Paper Title: “This is my Lesson”: On Possessing Lessons

Abstract

Based on audiovisual materials taken from a daily living skills course designed for adults with moderate to severe learning difficulties this paper intends to document the different ways in which issues of possession, responsibility and control are interactionally exhibited and managed between members of staff and students. Through a close inspection of classroom interaction it is possible to demonstrate how a teacher displays organisational authority to all parties and in doing so makes it explicit that it is his or her right to control lesson topic.
However, the notions of possession and control also have alternative applications and connotations in this setting at the level of task or activity. This refers to the manner in which students can attempt to claim ownership of a task by means of holding an item, and how they are able to understand when possession of a task has been allocated to another student and therefore becomes unavailable to them.

Introduction
One available avenue by which is possible to pursue an understanding of social interaction is to explore particular features or properties found within a given social setting. Hence in this paper the question at stake revolves around what issues of possession and ownership might teach us about participation in this particular form of educational setting (Macbeth 2011; Goode 2003). These terms are taken to incorporate notions such as the division of labour (and responsibility), management, rights or entitlements and obligations. What these concepts may consist of (i.e. hearable, visibly, materially) here awaits filling in that:
Teaching (and learning) are known to take many forms and guises, is conducted for numerous purposes, by and for different people, in a wide array of settings and incorporates a variety of activities.

Therefore in order for members to participate in a specific learning environment they have to orient to the hearable and visible orderliness that is ‘found’ and produced from within by one another. As such what is occurring can be glossed as a case of those party to the educational setting ‘finding their place’ in the ongoing class activities in conjunction with the teaching members and their fellow learners. More transparently the content of the audiovisual materials constitute the daily workings of a class consisting of adults
 (16 years old plus) with a variety of learning difficulties and disabilities learning and practising practical tasks in a supported environment
. The details pertaining to the individual students’ learning difficulties are outlined prior to the relevant strips of data in that it is these attributed learning difficulties which account for their presence on the course in the first place.  
More clearly stated the Rationale for the piece is to recover the sense of the lessons’ work (including therefore the demonstrated sense-making practices) and attempt to reconcile the events that occur in two distinct video fragments that are based upon two different types of lessons with two separate classes or cohorts. The first data fragment is based upon the very beginnings
 of the lesson locally known as ‘cleaning and personal hygiene’
, whereas the second sequence involves the recommencement of the ‘shop, cook and eat’ lesson where the overall task at hand, preparing a specific meal, is known and the necessary produce is at hand so work can begin immediately, which creates a different set of circumstances to the first extract analysed. 
The means by which these strips of data will be approached is rooted in the social organisation, structure and practical management that are displayed and exhibited in action by the parties present. Part of the interest in these contrasting cases is to closely examine the relationship between identities or membership categories (e.g. teachers, learning support assistants and students) and certain activities
 with the intent of producing a more nuanced understanding as to what constitutes teaching in this setting for these members.  That being so in this instance the focus of the paper will be guided by the idea that lessons can be deemed possessible – with the concomitant issues of ownership, belonging, relationship (Sacks 1995; Watson 1987; Sharrock 1974) – which leads us to ask what this might come to mean in actual lessons as demonstrated through a series of noticings and observations based on the recordings of two separate college lessons. Therefore what is produced can be said to be a situated study of the language of ‘possession’ in use within a specific learning environment. 
Fragment 1 – “This is my lesson” – on ownership and authority (1.08)
Data extract is taken from the beginning of a weekly ‘cleaning’ lesson. Clear cut example
· Having secured a turn-at-talk with which to address the teacher the student seeks the assent of the teacher to return to the computers so that he can search for pictures of his favourite WWE wrestler Triple H.

· Teacher initially politely and somewhat vaguely declines his request. 

