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Negotiation for Meaning Routines 
in Audio SCMC Interactions:
An Expanded Framework
Chenxi (Cecilia) Li, The Open University, Milton Keynes, UK

Tim Lewis, The Open University, Milton Keynes, UK

ABSTRACT

Negotiationformeaning,inresponsetoinstancesofnon-understanding,playsanimportantrolein
SLA.Meaningnegotiationroutinesinface-to-faceclassroominteractionshavebeenidentifiedby
VaronisandGass.SmithexpandsthemodeltoadaptittotextchatCMCenvironments.Inthepast
decade,synchronousaudioCMChasbecomecommonlyusedforonlinelanguageteaching,butits
affordancesaredifferentfromtextchatCMC.Therefore,itisnecessarytoexaminewhatmeaning
negotiationroutinesareinlanguagelearners’oralinteractionsinthisnewonlinelearningenvironment.
Inthisstudy,participantswereinvitedtocompletetwoinformationgaptasksinwhichtargetlexical
itemswere embedded to elicit learners’ negotiation formeaning and then theyparticipated in a
stimulatedrecallinterview.Basedontheanalysisofstudents’oralinteractionsinsynchronousaudio
CMC,theauthorsproposetwonewpossiblestagesinnegotiationformeaningroutinesanddemonstrate
howdifferentmodesofcommunicationcanaffectlanguagelearningonline.

KEywoRdS
Beijing Foreign Studies University, China EFL, Computer Assisted Language Learning (CALL), Interaction 
Hypothesis, Negotiation for Meaning, Second Language Acquisition (SLA), Synchronous Audio CMC

1. INTRodUCTIoN

1.1. Technology and Language Teaching
AsBax(2003,2011)foresaw,CALLhasbecomenormalizedastechnologyhasbeenfullyintegrated
intosecondlanguageteaching,learningandresearch.Thepasttwodecadeshavewitnessedthegrowth
oftheresearchfieldinComputer-assistedlanguagelearning(CALL)fromitsinfancytomaturity,
witha largenumberofstudiesexploring therelationshipsbetweendifferent typesof technology
andsecondlanguageacquisition(SLA)theoriesinavarietyoflinguistic,culturalandeducational
contexts(Plonsky&Ziegler,2016;Sauro,2011).Asaresult,themainresearchagendainCALLhas
progressedfromexaminingtheeffectivenessofCALLtostudyinghowthe‘affordances’ofdifferent
typesoftechnologycanbebestusedforlanguagelearningonline(Cunningham&Akiyama,2018).

Among various approaches to CALL, Computer-Mediated Communication (CMC), has
beenoneofthemostcommonlyusedandwidelyresearchedapproaches.Intheirrecentreviewof
SCMC (synchronous computer-mediated communication) research, Cunningham and Akiyama
(2018)concludethatthefieldisundergoingreconceptualizationandexpansionwiththeadvanceof
technologyandthediversificationofparticipants.ThecentralargumentinCMCresearchisthatsince
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communicationismediatedbytechnology,the‘affordances’ofthetechnologyplayanimportant
role in how learners communicate and learn languages in the mediated environment (Yanguas,
2010;Hampel&Stickler,2012).WiththetechnologicaldevelopmentofCMCfromasynchronous
tosynchronouscommunication,fromwrittentextchatmessagestoaudio-andvideo-conferencing
environments,themodesofcommunication,namely,modality,havegainedincreasingattentionin
recentyears (Guichon&MacLornan,2008;Stockwell,2010).Clearly, audioSCMCisdifferent
fromtextchatCMCinthatit‘affords’spokenaswellaswritteninteractions.VideoCMCdiffers
fromaudioCMCbecauseitenablesparticipantstousevisualcues.Therefore,howmodalitiesafford
languagelearningonlinehasbecomeanimportantquestion(e.g.Smith,2003;Hampel&Hauck,
2006;Sauro,2011,2012).Thisstudyprovidesapartialinsightintothetopicbystudyingspecifically
howlearnersinteractinaudioCMCenvironments.

1.2. The Interaction Approach in CMC Environments
IntheirreviewoftheoryinCALLresearchandpractice,HubbardandLevy(2016)observethat,
amongmanySLAtheories,theInteraction Approachhasbeenextensivelyreferencedasatheoretical
baseinCMCresearch,especiallyinstudiesthatinvolvetextchat,audio-orvideo-conferencingas
abasisforlearnerinteractionandexchange.AsEllis(2000,p.209)pointsout,learningarisesnot
throughinteractionbutininteraction.Negotiationformeaning1(NfM),definedbyVaronisandGass
(1985)asaresponsetoinstancesofnon-understandingratherthanmisunderstanding,isacentral,but
contestedfeatureofinteraction.Long(1980)firstproposedtheInteractionHypothesiswhichholds
thatNfMisfundamentaltosecondlanguageacquisitioninhisdoctoralthesis.Thiswasfollowed
byhypothesistestinginclassroominteractions(e.g.Varonis&Gass,1985;Pica&Doughty,1985;
Picaet al.,1989),basedonwhichLong(1996,pp.451-452)proposedamodifiedversionofthe
InteractionHypothesis:

…negotiation for meaning, especially negotiation work that triggers interactional adjustment by the 
native speakers or more competent interlocutors, facilitates acquisition as it connects input, internal 
learner capacities, particularly selective attention, and output in productive ways. 

Other scholars in the field – particularly those associated with ‘focus on form’ - are less
convinced.While conceding that “...interactionplays a strong facilitative role in the learningof
lexicalandgrammaticaltargetitems…,”MackeyandGoo(2007)suggestthatthepaucityofempirical
studiesdealingwithnegotiation“…render[s]anyargumentsfortheefficacyofonekindoffeedback
overanotherpremature…”(p.440).Adams(2007)observesthat“…whileresearchindicatesthat
negotiationformeaningmaybequitefrequentinlearner-learnerinteractions,thereremainslittle
evidenceofitseffectivenessinpromotinglearning…”(p.33).Adams’sownstudynonethelessleads
her to theconclusion that“…learner-learner interactionscanpromotesecond language learning,
suggestingthatthebenefitsofinteractionarenotlimitedtothenativespeaker-learnercontext…”
(p.51).

Despiteuncertaintyabout thedevelopmentalvalueofnegotiation,agreatdealofefforthas
beenexpendedbySLAscholars instudying therelativeeffectivenessof the individual feedback
moves(e.g.clarificationrequests,prompts)associatedwithit(Mackey&Goo,2007).Whateverits
preciseroleinsupportingacquisition,negotiationcertainlyfacilitatescontinuedinteractionbetween
interlocutors,whichmayrepresentanindirectbenefit.AsHosseinNassaji(2016)pointsout,“…the
aimofinteractionalfeedbackcanbeeitherconversationalorpedagogical…”:

Conversational feedback is used during conversational discourse to repair communication
breakdowns,whichcouldbedue to comprehensionproblems.Pedagogical feedbackhas amore
deliberateinstructionalpurpose.…ithastheaimofcorrectinganerrorordrawingthelearner’s
attentiontoform(p.536).
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Focusingonnegotiationformeaninginclassroomlearnerinteractions,VaronisandGass(1985)
firstdiscoveredabasicroutineformeaningnegotiation,whichinvolvesfoursteps:trigger,indicator,
response,andreplytoresponse.FollowingtechnologicaldevelopmentsintextchatCMCinthelate
1990s,Chapelle(1997)wasoneoftheearliestresearcherswhousedtheinteractionistapproachto
investigatelanguagelearners’discourseinCMCenvironments,demonstratinghowSLAresearch
methodscanbeappliedtoCALLresearchcontexts.Smith(2001,2003)dedicatedhisdoctoralthesisto
exploringlanguagelearners’meaningnegotiationroutinesintextchatCMCandproposedanexpanded
frameworkbasedonVaronisandGass(1985).Sincethen,manyresearchershaveemployedSmith’s
frameworktoexaminemeaningnegotiationroutinesintextchat,audio-andvideo-conferencingCMC
environmentsindiverselinguistic,culturalandeducationalcontexts(e.g.Wang,2006;Lee,2006;
Yanguas,2010;Jung&Jie,2012;Wang&Tian,2013;vanderZwaard&Bannink,2014,2016).An
accountoftheseworksisgivenbelow,focusingontheimpactonlearner-learner(ratherthannative
speaker-learner)interactionofchangingtechnologicalaffordances.

