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Abstract 

Interaction has been considered an important element in second language 

acquisition (Long, 1983). Also, the ability to effectively and appropriately interact with 

others is one of the important sub-constructs of oral communication (Kramsch, 1986; 

Ockey & Li, 2015). Researchers in the field of language teaching have raised the 

importance of how different task types or task formats affect learners’ interaction. As a 

result, many efforts have been made for a better understanding of what task types/formats 

are more appropriate for promoting language acquisition as well as interactional ability. 

However, little has been done to investigate how integrated speaking tasks and 

independent speaking tasks affect the way learners interact with others. Therefore, this 

study attempted to examine the effects of these two speaking tasks on how learners 

interact in pair discussions. A total of 8 language-learner pairs across different 

proficiency levels who were taking English as a second-language courses at a U.S. 

Midwestern university participated in the study. Each language-learner pair participated 

in the two speaking tasks and their performances were transcribed and coded for 

interaction features based on interactional analysis (R. Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005). 

Following this approach, this study focused on six types of interaction features: 

negotiation of meaning, negotiation of form, negotiation of task content, negotiation of 

task procedure, negotiation of personal experience, and self-initiated repair (Poupore, 

2004; Van den Branden, 1997). The research results indicated that the two speaking tasks 

were not significantly different in terms of promoting interactional features that facilitate 

second language learning. However, the independent task, as opposed to the integrated 
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task, seemed to produce significantly more negotiation of meaning. The research findings 

also showed that the learners’ proficiency level might interact with interactional feedback 

and interactional modifications, with the advanced learners producing significantly more 

negotiation of content and self-initiated repair compared to their low-intermediate level 

counterparts. By showing evidence about the effects of the integrated and independent 

speaking tasks on these learners’ interaction performance, the study helps inform teachers 

of how different task types may enhance learners’ interactive skills as well as push 

forward their interlanguage development.  
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Chapter I 

Introduction 

Background of the Problem 

The history of interaction research can be traced back to the late 1970s when 

Hatch (1978) proposed that, “language learning evolves out of learning how to carry on 

conversations, out of learning how to communicate” (p. 63). Being inspired by this initial 

idea, research studies began to seek empirical evidence as to how conversational 

adjustments led to language learning. Early in the 1980s, Long (1983) introduced the 

Interaction Hypothesis, arguing that learning happens through comprehension and an 

efficient form of comprehensible input is the one that has been modified between 

interlocutors for the sake of message understanding. Later, he further added that not only 

does modified input increase the comprehensibility of the message, but also provides 

corrective feedback (e.g., comprehension check, clarification request, confirmation 

check) from which learners can make salient and available for learning some of the 

problematic aspects of their interlanguage (Long, 1996). 

Building on Long’s argument, Swain (1995) stipulated that, besides 

comprehensible input, it is also important for learners to produce output either in a 

written or an oral form. This is because in producing output, learners are exposed to 

opportunities to test their language hypotheses, receive corrective feedback on their 

erroneous production, increase their metalinguistic awareness, and notice a gap between 

their interlanguage and the target language when they realize that they are not able to say 

what they want to say accurately and appropriately. Although noticing does not directly 
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lead to acquisition, it provides a necessary condition – a starting point for language 

learning (Schmidt, 1990, 2001). Moreover, through the two-way process of interaction, 

learners can also engage in scaffolding during which the seemingly more proficient 

learner could help the less proficient person reach a new level of understanding – a 

concept known as the Zone of Proximal Development introduced by Vygotsky (1978). 

Therefore, from the cognitive and sociocultural perspectives of language learning, 

interaction is believed to facilitate the process of second language (L2) learning 

(Loschky, 1994; Mackey,1999; Pica, 1992; Spada & Lightbown, 2009).  

Having established the facilitative role of interaction in L2 learning, researchers 

have since moved to seek empirical evidence that interaction is beneficial to L2 

acquisition. One of the earliest studies to examine the relationship between interaction 

and L2 development is R. Ellis, Tanaka, & Yamazaki (1994), who found that learners 

who received interactionally modified input were able to show better L2 comprehension 

and retention of L2 vocabulary than those who received premodified or unmodified input. 

