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Analysis of Linguistic Interaction Elements and Types of Preliminary Special
Education Teachers in Elementary Subject Simulated Teaching which Students with

Visual Impairments are Included™

Bak, Sunhi**

ABSTRACT

[Purpose] The purpose of this study is to analyze elements and types of preliminary special education
teachers” linguistic interactions in elementary subject simulated teaching in which students with visual
impairments are included. [Methods] To achieve the goals, the 40-minute classes was recorded and
transcribed, and then analyzed through the interaction analysis framework prepared in this study.
[Results] The results of the study are as follows; First, among the interaction elements, the number of
teacher feedbacks was the highest, i.e., 995 (38.49%), followed by teacher questioning 852 (32.96%),
student questioning 729 (28.20%), and student feedback 9 (0.35%). Several types of feedback that
promote interactions in both teacher and student feedback were observed. Similarly, several types of
administrative and reactive questionings were observed in teacher and student questionings, respectively.
Second, teacher-initiated interactions among the interaction types were more than student-initiated
interactions. Among the teacher-initiated interactions, the interaction that led to teacher questioning,
student response, and teacher feedback was higher than that of only teacher questioning and student
response. [Conclusion] Since verbal interaction is important in class, efforts to improve teaching ability
are needed in consideration of the frequency and application characteristics of interaction elements and
types of prospective special teachers in the teacher training process. The results of this study, which
confirmed the level of interaction of prospective special teachers, can be used as basic data to develop
their teaching skills that can facilitate learning of students with/without visual impairments and increase
the effectiveness of teaching in elementary school classes, including visually impaired students.

Key Words : Preliminary Special Education Teachers, Visual Impairment, Interaction Element, Interaction Type
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<Table 1> Criteria for Analyzing Interaction Types

Categories Interaction Types

Teacher’ s question-student’ s response
Teacher” s question-student” s response-teacher’ s feedback(once)
Teacher-initiated ~ Teacher’ s question-student” s response-teacher’ s feedback(twice)

interaction Teacher’ s question-student” s response-teacher’ s feedback(3 times)

Teacher’ s question-student” s response-teacher’ s feedback(more than 4 times)

Teacher’ s question-student’ s response-teacher’ s feedback-teacher’ s question

Student’ s question-teacher’ s response
Student-initiated ~ Student’ s question-teacher’ s response-student’ s feedback
interaction Student” s question-peer’ s feedback