· When the student rejects this reply an extended disagreement sequence ensues, which only closes after a teacher, fellow student and LSA collaboratively engage the detached student and manage to bring him back into the assembled cohort or class through different means.
· Student unaware as to why he is being thwarted- requires reason/account? – Form of explanation? That is, he does not recognise his proposal or request as ‘inappropriate’ in the here and now. It is inappropriate in the sense that that this ‘person’ as a member of this category (student) ought not to be doing this work. It is there talk or activities, which are inappropriate for them. Appropriate spatial location (cluster of tables where class is situated)/physical exclusion. = Appropriate ‘talk’ and ‘action’. 
· T= Emphatic and definitive “no”. Equally countered by student. 
· “my lesson” – authority.  Lesson time = Teacher time (Hustler and Payne 1982:56, 57). “you’re in a lesson now”. Therefore student is deemed to be speaking out of place. 
· Ownership of lesson proceedings – how account for “this is my lesson” statement here. Possessables/possessitives. That is, what does it achieve and why is it used? For current purposes I will explore these issues solely in terms of what Sacks ((1995: 382ff) see also Garfinkel and Wieder (1992: 184-187)) talked about as ‘possessables’ and ‘possessitives’. The former relates to the question ‘What objects are possessions, [and how are they] recognisably so’?, how it is possible for a member to tell when ‘something’ has no owner which is what a possessable is and which therefore you could own if you so wished
.  
· Whereas: ‘‘Possessitives’ are a class of classes of objects which, when cases of the class are encountered or talked of, they’re recognised to be somebody’s possession’ (Sacks 1995: 384).

As such what we are dealing is the ‘recognition problem’ in which a valid question would be how do you know/intuit that something is owned by someone? This question has ramifications for both data fragments. 
· Therefore what is at stake is the fact that in classroom settings all parties present, in addition to the teacher, can have access to the knowledge that the lesson is ‘owned’ by the teacher alone. Hence JB (a fellow student) hearably orients to the notion that lessons are owned by teachers (lines 19, 21, 35, 45). Thus students can also be said to understand and orient to teacher’s authority. That being so it is important to point out that the ownership of a lesson is of a different order to the ownership of a car or bag and therefore may require a different set of skills by which to detect this (see Sacks 1972; 1974; Watson 1987). Thus the following pertains:

The differentiation between the two classes, ‘possessitives’ and ‘possessables,’ gives us some rather important socialisation tasks. That is, coming to see ‘possessitives’ and coming to know how it is a possessitive can be acquired, free, has got to be learnt, that is perfectly plain (Sacks 1995: 386, my emphasis). 
· However, this instance on its own does not fully provide for the bounded properties of CBAs.    
· Upshot: teacher owns lesson (inc. control of tasks)? 
· Making the D.O.L visible/hearable in this context e.g. ‘decisions that I can take’ 
· Invocation of category/status – T =strongest ‘hand’?
· Invocation of activity (“it is not computer time” i.e. you are in another lesson type
) + status of teacher (“listen to Janice”) – LSA – piggybacking on authority.
· Consequences – teacher manage settings’ activities (e.g. tasks, disciplining)
Extract 2 – Student independence – “what’s next?” – sense and sausages (.26)
Data extract is taken from the recommencement of a weekly three-parted lesson, ‘shop, cook and eat’. Here students are returning to the classroom after the morning break to begin preparing the meal that they have collectively selected to cook this week. The necessary produce and ingredients have already been obtained from the local shops. It is important to note that 1 student will prepare 1 part of the meal and that all the contributing efforts will be put together in order to create the final standardised meal. Further who will do what is not pre-set in this class unlike in the previous example where what each student is to do is clearly written on the whiteboard and is talked through as well and thus the ownership of tasks was readily available/knowable/findable/discoverable to all present.  

The following completion criterion (what needs to be done), as known and used by staff and students to coordinate their actions; speak to the outworking of this issue:

· Every student will be given an individual task to work towards.

· Make sure all items and their implicative jobs are handed out such that the ‘whole product’ or ‘meal’ can be successfully pulled off.