Similarly, Gass and Varonis (1994) found that interaction had a positive impact on both 

the comprehension and accuracy of the L2 production of L2 learners who received 

interactionally modified input from native-speaker interlocutors. The learners were able 

to perform better in the subsequent trial of the same direction-giving task, with the 

second trial being five minutes apart from the first one and the only difference between 

the two trials being the depiction of an outdoor scene. indicating some immediate benefits 

of interaction to learner production. Mackey (1995) also conducted a research study with 

five adult ESL learners who participated in communicative tasks with a native speaker. 
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Analyses of the learners’ language production of question forms from pre- to post-tests 

indicated that learners who were actively involved in interaction were found to show L2 

development in terms of question formation. By and large, results such as these and other 

empirical research studies (Keck, Iberri-Shea, Tracy-Ventura, & Wa-Mbaleka, 2006; 

Mackey & Goo, 2007; Russell & Spada, 2006) substantiate the direct link between 

interaction and acquisition in terms of both receptive language skills and language 

production. 

More recently, interaction research has shifted its focus to examining the 

multidimensional construct of interaction and how the manipulation of these constructs 

affects L2 learning and acquisition. While a large body of research (Abadikhah, & 

Mosleh, 2011; Adams, Nuevo, & Egi, 2011; Fuji, & Mackey, 2009; Iwashita, 1999; Gass, 

& Mackey, 2007; Long, 2006; Mackey, 2013; Mackey, Adams, Stafford, & Winke, 2010; 

McDonough & Mackey, 2008; Nuevo, Adams, & Ross-Feldman, 2011; Sheen, 2008; 

Swain, 2005) has recently explored how interactional components such as input, 

feedback, and output opportunities impact L2 development, other research studies 

(Adams, Fujii, & Mackey, 2005; Lantolf, 2012; Ortega, 2009; Ortega & Iberri-Shea, 

2005; Philp, Walter, & Basturkmen, 2010; Tarone, 2009; Ziegler, Ammons, Lake, Seals, 

Hamrick, & Rebuschat, 2012) have investigated the importance of social, cultural, and 

linguistic factors on the effectiveness of interaction. With a shift to a more 

comprehensive research focus, more sophisticated research instruments and measurement 

techniques would be expected to elicit and analyze relevant data. One of the most 

common and effective data elicitation tools that meets the demand of current interaction 
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research studies is interactive tasks (Mackey, 2013). These tasks include, but are not 

limited to, picture description tasks, picture sequencing tasks, spot-the-difference tasks, 

dictogloss, story completion tasks, jigsaw tasks, problem-solving tasks, and consensus 

tasks. These tasks can be further classified either as optional information exchange or 

required information exchange; one-way or two-way; open (also known as divergent) or 

closed (convergent). Since tasks can be flexibly designed to manipulate the type of input 

and feedback that learners receive and the type of output they produce, they enable 

researchers to specify which and how components of interaction influence L2 

development.  

Given the importance of interactive tasks in interaction research, researchers have 

investigated how different task types and task characteristics affect interaction-driven L2 

learning, as well as develop learners’ interactional ability. To date, research studies have 

found that each type of task facilitates different kinds of interaction-driven learning 

opportunities. For example, required information exchange tasks tend to be more 

successful in yielding negotiation of meaning than optional information exchange tasks 

(Doughty & Pica, 1986; Long, 1981, 1983; Samuda & Bygate, 2008). It has been claimed 

that closed tasks (only one predetermined answer), with their inherently tight structure, 

are better for promoting interactional feedback than open tasks (no predetermined 

answer) while open tasks provide more flexibility and allow learners to pool their 

language-knowledge resources (Julkunen, 2001; Pica, Young, & Doughty, 1987). A 

comparison between one-way (one learner holds the information) and two-way (each 

learner holds different information) tasks indicated that the latter type of task engenders 



 

 

5

more negotiation and interactional modifications as both learners in a dyad have to take 

equal responsibility for exchanging necessary information to complete the task (R. Ellis, 

2001; Swain & Lapkin, 2000).  