1.3. Negotiation for Meaning
The first publication reviewed (Foster & Ohta, 2005) deals with foreign language learning in
classrooms,ratherthaninonlineenvironments.Thisisstudiedasanauthoritativestatementofwhat
isknownaboutnegotiationformeaning,basedoncollaborationacrosstheoreticalparadigms.Ohta
takesasocioculturalviewofsecondlanguagedevelopment,whileFosterisacognitivist.Fourkey
pointsaremadeintheirstudy.First,theypointoutthatidentifyingnegotiationformeaningmovesis
notstraightforward.Itcannotbeachievedbythesurfacescrutinyofadjacentturnsalone.Itnecessitates
qualitativeanalysisofthewiderinteractionalcontextandparticularlyoftheinterlocutor’sinterpretation
ofwhatmaysuperficiallylooklikeanegotiationmove.Second,theyfindthatnegotiationformeaning
andtheresultantmodificationofoutputarerareintheone-waydiscussion/interviewtaskusedby
them(p.426).Third,FosterandOhtasuggestthatcommunicationbreakdownisnotindispensable
forfocusonformandhypothesizethatinterlocutorunderstandingandsupportmaybejustasvitalin
supportingtargetlanguageprogress.Consequently,theyarguethatnegotiationformeaningissimply
oneofanumberofwaysinwhichforeignlanguagedevelopmentisadvancedthroughinteraction,
andsuggestthatvariouskindsofpeerassistanceandrepairalsoplayasignificantroleinsupporting
foreignlanguagelearning.Theirmeasuredappraisaloftheroleofnegotiationformeaningprovides
thebasisforourownexplorationofitsnatureandroleinonlineinteractions.

1.4. Negotiation Routines in Text and Speech
Smith(2003)examines“synchronouscomputermediatedcommunication(CMC)amongintermediate-
levellearnersofEnglish…”usingtextchat(p.38).Heasksthreeresearchquestions:

1. Howdolearnersnegotiateformeaningduringtext-basedtask-basedCMC?
2. Doestasktypeaffecthowlearnersnegotiateformeaningduringtext-basedCMC?
3. How do these negotiation routines compare to those found in the face-to-face negotiation

literature?(p.40)

Toanswerthesequestions,Smithstudiesthenegotiationformeaningroutinesof14dyads(n=28)
ofintermediatelearners,followingapre-sessionalintensiveEnglishcourseatalargeMidwestern
university,whichentailedinteractinginInternetRelayChat.Heemploysthewidelyusedmodelof
face-to-facenegotiationestablishedbyVaronisandGass(1985)andconcludesbyproposing“…an
expansionofthismodelinordertoincorporatebettertheobservedfeaturesofnegotiationepisodes
duringtext-basedCMC…”(p.52)2.Smithascribesthepresenceoftwoadditional(confirmationand
reconfirmation)phasesinhistranscriptsto“…theapparentdemandforexplicitacknowledgements
ofunderstanding/nonunderstandingthattext-basedwrittenCMCinteractionelicits…”(p.52).Smith
alsofindsthattasktypehasasignificantimpactonthefrequencyofnegotiationepisodes,concluding



International Journal of Computer-Assisted Language Learning and Teaching
Volume 8 • Issue 3 • July-September 2018

53

that“…lexically-seededdiscussiontasksgeneratedasignificantlyhigherpercentage…”(p.45)of
negotiationturnsthandidjigsawtasks.

Smith’sstudyraisesthequestionsofwhethernegotiationformeaningisinherentlymoresuccessful
via text,ratherthanviaspeech.Studyingspeech-basedclassroomnegotiationsFoster(1998)and
Picaet al.(1989)hadsuggestedrespectivelythatbetween23%and35%ofsuchroutinesresultedin
modifiedresponses.However,inSmith’scomputer-mediateddatanofewerthan94%ofnegotiation
routines were apparently completed, with 82% of these culminating in a further reaction to the
modifiedresponse(pp.46-47).Smithconcludesthat“…CMCremoves,oratleastreduces,manyof
thepara-andnon-linguisticaspectsofface-to-facespeechthatfacilitateverbalcommunication.Thus,
intext-basedCMCacertaindegreeofsupportisstrippedaway,concentratingtheentireburdenof
communicationonwrittencharacters…”(p.47).However,sinceSmithwrotethesewords,online
exchangeshave increasinglyusedaudio-orvideo-conferencing tools,whichofferquitedifferent
affordances to language learners,variouslyaccommodatingpara-verbalandnon-verbalcues,but
restoringtheburdenofcommunicationtospeech.

1.5. Negotiation Routines in Video-Conferencing CMC
Twostudiespublishedin2006explorewhetherSmith’smodifiedmodelofnegotiationformeaning
alsoappliestovideo-conferencingexchanges.Wang(2006)recountsaseriesofone-to-onedistance
teachinginteractionsbetweenherself(anativespeakerteacherofChinese)andfiveofherstudents.
Thisisinsiderresearch,andWang’sfindingsappearinparttobebasedonherownonlinebehavior.
Sheconcludesthat“…beneficialfocusonformalsooccursinvideo-supportedtaskcompletion…”
and that“…videoconferencing-supportednegotiationhas itsowndistinct features incomparison
toface-to-faceinteraction…”(p.140).Lee’s(2006)research,whichscrutinizespeerinteractionin
NNS-NNSdyads,isofgreaterrelevancetothepresentstudy.Eight(8)intermediate-levelKorean
learnersofEnglishtookpartinathree-weekprogramofvideo-conferencingexchanges,usingtheir
universitycomputerlab.Threesessionsweredevotedtothecompletionofjigsawtasks,precededby
topic-baseddiscussions.Lee’sspecificfindingsincludetheobservationthatmostofherparticipants’
NfMroutinesweresignaledbylocal(ratherthanglobal)indicators(i.e.byindividuallexicalitems)and
thatmorethanhalfoftheirnegotiationroutinesincorporateda(re)confirmationphase,asidentified
bySmith(2003).LeeconcludesthatvideoCMCprovides“…positiveconditionsforspokenlanguage
acquisition…”(p.149).However,LeeislessconfidentthanWangthatthevisualaffordancesofthe
mediumarefullyexploitedbylearners,observing(a)thatlip-readingisnotpossibleinadesktop
video-conferenceand(b) that learners focusedonstudying their jigsawtasks, rather thanon the
screenorwatchinginterlocutors’facialexpressions(p.141).Leeobservesatleastonestrategythat
ispeculiartospeech-basedCMC:interlocutorstendedtospelloutitemswhichtheirpartnersfound
difficulttounderstand.Thiswouldbeneithernecessarynorpossibleintext-basedCMC,wherethe
potentialfortroubleataphonologicallevelisnon-existent.

1.6. A Cross-Media Comparison of Negotiation Routines
Yanguas’ (2010) reports on a study of “…task-based, synchronous oral, computer-mediated
communication (CMC) among intermediate-level learners of Spanish…” (p. 72). This directly
foreshadowsthepresentstudy,inthatYanguastakesaccountofdifferencesbetweennegotiationin
audioCMCandinvideoCMC.Hisresearchquestionsare:

1. How do learners in video and audio CMC groups negotiate for meaning during task-based
interaction?(b)AretheredifferencesbetweenoralCMCandtraditionalFTFcommunication?

2. Howdothesenegotiationroutinescomparetothosefoundinthetext-basedCMCnegotiation
literature?
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Participantswererandomlyassignedtothreegroupswhowereinteractingviavideo-conferencing
(VidCMC),audio-conferencing(AudCMC)andface-to-face(FTF).Yanguasplacessolerelianceon
ajigsawtask,onthebasisofargumentsbyPica,KanagyandFalodun(1993)thatsuchtaskscan
elicitmostoccurrencesofmeaningnegotiation.