Student” s question-peer’ s response-studebt’ s feedback
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<Table 2> Frequency and Percentage of Teacher’ s Question n(%)
Categories All Students Stqdentg with visual Total
Impairments
Cognitive-memory 117(48.15) 17(38.64) 134(46.69)
Closed question  Convergent 126(51.85) 27(61.36) 153(53.31)
Subtotal 243(34.71) 44(28.95) 287(33.69)
Divergent 14(60.87) 3(60.00) 17(60.71)
Open question  Evaluation 9(39.13) 2(40.00) 11(39.29)
Subtotal 23(3.29) 5(3.29) 28(3.28)
Managerial Managgzrial 398(91.71) 100(97.09) 498(92.73)
question Rhetorical 36(8.29) 3(2.91) 39(7.26)
Subtotal 434(62.00) 103(67.76) 537(63.03)
Total 700(82.16) 152(17.84) 852(100.0)
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<Table 3> Frequency and Percentage of Student’ s Question n(%)
Categories All students Stqdent; with visual Total
Impairments
Student-initia Managerial Managénal 24(96.00) 4(80.00) 28(93.33)
ted talk question Rhetorical 1(4.00) 1(20.00) 2(6.67)
Subtotal 25(4.04) 5(4.55) 30(4.12)
Short answers (correct verbal — y5q¢, 47 47(44.76) 406(58.08)
response
Short. answers (correct 60(10.10) 302.86) 639.0D
Teacher-initi behavioral response
ted student fgfg)ﬂgwers (incorrect 10(168) 302,86 13(1.86)
response Elaboration 153(25.76) 49(46.67) 202(28.90)
Generalization 12(2.02) 3(2.86) 15(2.15)
No response 0 0 0
Subtotal 594(95.96) 105(95.45) 699(95.88)
Total 619(84.91) 110(15.09) 729(100.0)
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<Table 4> Frequency and Percentage of Teacher’ s Feedback n(%)
Categories All students . Stqdentg with Total
visual impairments
Praise 85(62.96) 14(61.85) 99(61.11)
Motivation Encourage . 17(12.59) 1(3.70) 18(11.1D
Formation Express gratitude 33(24.44) 12(44.44) 45(27.78)
of Subtotal 135(37.27) 27(15.51) 162(16.28)
relationship Promotion of Respond 143(83.63) 40(78.43) 183(82.43)
interaction Expand 28(16.37) 11(21.57) 39(17.57)
Subtotal 171(20.83) 51(29.31) 222(22.31)
Total 306(37.27) 78(44.83) 384(38.59)
Accept 145(41.08) 33(43.42) 178(41.49)
Confirmation of Confirm 206(58.36) 41(53.95) 247(57.58)
performance Correct 200.57) 22.63) 4(0.93)
Subtotal 353(43.00) 76(43.68) 429(43.12)
Promotion Focus 42(25.93) 2(10.00) 44(24.18)
of Repeat questions 21.23) 0 2(1.10)
learning Promotion of ~ Prove 21(12.96) 0 21(11.54)
problem solving Clarify 17(10.49) 6(30.00) 23(12.64)
Give information 80(49.38) 12(60.00) 92(50.55)
Subtotal 162(19.73) 20(11.49) 182(18.29)
Total 515(62.73) 96(55.17) 611(61.41)
Sum 821(82.51) 174(17.49) 995(100.0)
S5E7 #HE = FolA FAHHS A Tj=wo] 4293](43.12%) =2 FAS A ST
S| w0 182911820950 71 hesith, STl AAE o ekt A=y
NA= FHHA F=ro] 3538(43.00%)=2 EAHAEZZ T 16235](19.73% Rt =4
UERRan Azl O E @ mA| = A Saa 7 v =] 765](43.68%)%



Analysis of Linguistic Interaction Elements and Types of Preliminary Special Education Teachers 15
In Elementary Subject Simulated Teaching which Students with Visual Impairments are Included

A AZA ¥ = 208)(1149%R0h A Vebth SHA S AZgolsty Bl
A SEd B v F Sgz HEvel A Selsly)7h 242 2063), 41812 45
Js} a7 met gl Uik, BASE $2 AEue s WA Ee 1 22t 803
128)2 thg weunc gk
SR Az AelAAN BT 8

$57 B TSy F Sy SsndA g
A7} Beka, BANA HQ Swel i YRAFTHIL Bl EAE FUL AT
s Ewo] Bokth. THe-& SAHA B2 AZFNFYRS PO WA} FAYUS Fof
g5E2S 95 AT By N=nE & F oo
A (FARE ) AeE FE A7) Ael ddwel T& ©A7] A et
/1% Arha Be fela. olWel: Udlelrt B gol £ Ex Me%
gieki Wl Fglol 2.

WAE (BHARES §) o]yl Aow HAAHe] Juwd EekS o Fed dAde] x
= Utb AYuA s 3D R S UHE Ad e, oldE wiAdS Hsta 3D 2ES €
sh Fol EolA Fvid ol e,

(s [A) = - 8ha S0 - Al d - BAl Fsk7] (S8 A ]
WAR (A Aol ARES ) e gl d AMEES 9s Be W 29 x4

W 2
o £t AFAE S AAY vl 0 gl Bk Ak Agole,
(1590 (AR =9 — 855 21— A 3 2 — 4 A B 317] (4213

7 WA B FsuoE 4EAeEd v s 2228223192 F7]% W=
1623](16.28%) 2.t} =A AE s Yehd WA =)A= A
sgaa Tsuol 1TIHCOSME 7)%el Au 1358G727%nch BA byt
NSl S TR @ LA SN SN 45857 v =o] 518)(20.31%)% 7]
Rl we 275)(1551%) 8 A Lhekskeh