· Assume possession, ownership, responsibility of/for object, task-implicativeness.
· D.O.R. – begins lines 67-78. Put “in charge of” hotdogs i.e. it is left to the LSA to assist the student in order to ready the hotdogs in the proper fashion. As such what we see is the delegation of the teacher’s authority and tight control over this part of the lesson is passed-on and fits with the earlier comments on in which the LSA could only piggyback or reinforce the teacher’s position. However, it is the student who will actually carry out or “do” the work and as such the task is hers with the LSA essential in that she has been given the responsibility to oversee and supervise the work so that it is done correctly and safely. That the task allocation is conducted in just this way somewhat marks the job out as more difficult or demanding
, although the actual order in which the differing roles are handed out is of itself unproblematic
. 
· Student initiated task assignment - “Do you want me to take the lettuce?” – A next is now relevant. Student merely pre-empting the known fact that all students are expected to do something during the course of the lesson. Polite proposal/offer to help by preparing the lettuce (lines 47-8, 55 and 81). During the annunciation of this offer the student picks up the lettuce (and prior to response). Thus through this instance we begin to perceive what the D.O.L constitutes here in that acceptable actions/decisions are made visible and hearable by parties to the interaction (Anderson 1991: 242).   
· Build on ‘appropriate’ or lesson-relevant decisions or actions and therefore teacher much more inclined to accept the suggestion. 
· Is explicitly stated, unlike in previous example when it was made known due to the ‘trouble’ that was developing in the lesson.
· Holding - It is worth contrasting the cases of Sarah and Josh with the other students, in that the former display some claim of ‘possession’ of the item (by holding the item to which they refer) and its associated ‘task’ (on task implicativeness see chapter 5) during their interaction with the teacher, whereas in the other cases the teacher holds the items and gives away possession of the task as is her right (as extensively covered in the previous chapter). We pick up the action at the stage she is returning to the kitchen to collect the lettuce in order to prepare it. What we now want to expound upon is the way in which the ‘holding’
 of an item indicates that its associated task is visibly owned so-to-speak and the manner in which this action is interactionally coupled with her utterances (‘say-show’) to the teacher so that what we have is an example of ‘the organising of visual appearances for particular monitoring recipients, where recipients may well be defined categorially’ (Macbeth (1994: 325); Watson (2005: 217); see also Sudnow (1972)). In terms of classroom identities this implicates the ‘occasion relevant categories’ of teacher-student in which the associated actions of each category is mutually constitutive and elaborating (Payne 1976: 35)
. It is the latter part which is vital in that it is a display for a particular audience or party and shows awareness of how visual appearances relate to how one’s activities are understood from a particular vantage point
. In part what we have is what Sacks (1974) once referred to as a “viewer’s maxim” whereby the student in holding the lettuce displays towards the teacher a relationship between them
. Whereas for him the example was of a baby crying and the mother picking it up, in this instance the implication of such category-bound activities is that a student carrying an item should be viewed as ‘in charge’ of the task with which that item is connected. Thus there is an implied (or unarticulated) claim of possession being done in this instance, which is available and transparent to both parties. Importantly, though any claim awaits confirmation by the teacher, the fact that SA is orienting to the lesson proceedings, such as the task-implicative shopping items, means that she is more likely to receive a positive response than PH in chapter 4 whose request was outside of the remit of the lesson underway.    
· To further shore up this analysis it is worth recalling the definitions of ‘possessibles’ and ‘possessitives’ first outlined in chapter 4. The reasoning is that at this early stage of a lesson items (and their associated tasks) can move between the two positions fairly rapidly. Thus for JA he found that the hotdogs went from being available as a task for him (and thus he was preparing to do them
) to unavailable (that is from a ‘possessable’ to a ‘possessitive’ in Sacks (1995:382-388) parlance) 
. This was the result of the fact that the item had yet to be assigned to him by the teacher, which made it vulnerable to other-delegation and thus its assignment to Daisy ended his involvement with the task
. To return to the case in point we see SA observes the availability of the lettuce (partly as no one is holding it or has been told to do so) in the same way that its possessable nature is accessible to the teacher. Furthermore that her tentative visible ownership is coupled with a request provides the grounds under which she successfully is given the task as her own to conduct
 (she becomes ‘next’ in line as it were). As such we can summarise her proposal or offer as one that is ‘said and shown’ in that visual practices often accompany and can pre-empt verbal utterances (see Goodwin (2000; 2003) on the bond between hand gestures and spoken turns
). 
· Therefore becomes available to all (categories) present (e.g. teacher, LSAs, students).

