP 

o situate themselves in a particular community of practice and 

o denote their membership of a specific group: SFL teachers at 

heir home language school. The 1PP is also used to identify 

ith participation in the feedback action ( Farr, 2005 ) and to de- 

ote membership of the institution at which the participants work 

 Vaughan, 2010 ) or of the community of teaching professionals as 

 whole ( Vaughan, 2010 ). However, there is no evidence of self- 

dentification as experts in applied linguistics or as holders of 

 particular nationality ( Farr et al., 2019 ). When doing reflective 

ractice in peer observation feedback, in-service teachers identify 

hemselves as practitioners. Their compelling arguments are based 

n a reflection-on-action more than in theories related with their 

ractice. When teachers are practitioners, they link their reflec- 

ions with their classroom reality. Teachers, then, are understand- 

ng their own reality, in contrast to a big amount of research in the 

eld of applied linguistics ( Sato & Loewen, 2022 ). The researcher- 

ractitioner divide ( De Costa, Gajasinghe, Ojha & Rabie-Ahmed, 

022 ) is established because researchers and practitioners do not 

ork together and do not link their work. However, as De Costa 

t al. (2022) state, all of them may explore their own work in col- 

aboration in similar actions that teachers carried out in a peer ob- 

ervation feedback. Consequently, how interactional reflective prac- 

ice is established in peer observation feedback can work as an 

xample of how researchers and practitioners develop their col- 

aborations. Moreover, because the interactional reflective practice 

s developed within a peer observation feedback as a continuing 

rofessional development program ( Shortland, 2004 ), theory in ap- 

lied linguistics is not as present as it is interactional reflective 

ractice carried out with pre-service teachers in their initial pro- 

essional development. Within these parameters, it is interesting to 

ote that the pseudo-inclusive value of the 1PP ( Haverkate, 1992 ) 

s recorded more frequently in this study than other uses of the 

ronoun. This can be explained by the participation framework in 

hich the interactions leading to the reflective practice are based. 

ost-observation feedback between in-service teachers entails as- 

essing specific teaching action and therefore generates much more 

eferred discourse than other types of reflective practice that are 

ore concerned with constructing abstract reflections from theo- 

etical parameters and less focused on what is said in the class- 

oom. 

The use of the 1PP to construct teacher identity in reflec- 

ive practice interactions deriving from peer observation be- 

ween in-service language teachers reflects a complex reality 

 Donaghue, 2018 , 2020a , 2020b ). As such, the nature of the feed-

ack, which is based on the construction of appraisals and assess- 

ents of a specific teaching action carried out in a particular di- 

actic context, informs the teacher identity that emerges in inter- 

ctional reflective practice. In other words, the sense of collectivity 

mplicit in the use of the 1PP is shaped by interactional practice. 

he influence of the interactional context also accounts for the pre- 

ominance of a pseudo-inclusive use of the 1PP ( Haverkate, 1992 ; 

ilson, 2019 ). Since the focus of the observation is reflection-on- 

ction ( Dewey, 1933 ; Hatton & Smith, 1995 ), the reality of this ac-

ion can be extrapolated by reproducing the teaching discourse use 

n class. The 1PP form, which is characteristic of teaching discourse 

 Kitagawa & Lehrer, 1990 ), is observed precisely because the reflec- 

ive practice is based on an observable reality. 
8

As in Vaughan (2010) , I observe uses of the 1PP that can ini-

ially appear ambiguous, since the person reference in each state- 

ent may correspond to one or another collective. However, the 

ualitative analysis carried out here has enabled us to examine the 

se of the 1PP in context, observing the values attached to the pro- 

oun according to the reflective actions in which it appears. Un- 

ike other studies that have taken a more quantitative approach 

o the 1PP pronoun, using the tools of disciplines like corpus lin- 

uistics, this study has examined the emergence and use of the 

PP in specific interactional contexts that form the basis of reflec- 

ive practice. Thanks to this qualitative approach, it has been possi- 

le to determine that the predominant use of the 1PP in reflective 

ractice generated from in-service teacher classroom observation is 

inked to mitigation or justification, as occurs in ordinary interac- 

ion ( Stivers, 2007 ) and instructional interactions ( Wilson, 2019 ) or 

epersonalization to secure alignment with the critique in mentor- 

eacher interactions ( Phillips, 1999 ; Waring, 2017 ). The 1PP is not 

imply a recognitional form, it in fact underpins a communicative 

ntention specific to reflective practice derived from peer observa- 

ion: the desire to justify the observed actions or the correspond- 

ng assessments. Although negative assessments may be acknowl- 

dged and accepted by the participants, in line with the findings of 

opland (2011) , Kim and Silver (2016) and Donaghue (2018) , here 

e found that the allusion to collectivity is a device for mitigat- 

ng criticism and limiting the potential face threat to the observe 

 Waring, 2017 ), similar to the technique of alluding to past experi- 

nces ( Topal & Yi ̆gito ̆glu Aptoula, 2022 ). 