A G4 B We 2 A4 S ShIRA S Az s mFelAA
S931717} 22t 1438, 40812 Sgaly| ek go] Uehgth $71%e] wEmo s oy
AR AN BEAAN J231717} 247} 858), 1432 2AS19 Aelsty] ot
gtk SPAAA 9L AZ AN SAYNAN BT AR FEw F EAE el &

-
m
41
&
©
=)
0?~
>



16  The Journal of Special Education: Theory and Practice, Vol. 24 No. 4

o717k Beka, §71%e WEMeAE JA517k gol thehinh. hee Sl
AZARSAYLE O WA SN

S Fo BAGAHL 9la AT SR

B oy
(M rlo

& Az AzE] HEwmE s = oo
s} TE AL Al d&E MAEL ®
(FFeh4q]) [RAFD) = -2 A 4 — 5 7] -0l - F Ral 7] (S A A ]

A (AR g ) AL AAARDIE 2 sl
(GFeHE9)) (AR S0 -9 A B4 — 57

1301 =3 3kat7] (A 2Hg el ek ]

4) shym| =y

ST e MEE AWHACE 5 32, AT HE F shaveue 37 34
< 9% M= Fe2 deht 3 93] F AL AolAA YRt s =] 631(66.67%)
2 AR et STl Eue 3313333%E Be} A Uehdoh 2 @4 H=

W F oA 3 95 73(77.78%) 2 S71F] F=d 23](22.22% Rt A UE}

ST} AN Aol A4 VERD 63] T d A 318 93 nj=uo] 53](83.33%)E 5
715 v|EmE T Bk, sPAHA A g S30] 23)(66.67% % F7] o] 1315

o 13] Bkt
<Table 5> Frequency and Percentage of Student’ s Feedback n(%)
Categories All students Stqdent; with visual Total
Impairments
Formation of — Motivation 1(33.33) 1(16.67) 222.22)
relationship Promotion of interaction 2(66.67) 5(83.33) 7(77.78)
Total 3(33.33) 6(66.67) 9(100.0)
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<Table 6> Frequency and Percentage of Teacher-initiated Interation n(%)
Categories All students Stgdentg with visual Total

Jpalrments

Teacher’ s question-student’ s response 155(28.70) 29(24.17) 184(27.88)

Teacher’ s question-student’ s response-teacher’ s 159(35.00) 31(98.33) 193(29.24)

feedback(once)

Teacher’ s .questlon—student s response-teacher’ s 139(25.74) 28(93.33) 167(25.30)

feedback(twice)

Teacher’ s questlon—student s response-teacher’ s 65(12.04) 18(15.00) 83(12.59)

feedback(3 times)

Teacher’ s questlon—stqdent s response-teacher’ s 22407 11017 335,00

feedback(more than 4 times)

Teacher’ s question-student’ s response -teacher’ s 540097.65) 190(95.24) 660097.20)

feedback-teacher’ s question




18  The Journal of Special Education: Theory and Practice, Vol. 24 No. 4

TAPFE-shAELe w9l Ao ShAlAA| Y AzZERfSA o AA 2 29%S} 24%2
el wALE =EW7bR] A g-ske= BlEo] 71%% 76%= =4 Yelgt sHAAE 93 A
ST AN T A% A5 BF AALE-SHg-TA o] 1-23)
o] F 7l A$-7} 55%9}F 52%= =T

o SYHA B AZFNFAAM ekt A Fro] FEAge] drk

50

f
S
u
2
)
ox
fol
L
ofo

| &2 o2 RE Q] ueulo] glo] wAPEEH SHAYRE-E-REO.
S T2 =Y A gAlA ALE A

|2 Y 53 AEVIEAHY mdEIRZ. BT EvlEue?