· Important in that each individual task that is conducted contributes to the overall group product or meal. Therefore overlap and repetition want to be avoided
.

· Teacher/LSA right to enquire and ratify. The D.O.L. in this setting works in such a fashion that a student cannot legitimately do anything without the teacher’s approval or consent first (see Josh’s preparatory work towards cooking the sausages that go unnoticed during this sequence and which are abandon when Daisy is given the job, as opposed to Sarah whose own task readiness (e.g. collecting a chopping board etc) which is ultimately authorised by the teacher
).

·    Josh given option of naming (from the visibly available tasks that are spread out in front of him on the kitchen surface) what he would prefer to work on during the lesson and ‘informs’ the teacher of his choice (Goodwin 1996). Claiming ownership of a task adopts both a verbal (“I’m doing the rolls”) and gestural (slams hands on rolls) form. That is possession can be seen and heard. This notion also feeds into that of task availability in that if a particular student is holding a task implicative item then this in effect removes it from those that can be claimed for possession (unless it is not ratified) it that in this specific educational setting if one student is ‘doing’ a certain activity then it means that the other students cannot do the same both practically and morally.     
� Paper presented at the ‘Conversation Analysis at Work and at Home’ conference, Loughborough University, 20 December 2010.


� As defined in relation to the UK educational system as it stood in the academic year 2004-5.


� Whilst a fair amount of learning occurred within the college setting, an important skill-set that was to be cultivated in the students was community-based activities (e.g. shopping, using community facilities such as libraries, swimming baths and so forth). That is, the ultimately goal of the course centred around maximising the independence of each student relative to their skills, abilities, needs and the like.   


� The importance of ‘stage’ of lesson, as well as lesson type, will become more evident after the videos (or transcripts) have been viewed. In short it relates to what any given student may legitimately do at a particular point in time. Furthermore the management of task assignment is fundamentally different across the timetabled lessons discussed in this paper. 


� In terms of the Mencap (2001) ‘Essential Skills Award’ (ESA) the contents of this lesson cover both ‘Daily Living Skills’ and ‘Personal Care and Presentation’ curriculum strands.  


� Grossly put this is akin to what Anderson et al (1991: 242) refer to as ‘decisions that I can take’ and ‘actions that I can make’ in any given social setting, whether it be air traffic control or a place of learning.


� An example that Sacks (1995:386) gave to illustrate these distinctions is based upon a  conversation between a boy and his parents where it is established that a crate that the boy intends to take home is no longer wanted by its owner (it was found on a pile of rubbish waiting to be burnt) and as such becomes ‘possessable’ to anyone. 


� That the exact nature or content of the lesson is left unsaid (there is no formulation that encompasses a ‘saying-in-so-many-words-what-the-class-is-doing’ (Heyman 1986:46)) indicates that the student is meant to understand the significance of this statement and respond accordingly. Further it speaks to the fact that the computers, like the jigsaw puzzles, were break time activities and are marked off from lesson-relevant tasks. COMPUTER LESSON! BUT ALL CHAIRS AT COMPUTERS!  


� That an LSA is required marks this task out as more difficult in some way in that the task requires close oversight or supervision unlike those given to other student’s, when one LSA or teacher can monitor multiple students. In this sequence the cooking of the hotdogs involves carefully reading the packaging so that they are prepared properly and safely, which is a higher-level literacy skill that few of those present possess. Arguably it is the latter issue that raises this activity to a status somewhat comparable to the “fantastic job” that KC is attributed in fragment 2 (chapter 5).  The latter case seems to have a special or markedly different status as it involves leaving the classroom and accepting a great amount of responsibility. See also lines 22, 137ff of the transcript in Cummings’ (1982) paper in which the teacher ‘marks’ leaving the classroom out from other class-based activities.