Yanguasuses themodelproposedbyVaronis andGass (1985) to scrutinize thenegotiation
routinesinhistranscripts.Tworatersindependentlycodedtheseturns.Yanguasanalysesonlythe
first12minutesofthe20-minuteinteractionsengagedinbyhisparticipants,onthegroundsthatmost
negotiationtakesplaceinthisperiodandtoensurecomparabilityofdatafromalldyads.

LikeSmith,Yanguascalculates the ratioofnegotiated turns to total turns inhis transcripts.
Yanguasidentifies48%ofturnsinvideoCMC,57%ofturnsinaudioCMCand50%ofturnsin
face-to-faceinteractionasbeingdevotedtonegotiation(p.79).Thesefiguresarehigherthanthose
providedbySmith(2003)-whofindsthat“…learnersengagedinCMCtasks…engageinnegotiated
interactioninaboutone-thirdoftheirtotalturns…”(p.44).Yanguas’dataindicateamuchgreater
presenceofelaborationsinnegotiationroutinesinaudioCMCthanineithervideoCMCorface-to-
faceinteractions,whereheindicatesthat“…learnersmadeuseofbothgestureandelaborationsat
roughly50%respectively…”(p.82).

AsfarasaudioCMCisconcerned,Yanguas’sstudyoffersmixedresults.Ononehand,“…
Aud-CMCforceslearnerstomakeuseoflinguisticresources,whichcouldbesupersededbyvisual
cuesinVidCMCandFTFgroups…”(p.86).Ontheotherhand,inface-to-facemode,Yanguas’s
learnersachievecompleteunderstanding70%ofthetime,invideoCMCthefigureis64%,andin
audioCMCamere45%.Inotherwords,whilenegotiationinaudioCMCgeneratesahigherlevel
ofsecondlanguageoutput,itislesssuccessfulinenablinginterlocutorstounderstandoneanother.
Thisisanapparentparadox,whichourstudyseekstoexplore.

1.7. Studies of Negotiation by Chinese EFL Learners
JungandJie(2012)reportonastudyconductedatDaejonUniversityinSouthKorea, involving
twoKoreanandtwoChineselearnersofEFL(p.254).Participantscompletedsixinformation-gap
tasks,in12sessions,overasix-weekperiod,firstinculturallyhomogenous(e.g.Chinese/Chinese)
pairs,theninmixed(Korean/Chinese)pairs.JungandJiefindthatnegotiationbetweenculturally
diversepartnersstemmedmostfrequentlyfrom‘contentandphonologicalerrors’andindicatorsof
non-understandingweremostfrequently‘global’(e.g.“What?”or“Idon’tunderstand”)(p.266).By
contrast,betweenculturallyhomogeneouspartnerslocalindicatorsinvolvingspecific‘lexicalerrors
andcontent’providedthemaintriggersofmeaningnegotiation.Asforresolution,inhomogeneous
dyads“…rephrasingandelaborationwere themostcommonlyused strategies tominimizenon-
understanding…”(p.266).JungandJie’sresearchisinformativeandintriguing.Itrequiresreplication
withalargersample.

WangandTian(2013)study“…thecharacteristicsofthenegotiationofmeaningbyeTandem
partnersinavideoconferencing-supportedmultimodalenvironment…”overaperiodof9weeks,
to explore the ways in which “…the synchronous multimodal environment contribute[s] to L2
acquisition…” (p. 42). Their participants are 15 dyads of university-level learners of Mandarin
andEnglishrespectively.Inotherwords,halfoftheirsampleconsistsofChineselearnersofEFL.
Focusingonthreedyads,at low, intermediateandhighlevelsofL2proficiency.WangandTian
concludethat“…thereexistedadifferenceinthedegreesoftheuseofthevideobythestudents…”
(p.52).While“…someuseditdeliberately…othersseemedtoignorethevideomostofthetime…”
(p.52)alimitationoftheirstudy–whichtheyacknowledge-istheverysmallsampleonwhichtheir
conclusionsarebased.

ResearchonmeaningnegotiationinChinahasbeenmainlycarriedoutinface-to-faceclassroom
contexts.Inmanystudies,ateacherofEnglishintentionallyindicatesanewlexicalitemandasks
studentstoguessthemeaningoftheword(e.g.Luan,2015;Li&Zhao,2016;Li,2017;Xue,2017).
Insuchcases,thetriggermightnotbearealnon-understandingbythestudent,instead,it’susually
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a‘new’wordtheteacherwantstoteachintheclass.Thesearticlesfocusonwhatstrategiescanbe
usedtoscaffoldstudentsinnegotiatingthemeaningoftargetvocabulary.AsLiandZhao(2016)
note,intheseclassroominteractions,oneteacherinteractswiththewholeclassofstudentsbecause
thereareusuallysomanystudents incollegeEnglishclasses that it is ineffectivefor theteacher
to interactwith individualstudents.Otherresearchon learner-learner interactions inface-to-face
classroomsmainlyfocusesontheeffectsoftasktypesandtaskcomplexityonstudents’performance
inmeaningnegotiation(e.g.:Cheng&Liu,2008;Qiao,2010;Wang,2012).Anotherpopulartopic
in theChinese literatureonclassroomlearner interactions is theeffectofproficiencypairingon
meaningnegotiation.Ithasbeenarguedthatstudentstendtoengageinmoremeaningnegotiation
episodeswhenthereisabigdifferenceintheoralproficiencylevelsofthetwopartnersinadyad
(Mu,2009;Zheng,2011a;Wang&Qi,2012).

OnlyafewstudiesinChinesehaveexploredmeaningnegotiationinsynchronouscomputer-
mediatedcommunication.Zheng(2011b)dedicatesherdoctoralthesistoexploringthefeasibilityand
effectivenessoftext-basedSCMCasasupplementtoaspokenEnglishcourse.Despitetheparticipation
ofalmost200participantsinpeertopeeronlineinteractionsusingtext-chat,only6episodesofmeaning
negotiationwerefound.Sheconcludesthatstudentsrarelyengagedinnegotiationformeaningbecause
theytrytousesimplelanguageduringtextchatCMCtoavoidanynon-understanding,andstudents
arenotcompetentenoughtocorrecttheirpeer’smistakes.Chen(2014)studieslexicalacquisition
inteacher-learnerinteractionsintext-basedSCMC.Shereportsmorecasesofmeaningnegotiation
thancasesofnon-occurrenceandstresses theteacher’srole inofferingsufficient languageinput
asaninterlocutorduringonlineinteractionswithindividualstudents.Feng,ChenandShen(2015)
focusonmeaningnegotiationstrategiesusedintext-basedCMCinteractionsbetweenChineseand
Japaneselearners.Theyfindthatstudentspreferconfirmationchecksandclarificationrequeststo
recastsinnegotiatedinteractions.Theinterviewdatarevealsthatstudentsdidnotfocusonlanguage
useunlessitcontributeddirectlytoasuccessfultaskoutcome.

1.8. Aim of the Study
Despiteadvancesintheunderstandingofmeaningnegotiationroutinesmadebythescholarscited
above,noonehasyetproposedamodelofNfMspecific toeitheraudioorvideoCMC.Where
a frameworkhasbeenused, it remains thatdevisedbySmith (2003) for text-basedCMC.Even
Yanguas,whonotessomedifferences(inturnadjacency,theamountofelaboration,andthenatureof
indicators)betweenwrittenandoralCMC,concedesthatthereare“…certaincommonalitiesbetween
task-basedinteractionacrossdifferentmodes…”andendorsesSmith’smodelasproducingsimilar
resultstohisown(p.86).Yetthereisagreement,thattheaffordancesofdifferentmediaimpactthe
secondlanguageacquisitionprocess(Stockwell,2010;Hampel&Stickler,2012).Andindisputably,
theaffordancesofaudio-andvideo-conferencingtoolsdiffersignificantlyfromthoseoftextchat,in
enablingtheuseofthespokenchannel.Thepresentstudyaimspreciselytofilltheknowledgegap
aroundnegotiationroutinesinsynchronousaudioCMCenvironments,byexaminingtheformthese
takeinaChineseEFLcontext.