Furthermore, it has been found that task characteristics such as task complexity, 

task familiarity, planning time, and task repetition impact the occurrence of interactional 

features (Bygate, 2009; Foster & Skehan, 2009; Plough & Gass, 1993; Yuan & R. Ellis, 

2003). For instance, these research studies have found that repeating the task procedure is 

conducive to L2 learning since it encourages learners to engage in language-related 

episodes (LREs), which has been defined by Swain and Lapkin (1998) as, “any part of a 

dialogue where the students talk about the language they are producing, question their 

language use, or correct themselves or others” (p. 326). Such LREs are important for 

language learning because they draw learners’ attention to linguistic forms, whether it is 

grammatical, lexical, or phonological aspects.  

It is also suggested that learner-internal factors such as age, gender, personality, 

L1 background, L2 proficiency level, language anxiety, motivation, exposure to 

interlocutor’s accent, interlocutor type, interlocutor relationship, individual perceptions, 

working memory, and so forth, play a crucial role in determining the nature of 

interaction, interactional patterns, and the type and quantity of interactional feedback 

(DeKeyser, 2011; Mackey, 2002; Mackey, Adams, Stafford, & Winke, 2010; Mackey, 

Oliver, & Leeman, 2003; Philp, 2003; Sheen, 2008). For example, it was found that L2 

learners may produce more negotiation of meaning as well as other interactional features 

(e.g., prompts, recasts, repairs) in dyads that consist of two non-native speakers, than 



 

 

6

when they were paired with a native speaker (Gass & Varonis, 1994; Pica, Lincoln-

Porter, Paninos, & Linnel, 1996; Porter, 1986; Varonis & Gass, 1985). Mackey, Oliver, 

and Leeman (2003) found that native English speakers (NSs) in both age groups provided 

significantly more feedback than their non-native counterparts. However, feedback 

provided by nonnative English speakers (NNSs) in child dyads led to considerably more 

opportunities for modified output than those offered by NSs in child groups. It is 

important to know that the study was conducted in a laboratory context, which gives a 

caution to the interpretation of the result since learners may behave differently in 

classroom-based contexts. The study also calls for more research in authentic classroom 

environments to have a better understanding as to how learner variables interact with 

interaction-learning processes. 

Another area that currently receives a great deal of attention from researchers is 

the impact of cultural and social factors on interaction-driven learning. As reported in 

Philp, Walter, and Basturkmen (2010), participants’ provision of feedback depends 

largely on the relationships with the partners that they work with. Specifically, it is found 

that the number of LREs was not quite high when Mandarin learners worked with 

English students during pair or small group discussions. Retrospective interviews with 

the participants indicated that the learners rarely provided interactional feedback because 

they did not want to appear superior or put other learners in embarrassing situations, 

which often holds true for several Asian cultures that emphasize the notion of saving 

face. It is also documented that culture plays an important role in shaping the nature of 

interaction (Adams, Fujii, & Mackey, 2005; Ortega, 2009; Ortega & Iberri-Shea, 2005; 
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Ziegler, Ammons, Lake, Seals, Hamrick, & Rebuschat, 2012). In countries where 

teacher-centered classrooms are prevalent, learners do not highly appreciate task-based 

interactions as they have a strong belief that teachers are the only reliable source of 

knowledge. This negative perception about interactive tasks negatively impacts learners’ 

willingness to communicate and to provide feedback to their fellow learners during 

interaction (Mackey, 2013). Despite the increasing recognition of the interplay between 

the social, cultural and contextual factors on interaction-driven learning, more research 

on social and cultural factors is needed to provide an inclusive picture of how these 

factors interact with learner-cognitive processes in the process of L2 learning.  

One challenge facing researchers who seek to clarify the relationship between 

interaction and L2 development is that learning is a cognitive process that happens within 

the learners’ mind. In other words, interactional episodes documented in the learners’ 

language production may show that learners seem to understand what was not 

understood. However, examining transcripts alone does not indicate that learning has 

taken place. Furthermore, research has pointed out that learners “sometimes feign 

comprehension after negotiation rather than continue to demonstrate their 

incomprehension to their interlocutors” (R. Ellis et al., 1994, p. 454). It is, therefore, 

worth investigating learners’ perspectives in combination with their language production 

to have a deeper understanding of the underlying factors that influence their interactional 

behavior. With respect to this research focus, introspective measures such as stimulated 

recalls, interviews, think-aloud protocols or questionnaires are needed because they allow 

researchers to understand how learners perceive interactional feedback and how these 
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perceptions influence the provision of interactional modifications as well as the 

subsequent language production. 