NZgel sty she] Eatgol o Fol At
o As sl A WARAES EAL.
| e RTES pptd B FAL[RA

pul i - = =

BE-peld-edq). As FAte? (AT -9 - (7o k)]
Az () . [FAdE -t Rhg - (HhE) — 2 (A Aol )

(5ol 4] [IAPLE — SHANES (A 2 ol 8]

SARAE ez 3

2
™
o

§ Fol Weto] SaARE 2t vARAL A7}

BETE IS Aot FEA G| ootk
sk mreloh, Aol AEANH 4 AUE BYE wolE Ad Aol @
vhele] £& gobw =7 A ABRH i AvBAL. (@ALE-wed-¢

G2 (A7 g )]
ohel (Weh): . (SR st

= RE
(AHE1 5] [WAPEE - S-S (A 2ol ) ]

WA oAl SIUE I RUS AL 3Y BhRE] A LobEste. A AR
of 49 drEel talA MN% 49 uES @ a9 R nwgol mEwe) wi
ggolo] &

g2 59 149 159 A= Coldels ey FEE WMo 4t v



19
)]

SFA
1

3]

SFA
1

D]

(AP - 92) 2 — 29 & (A 25}
TR ()~ (A 2ol

Q

.

4 4t
A
gl

b (A1 2h 3l

gl

u

stol g2 wA

5

4.

(A A1 EHA):
- AR = (13)))>

[e)

dazvadArs &§

Analysis of Linguistic Interaction Elements and Types of Preliminary Special Education Teachers
7t

In Elementary Subject Simulated Teaching which Students with Visual Impairments are Included

B
i

A &gk ot}

=
=

of AL W 17

il

18

ke)
pal

= olA

514))
=R

3]

SFA

| (A~

KeXe)
i

Feach
3}

0|

9

F71 (A 27l

[®]

s = ot}

g4 ]

SF Al
o}
R o}

p

L

st 9

5

Bl

3]

ZF o]

ARFS — WAL =W (13]) (

o}

3.

[<)

p
L

H= ogAl =2fof

TAL o)A 97 AEIER Z oldFs)

ol oLzt (Al

3L
o=

S 3]

A/ A2l

a4y

A= (18) (

=

AT BAES

L

.

5

o

A7) ANRALAAAY AN A
—WAR ) (28]) ]

=
=

of A4e] o] &= Q.

_—I.L

1

Ll
=
R

- WA = (23)))
ooz 239

2

o

=

vl o st S o
WA 78
H o gt BEar
)8ty

e



20  The Journal of Special Education: Theory and Practice, Vol 24 No. 4

WA 2w oF ROl wigleA S Jlgel @W £ En AT @
N2t AR -4 -5 7] 4 (A 2 el st |

NG AAGSA: Aol B 2A BA gt 2
ST W — MY (2l )]

HAR ML (A S - B AR -3 5 S-S G (N g ot [wA =Y
SRR E ) AR )

FAIRES — WA e Sl (23]) (A ZHRol 8HAY))

2

| diel wiglel e, [ShydE-

u
1%
N
2
=
S~
>
E
r«{u
Jo&'

(AT - S A HH-3-- L AL E ul(33]))
SFYAAE NGO = FANS Fol 33]9] HewS ALH 07 A F3 dth
WA $ETE °E *E‘u%i%‘“d %E% A3} obgtES] FEE 54o] e A FA
2 M Z AT YLt Aevp we A, [wAPE - A -5H ]
- (el gt s of gt EE 24_017P Au & JE52 dol7t grota. [HEE-3Hy
g -]
WAR A EeFA ark e (WA =W AP -7 Fo - AR E S]] A
b e = AAE OE AeS 152% o|FoA Set, ofEE FA o SO
o]Fo ool [WAMMEW-8HH-FPFH-5lstr]] oY e ofufES] 5

o Fe wol Be Aol & 4 9 slEgUh ohtE J9H e 2e Hol 4
b obhE] WAl © we Al M YAE. (WA Su-BA G- T E
— 3317

(AF8158]) (WAL~ TP S~ WA S (33]))

e 3F AAE PR £ULS AASFAM ANl Hene o
©2 33 A%H o= AFer A= ot

SAR R S S (AP -4 2 147 o A (A g ol 84D |
FFCANE S 2R whae] 277h BW AR R gote. [SHRE-styw
R )

WAk &5 B R dEFEe. (WA S -sEE-5R 7
Aolsha)] AV AT AR woldel] webq 4v]ure] wh
A BR selun Aol (WA EY-sEE7—FA 82— 2857 (2] 2ol 8
W] ) PE wolgitd B & wEal FodsUth BE ZR w1 (A
9 20— g § 4 — 7)ol — F B57) (A 2ol kA ]