Ourresearchquestionsare:

1. WhatmeaningnegotiationroutinesareevidentinoralCMCinteractionsbetweenChineselearners
ofEnglishinaudioconferencingenvironments?

2. Andwhydosuchmeaningnegotiationroutinesoccurinspeech-basedCMCinteractions?



International Journal of Computer-Assisted Language Learning and Teaching
Volume 8 • Issue 3 • July-September 2018

56

2. METHodoLoGy

2.1. Context
Thisprojectwasdesignedbythefirstauthoraspartofherdoctoralresearchstudyandwascarriedout
in‘BeiwaiOnline’,theInstituteofOnlineEducationatBeijingForeignStudiesUniversity,whichis
aprestigiousChineseuniversityspecializedinforeignlanguagesandculturalstudies.BeiwaiOnline
providesdegreecoursesatundergraduateandpostgraduatelevelsandnon-degreeonlinelanguage
courses.ManystudentsatBeiwaiOnlineareadult learners infull-timeorpart-timeemployment,
whostudyonlineintheirsparetimetogainabetterdegree,expandtheirknowledge,andimprove
theirlanguageskillsandproficiency.Theaimofthiscourseistodevelopstudents’speakingskills
throughaudioandvideoCMC,andtocollectdataforthefirstauthor’sdoctoralresearchproject.The
maincontentofthecourseistoaskstudentstoengageinpeeroralinteractionsbasedoninformation
gaptasks(seeAppendix).Theexperienceonwhichthisstudyisbasedwasmadeavailablefreeof
chargebyBeiwaiOnlinetotheirstudentsasafreestanding,extracurricularonlineoralEnglishcourse.
Students’performanceinthecoursedidnotcontributetotheirassessmentintheirdegreecourses.

TheadvertisementrecruitingprojectparticipantswaspublishedontheBeiwaionlinelearners’
forum.Therequirementsforparticipantsincluded:1)havingatleasthalfayear’sexperienceofstudying
atBeiwaionline;2)havingthenecessaryequipment(laptop,headset,wifi)andthecompetencetouse
themforallonlinesessions;3)beingavailablefortheproposedtime-spanoftheproject;4)being
willingtoparticipateinaudio/videopeerinteractionsinEnglish.Amongthosewhoappliedforthe
courseandmetall therequirements,8participantswereeventuallyselectedbecausetheyscored
highestinthe‘spokenEnglish’examfromtheirpreviousacademicterms.All8participantswere
femalestudentsstudyingEnglishoranEnglishEducationundergraduatedegreeatBeiwaionline.
MostofthemusuallyworkinthedaytimeandstudyatBeiwaionlineintheeveningsandatweekends.
Eightparticipantswereallocatedtofourdyadstoperformthetasks.

Tomaintainresearchrigourandavoidsubjectivity,thefirstauthorwasnotinvolvedintheteaching
ofthiscourse,assheneededtocollectaudiorecordingdataduringtheonlinesessionsandconduct
stimulatedrecallinterviewsaftertheonlinesessions.TwoexperiencedonlineEnglishteachersat
BeiwaiOnlinewereresponsibleforthedeliveryoftheseonlinesessions.Theirroleincludedgiving
task instructions, facilitating task interactions when needed, and offering post-task feedback to
participantsafterpeerinteractions.

Figure 1 presents the interface of the BeiwaiOnline synchronous audio/video-conferencing
system,whichconsistsof(a)theonlineteacher’saudio/videochannel,(b)allparticipants’attendance
information,(c)presentationslides,(d)students’audio/videochannels,(e)textchatmessages,(f)a
typingarea,and(g)somecontrolbuttons.Theonlineteacherhasoverallcontrolofthesystemand
cangiveaccesstoaudio/videochannelstocertainstudentsfororalcommunicationwiththeonline
teacherandpeers.

2.2. Research design and data Collection Procedures
Althoughthisarticlewillonlyreportapartofthefindingsfromthefirstauthor’sdoctoralresearch
study, it is importantforreaders tohaveafullpictureof theresearchdesignanddatacollection
procedures.Thedatawerecollectedinthreestages(Table1).Thisarticleonlyreportsthefindings
fromdatacollectedinStage2g&i,andStage3j&k.

Stage1aimstoprepareparticipantstogettoknoweachotherandbecomemorefamiliarwiththe
researchprojectandtheuseofaudio/video-conferencingforpeerinteraction.AmockIELTStestwas
conductedtomeasureparticipants’oralproficiency.Theresultsshowparticipants’oralproficiency
levelsrangedfromB2toC1accordingtotheCommonEuropeanFramework(CEFR).

InStage2,eachdyadperformedtwotypesofinformationgaptasks:spot-the-differenceand
problem-solvingtasks(seeAppendix).Informationgaptaskshavebeenproventobeeffectivein
elicitinglearnerinteractionsbecausethegapofferslearnersarealpurposefortheircommunication
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(Pica,Kang&Sauro,2006).Theyhavebeenwidelyused for researchby interactionists inboth
face-to-faceclassroomsandCMCcontexts(Smith,2003;Wang,2006;Jung&Jie2012;vander
Zwaard&Bannink,2014,2016).Inthisstudy,eachdyadhaddifferenttasksheets.Theywereasked
todescribethepictures(spot-the-differencetasks)oridentifyitems(problem-solvingtasks)intheir
owntasksheettoeachotherandtogetherworkoutthedifferencesbetweenthetwopicturesorto
makechoicesamongthegivenitems.

Thetargetlexicalitemswere‘embedded’inthetaskssothatstudentshadtonegotiatethemeaning
ofthesewordstocompletethetasks.Thewordswereespeciallyselectedbecausetheyarenotvery

Figure 1. Screenshot of audio interactions in BeiwaiOnline SCMC system

Table 1. Data collection procedures

Stages Session Content Data

Stage1:
Preparation

SCMCSession1 (a)Induction,pairing,ice-breaking(video)
(b)Pre-taskvocabularytest

Notusedfor
analysis.SCMC

Session2
(c)MockIELTSspeakingtest(video)
(d)Task1:Opiniongap(video)
(e)Task2:Opiniongap(audio)

Stage2:
Maintasks

SCMC
Session3

(f)Task3:Spot-the-difference(video)
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commonlyused,sothatmostparticipantswereunlikelytoknowthembeforeattemptingthetasks.But
thesewordsshouldalsonotbetoohardtoexplainsothatstudentscanstillnegotiatetheirmeanings
inEnglishinsteadofgoingdirectlytothedictionary.Actualexampleswere:ladybug,magnifying
glass,phoneaccessories,stationery,portableclothesrack.AllSCMCsessionswererecordedfor
transcriptionandanalysisandtoserveasthebasisforstimulatedrecallinterviews.

Stage3wasdevotedtopost-taskstimulatedrecallinterviews.AccordingtoGassandMackey
(2016),stimulatedrecallisanintrospectivemethodinwhichparticipantsareaskedtorecallthoughts
theyhadhadwhileperformingapriortaskorwhileparticipatinginapriorevent.Thetheoretical
assumptionbehindthestimulatedrecallmethodologyisthatsometangible(visualoraural)reminder
oftheeventwillstimulaterecallofthementalprocessesinoperationduringtheeventitselfandwill,
inessence,aidtheparticipantinmentallyre-engagingwiththeoriginalevent.Animportantbenefit
ofstimulatedrecallmethodology,aswithnormalinterviews,isthatitallowsresearcherstoobtain
valuable‘insider’informationaboutparticipants’mentalorcognitiveprocesses.Suchinformation
ishardtoaccessbyothermeans.Ininteractionresearch,stimulatedrecallhasbeenusedtoexplore
aspectsofcognitionthatliebehindtheparticipants’decisionsandactionsinface-to-faceclassrooms
(e.g.Yoshida,2008),andinCMCenvironments(e.g.Jung&Jie,2012).