� That an LSA was elected first is no problem as the result is ultimately the same i.e. the student has a course of work to get on with and the LSA has a student to support and facilitate. It is necessary to clear up this matter as it was common practice to assign students for the LSA to supervise, instruct and shadow. Inadvertently this meant assigning their tasks too in that the students would already have tasks that they were allocated to perform.


� It is worth contrasting these examples with that of RS in data fragment 2 (see chapter 5) in which he was handed the cucumber by the teacher and subsequently can be seen ‘holding’ it and as such the ‘inferences’ or ‘glossing practices’ do not need to be called upon (by the teacher) as they are here. 


� That the actions are located means that the visual practices provide a firm basis for assumption or implication as opposed to ‘inference’-based judgements involving stranger-stranger interactions.


� Classic examples of how appearances are managed and perceived categorially are those relating to criminal activity and detection with both parties orienting to this feature of their activities. For studies see Sacks (1972; 1974), Williams (n.d.) and Sharrock and Turner (1978; 1980)). All document how looking, glancing and observing involve identification practices consisting of a pairing of sorts such as ‘appearance production and detection’ (Sudnow 1972: 279). In this instance these practices utilise a ‘non-specialist corpus of knowledge’ and as such the appearance is almost ‘automatically accountable’ or understandable and would be so to anybody (Sharrock and Turner 1980: 25). 


� This is what Sharrock and Turner talk of as “recipient-usable” information that is structured for this viewer or better this categorial type of viewer (i.e. a teacher) as has been articulated previously. This is consistent with the base definition of recipient design in conversation analysis as outlined in fn.76 in section 2.3. 


� During the course of the ‘scrum’ or ‘crush’ Josh methodically collects a sauce pan (line 7) and fills up the kettle so he can boil water with which he can cook the sausages (lines 14, 30, 41). Further his disgruntlement on line 61 relates to the crowd of people who are inadvertently stopping him ‘working’. The assumption on his part is that he will cook the hotdogs or sausages to go into the rolls and he is working towards this aim despite the fact that he has not been given the task. Unlike the ‘scrums’ referred to in the rough characterisation of the data fragment Josh at this time is not orienting to the common focus (the teacher in this case).


� We see the same pattern with Sarah prior to her ‘offer of assistance’ (Curl 2006) whereby her actions leading up to this exchange imply that she has already begun readying herself for the task.


� As with Sacks’ notion of ‘possessitives’ once ownership of a task is established it is seen to last for the duration of the activity unless otherwise reallocated.


� As Wootton (1981:87 fn 13) suggests it is harder for a parent to reject a child’s request when there is close physical proximity to the item under discussion. Of course in this case we are dealing with an offer that is deemed to be favourable to the teacher and in accordance with the stage of the lesson under way and the tasks outstanding. 


� Interestingly Josh does a similar kind of thing when he ‘claims’ ownership or possession of a task when he slams his hands on the rolls after uttering “I’m doing the rolls” (line 90-3). This definitive movement can be seen as part of a two-parted practice whereby the ownership is both ‘said and done’ (see Greiffenhagen and Watson (2009: 77) for a discussion of the initiation of ‘repair’ in task-based work that is done ‘verbally’ or ‘gesturally’ initially).   That is, it can be or is two-parted as is being elucidated upon here.


� Also it has implications in that there will only be a limited amount of the individual produce and the requisite equipment.


� It is worth considering that initially even Paul (cf. lines 7-9) in the first data extract produced here oriented to the teacher as the person occupying the relevant membership category who deals with issues of classroom organisation, management and lesson course. It is only when the teacher opposes his alternative plans that he becomes stubborn, difficult and resistant.    
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