(Fol4pel) [P — shg kg — Ak = (38)) (A 2ol 514D ]

AR 39 ThA] ARRRRAAE MR oWl melQ? [aAbLE A4 -5y
RESEE

e (AAGIA): BE HLMOE wol, TuAE 2FNOE nolQ. [SAUR-
ST kg~ g (A 2ol 5 ]

:



21
[ WA}
£ Hgl
1A

a1,

[©]

wrot g,

D]
7pEol7b elamveE e A
deff Aol

3|

A
&l
/\_I|Jo] L)

L

e

3]

w Ho]

37] (A2

o Tl
“ToH
SFA
Sl
[
Hqe

&

F71 (A 27l

Izt 29

=

NE
— =

J

EERC
)]

p

L

7 10|
?__S_]‘—/\

Analysis of Linguistic Interaction Elements and Types of Preliminary Special Education Teachers
(X2}

In Elementary Subject Simulated Teaching which Students with Visual Impairments are Included

)]

SFA
1

A =9 (38)) (2] 2]

]

- AR 2 (43 0] 7))

ofu

5

T
_EI
olo
jant

A mkE? |

L

o

Bl

of gkok s

[e]

i=]

A a8 Fooeke] o

o

g4 ]

SF Al
o}

ARFS — WAL =W (43]) (

o

o))
ojn

8

3k
H

of =X k& Wi glojof

<

1

A
vl

RID

I3

]

+

g o) ¢

Yt o

AR Al A AL Al

ot

= el = 4

2H%F

o

|
5

g4 ]

SF Al
o}

25 =W I
ARFS — p AL =W (53]) (

Mg 9= X

5

A=) |

Sh

4

o

Ao =2 63 A

=

L

)]

H7F o w

L
L

) — 2 (A7l

)]

SFA
1

— 89 H (2]

S|
A

il

SHd):

A8 (A



22  The Journal of Special Education: Theory and Practice, Vol 24 No. 4

AR Wl (A g
A Fol | wrka 13
1%

o}g_ [ﬂ_/\}_qtﬁﬂ_zﬂ—

AR -5 2AE -8t (A Agest )] o7k = ®
oe. [WAR = -gEFH 2 —Fd 3 -gelet7| (A12hH)] ot
! Aol e )] F WA ol o u
AsF7] (A 7ol g)] + A
© =AZE O wol ¥o] #de

-

o (
2A =gkl e, (WA = -g 5S84 -=
Fol g w=A =e7baA ¥ qtel S = &E o
FE Al Hol FolM 27 uA Fd Ad el (WA =W -AA P -G 548 -
Fok7l - (Mg e )] Aozt Aoyt Adde] F3 2Rl AEHAE £
A, (WA = - A G -5 7] -0 - 3sk7] (A A4 el g y) ]

AS5TSD)  [WAPE— S R-G-— WA =8 (63]) (A 2Hof 8k ) |

Fl

_1

I
A
|=0
gl_'

2) S == A

T LT © [=] c>
SRS QF 2 3 A5 AR 193] FoA SAYLE-wAEZo] 1035](52.63%) %= 7H+
k9 1, 2 07 FYUE-gAELS Al m = wlo] 63](3]. 58%), SRR - 2] L H--2-- 5} AY

=0 25)(10.53%), SR E-R RS 181(5.26%)9) 0.2 UERITHGE 7> 22, A
AE A% Y F5 FoagolE SAYTE-wANESo] 93] 2 7P Be Wb Al Zbo)
Sl A QoA ShE-w M-Sty o] 332 Jht wtTh

<Table 7> Frequency and Percentage of Student-initiated Interation n(%)
Categories All students Stqdents with: visual Total
impairments
Student’ s question-teacher’ s response 9(69.23) 1(16.67) 10(52.63)
Student” s question-teacher’ s response-
student” s feedback 3(23.08) 3(50.00) 6(31.58)
Student” s question-peer’ s feedback 0 1(16.67) 1(5.26)
Student” s question-peer’ s response- student’ s 1(7.69) 1016.67) 21053)
feedback
Total 13(68.42) 6(31.58) 19(100.0)
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