Inthisstudy,stimulatedrecallinterviewswereusedtocapturestudents’thoughtsduringnegotiated
interactions because it is as important to establish why students performed the way they did in
negotiatedinteractionsinthisenvironmentashowtheyperformed.AsFosterandOhta(2005)point
out,identifyingmeaningnegotiationroutinesisnotstraightforward.Stimulatedrecallinterviewscan
helpresearcherstogainamorepreciseunderstandingofstudents’movesinnegotiatedinteractions.
Toachievethis,thefirstauthorstudiedtherecordingsaftereachtasksessiontoidentifymeaning
negotiationstancesandpreparerelatedquestionsforthestimulatedrecallinterview.Theinterviews
wereconductedwithintwodaysoftheparticipants’lastSCMCsession,whiletheirtaskinteractions
werestillfreshintheirminds.TheinterviewwasmainlyinEnglish,andChinesewasonlyusedin
exceptionalcaseswhereparticipantscouldnotexpress themselvesclearly inEnglish.At theend
oftheinterview,thefirstauthoralsosoughtinformationaboutstudents’educationalbackground,
theirattitudestowardstask-basedlanguageteaching,andtheiropinionsonlearningEnglishthrough
synchronousaudio/video-conferencingenvironments.Participants’answerstothesequestionswill
behelpfulinenablingresearcherstodevelopamorecomprehensiveunderstandingofthethought
processesunderlyingtheirmeaningnegotiationstances.

3. dATA ANALySIS ANd FINdINGS

3.1. data Analysis Methods
Thedatafromaudiointeractionsbyallfourdyads(Stagesg&iinTable1)weretranscribedand
analyzedfollowinganinteractionalapproach(Ellis&Barkhuizen,2005,pp.165-196).Specifically,
Smith’s(2003)modelofmeaningnegotiationroutinesinatext-basedCMCenvironmentwasused
asan initial framework forcodingspeech turns in the transcriptions.Figure2presents thisdata
analysisframework.VaronisandGass(1985)introduceamodelforanalysingthepatternsofmeaning
negotiationbetweennon-nativespeakers.Accordingtothismodel,negotiationepisodesareresponses
to instances of non-understanding, as opposed to misunderstanding. This model consists of two
mainparts:atrigger,andaresolutionwhichinvolvesthreephases.Thetrigger(T)isanutterance
thatcausesnon-understandinginthehearer.Then,thehearersignalsnon-understandingthroughan
indicator(I).Aresponse(R)phaseoccurswhenthespeakerfixesthenon-understanding.Thelast
phaseoccurswhenthehearerproducesareaction to the response(RR).Smith(2003)proposesan
expandedframework,addingtheconfirmation(C)andreconfirmation(RC)stagesafterRR.Smith
(2003) identifies three typesofconfirmation, includingsimpleconfirmation, reaffirmation(with
newinformation/input)andcomprehensioncheck(e.g.“Gotit?”).Thefinalphaseintheexpanded
modelisreconfirmation,whichusuallytakestheformofaminimalreconfirmation(e.g.“OK”or
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“Yes”),orasimpleappreciation(e.g.“Thanks”).Smith(2003)justifiestheexpandedstagesinterms
ofparticipants’greaterneedforexplicitnessintext-basedwrittenCMCinteractionsthaninface-to-
faceinteractions.

Beingawareof thedifferencesbetweenoralandwritten interactions inCMCenvironments,
theauthorskeptanopenmindtoanypotentialdifferencesornewstageswhichmightemergefrom
thedata.Datafromstimulatedrecallinterviewsweretranscribed(Stagesj&kinTable1)andare
mainlyusedtoverifythefindingsfromtheanalysisofparticipants’oral interactionsinmeaning
negotiationinstances.

3.2. Finding: New Emerging Stages: Confirming 
Trigger (CT) and Confirming Indicator (CI)
Theanalysisdrawsondatafromfourdyads,eachperformingtwotasksinaudioCMC.Outofthe
eighttaskinteractions,tenepisodesofnegotiationformeaningwereidentifiedassuccessfulsince
thedyadsreachedunderstandingattheendofthenegotiation.Alltenmeaningnegotiationepisodes
involvedthebasicstepsofmeaningnegotiation(includingtrigger,indicator,response,reactionto
response)intheVaronisandGass(1985)model.Moreover,theconfirmationandreconfirmation
stageproposedbySmith(2003)alsoappearedinsixmeaningnegotiationepisodes.

Inaddition,theauthorsidentifiedpossiblenewstagesinthesuccessfulmeaningnegotiation
episodesinaudioCMCinteractions.Itwasfoundthatthetriggerandtheindicatorstagesarenot
alwaysdirectlyfollowedbytheproblem-solvingstageincludingresponse(R)andreactiontoresponse
(RR).Instead,participantsinaudiointeractionstendtoconfirmthetrigger(CT)andtheindicator
(CI)beforemovingtoresolvingnon-understanding.Forexample,duringtheconfirmationoftrigger
(CT)stage,theinitiator(theinterlocutorwhoknowsthemeaningoftheword)willusuallyrepeatthe
triggerwithrisingintonation,toasktheotherifthisistheproblem.Withthisconfirmationrequest,
therespondent(whodoesnotknowthemeaningof theword)willusuallyconfirmtheindicator
(CI)byclarifyingwhatexactlytheproblemis.Itseemsthatonlyafterbothspeakersunderstandthe
problemclearlycantheymoveontothestageofresolvingthenonunderstanding.

Theexamplesbelowwilldemonstrate thisfindingindetail.Table2 isfromDyad2’saudio
interactioninTask5,theproblem-solvingtaskwheretwostudentswereaskedtoselectfourgifts
outofeighttogivetomembersoftheirhomestayfamily.

Atfirst,D2AintendedtolistallherfouritemstoD2B,butaftersayingthefirstitem,‘razor’,D2A
performedacomprehensionchecktoseewhetherD2Bunderstoodthisword.Inthestimulatedrecall
interview,whenaskedwhyshehaddonethat,D2Aexplained“…becausethroughcommunicating
withher,duringseveralclasses,Iknowshedidnotmasteralotofvocabularyso,Ithinksheprobably
doesn’tknowwhatisarazor…”Hearingtheconfirmationcheck,D2Bindicatedthetriggerbysaying
‘sorry’asanegativeresponsetoD2A’scomprehensioncheck.However,inD2A’sreply(turn3),she
onlyrepeatedthetrigger,anddidnotofferanyfurtherexplanation.So,thisturnwasusedmoreasa
confirmationofthetrigger,ratherthanaresponsebecauseitdoesnotinvolveresolvingtheproblem
orbyexplainingthemeaning.Then(inturn4)D2BexplicitlyaskedD2Atoexplaintheword‘razor’,
whichconfirmedthatshedidnotunderstandthelexicaltrigger.Inthisturn,D2Bconfirmedher

Figure 2. Theoretical frameworks for analyzing meaning negotiation routines
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indicatorandclarified the issue.Only thendidboth interlocutorsarriveataconsensus that they
neededtoworkoutthemeaningof‘razor’forD2B’sbenefit.

HavingunderstoodthatD2B’sissueisnotaboutthepronunciationbutthemeaningoftheword
‘razor’, in turn5,D2Astartedresolving thenon-understandingbyexplaining theuseofarazor,
followedbyacomprehensioncheck‘youknow?’.InherreactiontoD2A’sresponse(turn6),D2B
firsthesitatedandinitiallysaidno.Intheinterview,sheadmittedthatthiswasbecauseshe“didn’t
remember”theword‘shaving’inD2A’sexplanation,whichwaswhyshesaid‘no’.Butthenshe
quicklychangedhermindandsaid‘Iknowthat’twicetoconfirmtoD2Aherunderstandingasshe
can“…guessthesentencebecauseD2Afirstsaid‘cleaningtheface…’”

AlthoughD2Bsaidsheunderstood theword,D2Athought“I’mnotquitesure ifshereally
understandswhatitis,Itriedtogivehersomefurtherreferencestomakeherknowclearlywhat
itis…”.Inturn7,D2Adidnotusetheword‘shave’,instead,sheparaphrasedtheword‘shave’by
saying‘getridofthemustache’,sheevensaid‘or’butthenpaused,asshewas“…tryingtofindan
easieralternativeformustache…”.ButD2BinterruptedD2A’sfurtherexplanationatthispoint(turn
8)andofferedheraclearandstrongconfirmation‘yeah,Iknowthat’withanotherrepetitiontostress
thatsheunderstoodthemeaningoftheword‘razor’.