To summarize, previous research has shown that several factors, including task 

types, learner characteristics, and interlocutor familiarity in terms of the length of their 

relationship, have an impact on how interactional features are produced in an interaction. 

These factors seem to be still important in research on task-based interaction to further 

understand how interaction impacts L2 development (Mackey, 2013).  

Purpose of the Research 

In response to the need for more research on task-based interaction, this study was 

designed to examine how two different interactive tasks (i.e., an independent speaking 

task and an integrated speaking task) may enhance L2 learning opportunities, and how 

interaction-driven learning opportunities differ across ESL learners with two different 

proficiency levels (i.e., low-intermediate and advanced levels). As pointed out by 

previous researching that negotiation of meaning is not the only interactional feature that 

facilitates L2 acquisition, this research study considers other types of interactional 

features such as negotiation of form, negotiation of content, negotiation of procedure, 

negotiation of personal experience, and self-initiated repairs (Poupore, 2004; Van den 

Branden, 1997). These interactional features are respectively examined for their 

frequency as well as for actual modified output. In addition, in considering the influence 

of learners’ perceptions of tasks on the provision of interactional feedback, the study also 

explores how learners perceive the use of the independent and integrated speaking tasks 

in a L2 classroom.  
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Significance of the Research 

The study is significant to the field of L2 teaching and learning as well as SLA in 

several ways. First, the study provides empirical evidence about the effects of task types 

(i.e., independent and integrated speaking tasks) on learner interaction. With evidence 

about how the two tasks interact with interaction-driven L2 learning opportunities, the 

study would inform teachers of how different tasks may enhance learners’ interactive 

skills and push their interlanguage development forward. Second, this study is hoped to 

provide a better understanding of what constitutes quality interaction and what factors 

impact the occurrences of quality interaction. Third, the research results can demonstrate 

how learners’ proficiency levels mediate the effectiveness of these task types on L2 

learning. Furthermore, insights from students’ perceptions of their interaction and the use 

of independent speaking tasks and integrated speaking tasks in L2 classrooms can help 

language teachers to have a better understanding of how to design tasks that promote 

learning opportunities while also facilitating negotiation and L2 acquisition. Lastly, the 

implications drawn from the study can serve as a reference for future research studies 

which investigate the effectiveness of task types on learner interaction.  

Structure of the Thesis 

This thesis is organized into five chapters. The current chapter introduces the 

background of the problem to be addressed in the study, the purpose of the study, its 

significance, and the organization of the study. The second chapter reviews previous 

studies relevant to this study. It begins with recent research about the relationship 

between interaction and L2 acquisition. Then, factors that influence interaction-driven 
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learning are reviewed, with a focus on contextual factors and individual differences, 

along with the theoretical background of task-based interaction and their effects on L2 

development. The third chapter details the research design, methodology, and data 

analysis. In the methodology section, participants, materials, and instruments of the study 

are presented, followed by a detailed description of the data collection and data analysis 

procedures. The fourth chapter details findings obtained from the data with respect to 

each of the research questions. The fifth chapter represents interpretations of the research 

results in connection with relevant literature. The last chapter summarizes the main 

findings of the study and gives several pedagogical implications of the research findings. 

The thesis concludes with limitations and recommendations for future research.  
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Chapter II 

Literature Review 

This chapter reviews previous research studies that have explored the impact of 

interaction on L2 learning with a focus on learner-learner interaction during interactive 

tasks. First, the benefits of interaction towards L2 acquisition that have been documented 

in a recent body of research are presented (e.g., Brown & Lee, 2015, Bygate, Norris, & 

Van den Branden, 2012; R. Ellis, 2009; Littlewood, 2007; Van den Branden, 2016; 

Willis, 1996). Second, the chapter continues with a review of factors that influence 

interaction-driven learning, detailing how task characteristics and learner-internal factors 

mediate L2 learning opportunities that happen during task-based interaction (e.g., 

Williams, 2001; Leeser, 2004; Watanabe & Swain, 2007; Kim 2009). Finally, the chapter 

ends with an overview of recent research studies on learners’ perceptions and 

sociocultural factors that impact task-based interaction (e.g., Dörnyei & Kormos, 2000; 

Schulz, 2001; Mackey, 2002).  