As interest in the study of interactional reflective practice grows 

 Mann & Walsh, 2013 , 2017 ; Walsh & Mann, 2015 ), it is important

o fully understand how the process is configured and what dis- 

inguishes it from other forms of formative reflection such as writ- 

en appraisals, portfolios or teacher diaries. The study of the 1PP 

n interactions arising from post-observation feedback between in- 

ervice foreign language teachers has shown that the participation 

ramework of interactional reflective practice is far more immedi- 

te to the participants’ teaching reality than the frameworks es- 

ablished in written reflective practice ( Riordan, 2018 ), which are 

urther removed from the teaching action and place less focus on 

pecific aspects of the teachers’ performance. As such, the study 

llustrates how interactional reflective practice in post-observation 

eedback sessions addresses the reality of the participants’ teach- 

ng practice in greater detail and with less theoretical focus than 

ritten reflections. The fact that the 1PP pronoun is used pseudo- 

nclusively in allusion to the participants’ identity as members of 

he school’s teaching staff (which is significant in constructing jus- 

ifications to mitigate negative assessments) and that the form is 

ot used by any of the participants to self-identify as specialists in 

he theoretical aspects of applied linguistics situates this form of 

nteractional reflective practice closer to the classroom reality, to 

he participation framework in which the teachers act. 

It should also be highlighted that the reflective practice was 

arried out in a framework of post-observation feedback conver- 

ations between in-service teachers. Its focus on the specific real- 

ties of the classroom rather than considerations of a more theo- 

etical nature may also reflect the fact that the reflective practice 

as carried out not in the initial phase of the participants’ train- 

ng ( Farrell, 2012 ) but in the context of later professional develop- 

ent. The teachers establish a participation framework in which 

he 1PP signifies the particular classroom reality and professional 

ontext, articulating reflection on their day-to-day experiences. In 

his sense, we might assume that interactional reflective practice 

ith a more theoretical focus is more suited to initial training 

 Farr et al., 2019 ), in which it is important for students to under-

tand the reasons behind what it happening in the classroom. 

My analysis of the 1PP form has shed light on the parame- 

ers of post-observation interactional feedback between in-service 
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anguage teachers. Examination of the transcriptions has led to a 

etter understanding of how the 1PP is conceptualized, provid- 

ng valuable insight into how in-service teachers construct their 

eacher identities in post-observation reflective practice. The ex- 

ensive use of the 1PP in reference to the participants’ classroom 

eality underlines the significance of this type of training activity: 

ost-observation feedback gives in-service teachers the chance to 

eflect on their teaching performance in a process through which 

hey configure their teacher identity, giving continuity to profes- 

ional development grounded in reflection-on-practice. Through an 

nalysis of the use of the 1PP, this study demonstrates the suitabil- 

ty of a specific type of formative practice for teacher professional 

evelopment. 

ata Availability 

The data that has been used is confidential. 

ppendix 

ranscription conventions 

↑ Shift to high pitch on next syllable 

? Rising intonation on previous syllable 

. Falling intonation on previous syllable 

= Latching 

.hh In breath 

hh Audible aspiration (e.g., exhale, laughter token). The more ‘h’s 

the longer the aspiration. 

[ Top begin overlap 

] Top end overlap (when relevant) 

[ Bottom begin overlap 

] Bottom end overlap (when relevant) 

< word > Slower than surrounding talk 

°word ° Softer than surrounding talk 

word Emphasized talk 

£word£ Smiley voice 

wo- Cut-off

: (:::) Stretching of previous sound (the more colons, the longer the 

stretching) 

(0.2) Length of pauses in seconds 

(.) Micropause (less than 0.2 s) 

(word) Uncertain transcription 
∗ Time when the nonverbal action happens 
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