However,itseemedthatD2AwasstillnotfullyconvincedthatD2Breallyunderstood‘razor’as
herresponsetoD2B’sreconfirmationwas‘ok’.ThenD2B(inturn10)addedherownexplanation
bysaying‘menoftenuseit’,suggestingthatshemanagedtoguessthemeaningof‘razor’correctly
basedonD2A’sexplanation.D2A’slaughinturn11showedthatshewasfinallyconvincedthatD2B
understood‘razor’correctlyandbecamemorerelaxed.Shethenclosedthismeaningnegotiation
episodewithan‘ok’andcarriedontheirtask-relatedinteractionbysignaling‘nextone’.

Sometimes,participantsmighthavealreadymovedtoresolvingthenon-understandingbutwithout
clearlyunderstandingwhatexactlywastheproblem.Oncestudentsrealizedthisconfusionaboutthe
issue,theytendedtocomebacktoconfirmthetrigger(CT)andtheindicator(CI)toclarifytheissue
beforemovingonagaintoresolvingtheproblem.Thefollowingtwoexamplesillustratethemeaning
negotiationroutinesthathappeninsuchcases.

Table3comesfromtheaudiointeractionbyDyad4forTask4,thespot-the-differencetask,
wheretwostudentshavedifferentpicturesandhavetodescribetheirpicturestoeachotherandwork
togethertoidentifythedifferences.

Atfirst,D4Awantedtoindicatethepresenceofadrawer,butshepronouncedthewordas‘driver’,
whichtriggeredanon-understandingforD4B.Inturn2,D4Bindicatedhernon-understandingwith
‘hmm’,usingrisingintonation.D4Arepliedinturn3byexpandingherprevioussentenceandtrying

Table 2. Razor

1 D2A: ok,IwilltellyouwhatI’vegot,fouritems,theyarearazor,doyouknowrazor? T

2 D2B: razor,sorry I

3 D2A: yeah,razor CT

4 D2B: sorrycanyouexplain?razor CI

5 D2A: itisfor,itisusedbyamantoshavehisface,shaving,youknow? R

6 D2B: oh,I(..)no(.)Iknowthat,Iknowthat RR

7 D2A: youknowthat?itis,itisusedtogetridofthemoustacheor... C

8 D2B: yeah,IIknowthat,Iknowthat RC

9 D2A: Ok C

10 D2B: em,men,menoftenuseit RC

11 D2A: haha,ok,nextone... N/A
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to locate thedrawer in thepicture,butshestillpronounced‘drawer’as ‘driver.’Thisattempt to
explainthedrawershowsthatD4Awasalreadymovingtotheexplanationstagebecauseshewasstill
notawarethathermispronunciationhadresultedinnon-understandingforherpeer.Inturn4,D4B
reactedtoD4A’sresponsewithaquestion‘inthedesk?’withaclearstressonthepreposition‘IN’.
ThissuggeststhatD4A’sexplanationhadconfusedher,ratherthanleadingtounderstanding.Itcan
beseenthatinturns3and4,bothinterlocutorsmovedtoresolvethenon-understanding,although
theyhadnotyetreachedasharedunderstandingofthenatureofthecommunicationbreakdown.

Inturn5,D4Afirstchangedthepreposition‘in’ into‘under’,butshewas“notsure.”Then,
inthesecondpartoftheturn,sheappearedtorealizethatthemainproblemforD4Bwasnotthe
preposition,buttheword‘drawer’,soshetriedtoconfirmthetrigger(CT)withD4Bbyaskingif
thereisa‘drawer’(pronouncedas‘driver’)inherpicture.Inthisturn,D4Afinallyrealizedthatthe
problemmightbe‘driver/drawer’,soshereturnedtoconfirmingthetriggerwithD4B.However,her
mispronunciationmadeD4Bmoreconfused.Consequently,inturn6,D4Butteredthreeconsecutive
questions‘driver?’,‘whatkindofdriver?’,‘drivewhat?’todirectlypointouthernon-understanding,
byinsistentlydemandingaclearanswer.Thisstageisdevotedtoaconfirmationoftheindicator,by
meansofrepeatedclarificationrequests.Onlywhenthenatureofthesourceofnon-understanding
wasestablishedcanD4AandD4Bmoveontotheresolutionphase.Duringthestimulatedrecall
interview,D4Badmittedthatshewas“…feelingimpatientatthispointbecauseoftheconfusion
causedbyD4A…”

Inturn7,D4Awantedtoexplainthewordbutdidnotmanagetosayanything.Assherecalledin
theinterview,she“…didn’tknowalsohowtodescribethedriver/drawer,becausemypronunciation
isnotgood…”D4BmighthaverealizedthatD4Awasnotabletoexplaintheword,sointurn8,
D4Bofferedaguess,‘cardriver?’.Inanattempttoconfirmtheindicatorandtoclarifytheproblem
causedbyD4A,D4BresortstoastrategyreferredtobySmith(2003)as“testingadeduction”(p.44).

Inturn9,D4AchosetouseChinesetoreplytoD4B’squestion.Thisishersecondattemptto
resolvethenon-understanding.D4BquicklyunderstoodtheChinesetermandpronouncedtheword
correctly.D4ArepeatedD4B’spronunciation,whichisaformofmodifiedoutput.D4Bconfirmed
theexistenceofadrawertoherandmovedontotheirtask-relatedresponse.

Thisexampledemonstrateshowpronunciationcantriggernon-understandinginaudioCMC
interactionsinawaythatissimplynotpossibleintext-basedCMCinteractions,andrepresentsa
fundamentaldifferencebetweenthetwomodes.Equally,difficultyintheperceptionofanutterance

Table 3. Drawer

1 D4A: thereisadriverinthedesk T

2 D4B: hmm? I

3 D4A: it’sthedriverwithalockinthedesk. R

4 D4B: INthedesk? TAR

5 D4A: underthedeskorsomething…doyouhavea,isthereadriverinyourpicture? CT

6 D4B: driver?whatkindofdriver?drivewhat? CI

7 D4A: hmm… R

8 D4B: cardriver? CI

9 D4A: 抽屉[drawer] R

10 D4B: drawer. RR

11 D4A: drawer. C

12 D4B: yeah,yeah,thereisadrawer. RC,TAR
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canbeyetanothersourceofnon-understanding.Inthiscase,D4Bwaslisteningcarefullyandheard
D4AclearlybutshecouldnotmakesenseofitasshethoughtD4Awassaying‘driver’.Thefollowing
example(Table4)isalsorelatedtopronunciation.

At the interview,D2Bsaid,of the term ‘stationery’, “I can’tguesswhat itmeans…,” so in
turn2sheasked“…her[D2A]tospellitforme…”However,D2Adidnotanswerherquestionbut
explainedthemeaningofthewordinturns3and5.D2Bcould“imagine(guess)generalideaof
itsmeaningbut“…wasstillnotverysurewhatitisreally…”D2Bseemedtoattributetheproblem
topronunciation,because,afterD2A’sexplanationsinturn3and5,shecamebacktoconfirmthe
indicator(CI)inturn6andstressedtwicethatshewantedtoknowthepronunciationoftheword.
AfterD2Apronouncedthewordclearly(turn7),D2Bwasfinallysatisfiedandconfirmedthatshe
couldguessthemeaninginturn8.

Apossiblereasonwhysheinsistedonaskingforthepronunciationofthewordcouldbethat
shewantedtoinferthemeaningofthewordfromitspronunciation.Buttheword‘stationery’is
trickyinthisrespect.Itsoundslike‘station’asin‘busstation’,butitsmeaninghasnothingtodo
with‘busstation’.Therefore,D2Bmighthavefoundithardtoconnectthemeaningofthewordto
its pronunciation.This example confirms that the respondent’sperceptionof evenan accurately
pronounceditemmayplayanimportantroleinnegotiationformeaning.

Theaboveanalysispresentsthreemeaningnegotiationroutinesindetail.Table5offersasummary
ofalltensuccessfulmeaningnegotiationepisodesinrelationtotheCTandCIstages,andtheirreasons
fornonunderstanding.SevenoutoftenMNEshaveCTandCIstagesintheirmeaningnegotiation
routinesacrossallthreedyads(Dyad1didnotsucceedinanyoftheirMNEs).Asforthereasons
thatcausethenonunderstanding,5episodesonlywerecausedbymeaning,2bypronunciationand
another3bybothmeaningandpronunciation.

4. dISCUSSIoN

4.1. An Expanded Framework of Negotiation for Meaning 
Routines in Audio SCMC Interactions and Its Rationale
Basedontheanalysisofmeaningnegotiationroutines,theauthorsproposeanexpandedmodelof
negotiationformeaningroutinesinoralSCMCinteractions(Figure3).Inthisnewmodel,which
shouldbereadfromthetopdownwards,twonewstages,CTandCI(confirmationoftriggerand

Table 4. Stationery

1 D2A: em,thethirdoneis,stationery,stationery,youknow,likepencil,paper,notebook,erasersand
scissors,areused,usedfor,studying...doyouknowthat?

T

2 D2B: en,couldyoupleasespell,spellthisword? I

3 D2A: ok,Iwillex,explainittoyou,station,stationeryincludespencils,andnotebook,scissors,erasers,
thetoolsyouuseduringyourstudy,whenyouneedtowritesomething,youneedapencil,and
thenwriteonanotebook,right?

R

4 D2B: yes RR

5 D2A: thingsyouuseduringyourstudy,haveyougotit? C

6 D2B: en,howtopronounceitplease?couldyoupleasepronounceitagain?stationery,right? CI

7 D2A: stationery,stationery R

8 D2B: stationery,stationery,yes,Iknow,IIcanguess,whatitis RR

9 D2A: ok,it’spencils,pens,andnotebooks,scissors,erasers,gotit? C

10 D2B: oh,Iok,Icangu,Icanguessit RC
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confirmationof indicator) are added to the routine.These stages appear inmeaningnegotiation
routinesat threepossiblepoints:1) immediatelyafter the indicatorandbeforeany resolutionor
explanation,2)duringtheresolutionstage(RorRR),and3)aftercompletingtheresolutionstage
andfollowingtheconfirmationrequest(Figure4).Thesethreepossibleroutinesweredrawnfromthe
meaningnegotiationepisodesidentifiedinthedataandareexemplifiedinthethreeextracts.Butitis
importanttodiscusswhythesethreeexamplesgeneratedifferentpathwaysofmeaningnegotiation.

InExample1(the‘razor’example),thesourceofnon-understandingisthemeaningoftheword
‘razor’.IntheCTstage,theinitiatorconfirmedthepronunciationofthewordtotherespondent.Inthis
case,pronunciationwasnotthecauseofthenon-understanding.DuringtheCIstage,therespondent
clearlyrequestedtheinitiatortoexplainthemeaningoftheword.Here,themeaningnegotiation
routinefollowspathway1.

However,inExample2(the‘drawer’example),thesourceofthetriggerofnon-understandingis
notthemeaningoftheword‘drawer’butitspronunciationas‘driver’.Theinitiator,D4A,struggles
withherexplanation.Herinterlocutor,D4B,engagesinthreesuccessiveattemptsatresolutionby:(i)
exploringglobalmeaning;(ii)seekingclarificationofalocalindicator;and(iii)testingadeduction.
Finally,thefocusistransferredtoD4A’smispronunciationoftheword‘drawer’as‘driver’.This
isfinallyrevealedastheactualtriggerofnon-understanding,butittakesseveralturnsdevotedto
repeatingandseekingtoconfirmthetriggertofigurethisout.Onlywhentheinitiatorhasrecourse
totheL1equivalentof‘drawer’doestherespondentrealizethathernon-understandingwascaused
bytheinitiator’smispronunciation.

InthemodelproposedforPathway2,theRRstageandCIstageareconnectedbyanequalssign,
toindicatethattheclarificationandconfirmationofanon-understandingmaybeembeddedeitherin
theRR(respondent’sreplytotheinitiator’sexplanation)or(asinPath3)intheRC(reconfirmation)
stagesofameaningnegotiationroutine

InExample3(the‘stationery’example)thesourceoftherespondent’sdifficultyisbothmeaning
andpronunciation.Therefore,whentheinitiatorisexplainingthemeaningoftheword,therespondent
doesnotinterruptbutlistenstoit.Aftertheexplanationwhentheinitiatorperformsaconfirmation
request(turn5),therespondentconfirmsherunderstandingofthemeaningoftheword(turn8),but
notbeforeraisinganotherquestion(CI)aboutitspronunciation(turn6).

Thesethreeroutinesaredifferentessentiallybecausethenatureofthespokenmediumpermits
differentkindsofnon-understanding.Potentialnon-understandingcanbecausedbythemeaningof
theword,oritspronunciation,orboth.Thisisdifferentfromwritteninteractionsintext-basedCMC
environmentswheretheonlypossiblecauseofnon-understandingismeaning.

Table 5. A summary of successful MNEs

Dyad Lexical item CT & CI Stages Reasons for Nonunderstanding

D2 couch N/A meaning

D2 cube CT,CI meaning

D2 carrot CT pronunciation

D2 Rubic’scube CT,CI meaningandpronunciation

D2 razor CT,CI meaning

D2 perfume N/A meaning

D2 stationery CI meaningandpronunciation

D2 skateboard CT,CI meaning

D3 toaster CT,CI meaningandpronunciation

D4 drawer CT,CI pronunciation
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Ouranalysisoftheoralinteractiondatasuggeststhattherearedifferentlayersofpotentialnon-
understandingduetothespecifictechnologicalaffordancesoftheaudioSCMCenvironment.First,
asinExample2(the‘drawer/driver’example),aspeaker’sfailuretopronouncethewordcorrectly
orclearlycantriggernon-understandingtothehearer.Second,oralcommunicationdiffersfromits
writtencounterpart,inthatitrequiresahigherlevelofattentionandmemoryfromthehearer.Once
awordhasbeenspoken,theinformationisgone,itisnotpreservedinanyway,unlikeintext-based
CMCwhereonecannormallyreadpastmessages.So,ifthelistenerhaspoorlisteningskills,or
experiencesalapseinconcentration,she/hecaneasilymissaword,oranentireutterance.Moreover,
oralcommunicationismediatedbysynchronousaudio-conferencingtechnology,sonon-understanding
canbecausedbytechnicalissues,whichmayalsoimpedeperception.Finally,howtherespondent
perceivesthespokensoundofthetriggerandhowshe/hecomprehendsthisinformationcanboth
makeadifferenceinmeaningnegotiationroutines.Forthesereasons,whenarespondentindicates
non-understanding,theinitiatormayfinditdifficulttoidentifythelevelatwhichthecauseofnon-
understandingislocated.Therefore,itisoftennecessaryforafurtherconfirmationofthetriggerand
theindicatortotakeplace,beforeresolvingthenon-understanding.Inotherwords,inspeech-based

Figure 3. A negotiation for meaning routine for audio SCMC interactions: An expanded model
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SCMCitisnotpossibletomovetoresolvingnon-understandingunlessbothinterlocutorshaveclearly
identifiedwhatexactlyhastriggeredit.Therespondenttendstofindanappropriatepointatwhich
toclarifytheissueandaskstheinitiatortoresolvethenon-understanding.

Insummary,theauthorsidentifiedfourlayersofpossiblecommunicationbreakdowninaudio
SCMCinteractions:(1)theinitiator’sexpressionorpronunciation,(2)therespondent’sreception
ofandattendancetothespokensound,(3)therespondent’sperceptionofthespokensound,and(4)
respondent’scomprehensionofitsmeaning.Allthesefactors,whicharerelatedtotheaudiomode
ofcommunication,caninfluencemeaningnegotiationroutinesdifferentlyfromtext-basedwritten
CMCinteractions.Theproposedstagesinmeaningnegotiation(CTandCI)canhelpinterlocutors
tounderstandthenatureoftheprobleminthisspecificcontext.Inthissense,synchronousaudio
communicationmayrequireanevenhigherlevelofexplicitnessthantextchatSCMC,asclaimedby
Smith(2003).Theessentialdifferenceisthephonologicaldimension,whichdoesnotexistintext-
basedCMC,butcantriggermanynon-understandingsinspeech-basedinteractionsineitheraudio-or
video-conferencing.PronunciationasatriggerhasalsobeenhighlightedbyJungandJie(2012)who
studiedoralinteractionsbetweenNNSEnglishlearnersfromdifferentethnicities.

5. CoNCLUSIoN: IMPLICATIoNS ANd LIMITATIoNS

Research into negotiation for meaning began with the study of oral interaction in face-to-face
classrooms(Long,1980;Varonis&Gass,1985;Long,1996),itwassubsequentlyappliedtowritten
interactionintext-basedSCMC(Smith,2001,2003).Focusthenreturnedtooral/auralinteractions
inspeech-basedenvironments,astheysupplantedtextchat(Wang,2006;Yanguas,2010;Jung&
Jie,2012;Wang&Tian,2013).BuildingonandadaptingtheworkofVaronisandGass(1985)and
Smith(2003),itisproposed,onthebasisofourfindings,thattwofurtherstagesshouldbeaddedto
theirproposedmodelofnegotiationformeaning,toaccommodateittospeech-basedSCMC.These

Figure 4. Negotiation for meaning as exemplified in three audio SCMC interactions
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are‘confirmingtrigger’(CT),and‘confirmingindicator’(CI).Bothreflecttheroleofphonology
(i.e.pronunciationandperception)inmeaningnegotiationroutinesinvideoandaudioenvironments.
Thisanswersbothourresearchquestions.Theproposedadaptationalsoshedslightonthequestion
raisedbyHampelandStickler(2012)abouthowdifferentmodesofonlinecommunicationcanaffect
learnerinteractions.

ToanswerthebroaderquestionposedbyStockwell(2010)abouthowdifferenttechnological
affordancescaninfluencethewaysinwhichlanguagesarelearnedonline,weneedtoconsiderhow
wellaudioSCMCcansupportsecondlanguagedevelopment,inrelationtoitstext-basedorvideo
counterparts.WehaveobservedthatnegotiatingformeaninginaudioSCMCentailscopingwithan
additional(phonological)sourceofpossiblenon-understanding,notpresentintext-basedexchanges.
Andwhileaudiocarriesparaverbalinformation,itdoesnotaffordthenon-verbalcommunication
(viagesture,postureorgaze),thatmaybepresentinvideo.Itis,inallprobability,thesechallenges
thatresultinthelowersuccessratesinreachingunderstandinginaudioCMC,asnotedbyYanguas
(2010).Thepedagogicaffordancesofaudioconferencingshouldnotbeoverlooked.However,for
successfulnegotiation,audioCMCrequiresextendedinteractionandplacesexclusiverelianceon
thespokenlanguage.Arguably,thisequatesto‘comprehensiblepushedoutput’(SwainandLapkin,
1995).Motivatedlearners,seekingtodeveloptheirspokencommunicationskillsmaywellfindthat
audioconferencinghasparticularbenefitsforthem.Forspecificprofessionallanguageusers(e.g.
radioannouncersandpresenters,airtrafficcontrollers,airlinepilotsandseafarers),ithasobvious
nicheapplications.

ItneedstobeemphasizedthatourfindingsarebasedonoralinteractionsinaudioSCMCbetween
ChineseadultlearnersofEnglishandthatthenumberofmeaningnegotiationstancesinourdatais
limited.Ourdataanalysissuggeststhefollowingpossiblereasonsforthis.First,somestudentsfeel
strongresistancetonegotiatingmeaninginoralinteractionswiththeirpeers.Instead,theypreferto
lookupunfamiliarwordsinthedictionary.Thisseemstobeanaturalenemyofmeaningnegotiation,
butisconsideredaveryimportanttoolforChinesestudents.Moreover,somestudentsshowedstrongly
goal-orientedlearningattitudes.Theytendedtofocusonachievingwhattheyperceivedasthefinal
goalofthetask(e.g.findingdifferencesbetweentwopictures),anddidnotappeartovaluespending
timediscussingthelanguageandnegotiatingmeaningduringthetaskprocess(similarattitudeson
thepartofChineselanguagelearnersaredescribedbyLittlewood,2007andWen,2016).Above
all,thisprojectwasanewexperienceinanumberofways,forparticipants.Theydidnotknoweach
otherandwerenotfamiliarwithnegotiatingmeaningattheoutset,norhadtheyengagedinonline
pedagogicalinteractionswithpeersbeforetakingpartinthisstudy.Butsomestudentsstillmanaged
tonegotiatemeaninginsuchconditionsandproducedmodifiedoutput.Ourstimulatedrecalldata
suggeststhatinthecourseoftheexchange,despitetheabsenceofvisualcues,theybecameadeptat
interpretingeachother’sbehaviour.

Theauthorsareawareofthelimitationsoftheirstudyandwelcomefurtherexaminationoftheir
proposedframeworkinlinguisticallyandculturallydiversecontexts.Anotherimportantquestionis
whetherthismodelmightalsohaverelevanceforare-examinationofface-to-faceoralinteractionsin
non-mediatedenvironments.Finally,asvideo-conferencingtechnologybecomesmoreaccessible,it
isimportanttomoveforwardtostudyhowmeaningisnegotiatedinmulti-modalSCMCinteractions
andwhatistheroleofthewebcaminsuchanaudio-visualenvironment.
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APPENdIX: TASKS

Task 3 and 4: Spot the difference Tasks
Youandyourpartnereachhaveapicture.Thereare7differencesinthetwopictures.Pleasedescribe
yourpicturetoeachotherandfindasmanydifferencesaspossible.

Task 5 and 6: Problem Solving Tasks
Task 5:
YouandyourfriendaretryingtodecideonsomegiftsforyourhomestayfamilyintheUK.Youhost
familyhasfourmembers:Mr.Jones(father),Mrs.Jones(mother),BillyJones(son,15yearsold),and
MaryJones(daughter,14yearsold).Belowaresomeitemsyouandyourfriendhavenoticedwhile
shoppingattheMall,whichmaymakegoodpresents.YourfriendhasbeenshoppingattheMalland
hasalsoseensome(different)thingsthathe/shethinksmightmakegoodpresents.Sincethepresents
willbefrombothofyou,youneedtodecidetogetherononepresentforeachfamilymember(fourin
total).Afteryouandyourfriendhavedecidedonthefourpresents,discusswithyourfriend,estimate
areasonablepriceforeachgiftandcalculatethetotalcostofthesegifts.

Task 5 Student A Task 5 Student B

Task 6:
StudentsatBFSUarehavingagiantfleamarketsaletoraisemoneyforatriptotheGreatWall.In
additiontoworkingas‘salesassistants’nextSaturday,studentshaveallbeenaskedtodonate(give)
someitemsthattheynolongerneedforthesale.TheseitemswillbesoldattheBFSUfleamarket
salenextSaturday.PretendyouandyourchatpartnerarestudentsinaBFSUdormitoryoncampus.

Figure 5. Task 3 and 4
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Belowisalistofused(old)itemsyouhavefoundinyourroom.Yourchatpartneralsofoundsome
differentitems.Together,decideonfouritemsintotalthatyouwanttodonatetothefleamarketsale.
Sometimes,itisnoteasytosellthingsatafleamarketbecausetheitemsmaybeold,broken,out
offashion,etc.Afteryouandyourpartnerhavedecidedonthefouritemsyouwilldonate,discuss
howyouwillconvince(persuade)peopletobuytheseitems,anddiscussatwhatpriceyouplanto
selltheseitems.Youmaywish,forexample,totalkabouttheusefulnessoftheitems,theirvalue,
theircondition,etc.

Task 6 Student A Task 6 Student B

Figure 6. Task 5

Figure 7. Task 6
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