Interaction and L2 Acquisition 

As stated in Chapter 1, interactive learning has received a lot of attention from 

language teachers and researchers for their potential benefits to L2 acquisition (Brown & 

Lee, 2015). Of all L2 teaching and learning approaches that promote interactive learning, 

task-based language teaching has become prevalent in recent years as it is argued to 

provide favorable conditions for interaction, which is likely to facilitate L2 learning and 

acquisition (Bygate, Norris, & Van den Branden, 2012; R. Ellis, 2009; Littlewood, 2007; 

Van den Branden, 2016; Willis, 1996). During meaning-oriented interactive tasks, L2 
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learners are exposed to opportunities to negotiate for meaning through different types of 

interactional features such as recasts, confirmation checks, comprehension checks, and 

clarification requests (R. Ellis, 2003; Long, 1996, 2006; McDonough & Mackey, 2013; 

Swain & Lapkin, 2001; Van den Branden, 2006). Through these interactional processes, 

learners might be able to understand what was not understood, and likely to modify their 

speech for a better message conveyance. With the potential benefits of interaction for L2 

development, together with the increasing promotion of learner-centered teaching 

approaches in L2 classroom contexts, it is not surprising that learner-learner interaction 

has received more attention in recent research studies than teacher-student interaction 

(Adams, 2007; Bowles & Adams, 2015; Chen, 2016; Gilabert, 2007; Kim, 2009; Kim & 

McDonough, 2011; Leeser, 2004; Riccardi, 2014; Tawfik et al., 2018).  

Although empirical evidence supports the claim that learner-learner interaction is 

beneficial to L2 learning, one empirical question of a great interest to SLA researchers is 

how learner-learner interaction impacts L2 development. In an attempt to address this 

concern, a substantial number of research studies have examined L2 learners’ oral 

production during their interactive task performance, and have found that the extent to 

which L2 learners engage in collaborative interaction and make use of learning 

opportunities arising during task-based interaction varies significantly depending on 

several factors. One of the influential factors affecting interaction-driven learning is task-

related variables (e.g., task design, task implementation, task repetition, task familiarity, 

task complexity) and another factor is learner-related variables (e.g., proficiency levels, 

pair dynamics, age, gender, personalities, L1 background, exposure to interlocutor’s 
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accent, interlocutor type) (DeKeyser, 2011; Kim & McDonough, 2008, 2011; Leeser, 

2004; Nuevo, 2006; Watanabe & Swain, 2007). Due to the complex meditating effects of 

these contextual and learner-internal factors on the effectiveness of interaction on L2 

development, it is necessary to examine empirical evidence to have a more 

comprehensive understanding of the relationship between interaction and the acquisition 

of a L2. Moreover, implications drawn from these studies are of great value to be taken 

into consideration in the design of future interaction research and instructional programs 

to facilitate L2 learning and acquisition. This leads to the following section which 

highlights recent research studies on factors that mediate interaction-driven language 

learning.  

Influential Factors on Interaction-driven Learning 

Task characteristics and interaction-driven L2 learning. Interactive tasks 

remain the most common elicitation instrument in interaction research as the flexibility of 

task design allows researchers to manipulate the input and feedback learners receive, the 

output learners produce, and the degree to which learners make use of interactional 

feedback (Mackey, 2013). This opens the possibilities for researchers to investigate the 

relationship between specific interactional components and language learning. As a 

result, much attention has been given to investigate what aspects of tasks enhance L2 

learning opportunities. Research findings indicated that task-related factors, such as task 

types, task implementation, task complexity, and task familiarity, influence the provision 

of interaction-driven learning opportunities. How these task-related factors interplay with 
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the process of L2 learning during interaction will be reviewed respectively in the 

following paragraphs.  

Before investigating the effects of task types on L2 learning, it is important to 

know how tasks are classified in the literature. To date, work on task typology suggested 

that tasks can be classified in different dimensions: (1) one-way and two-way tasks, (2) 

closed and open tasks, (3) convergent and divergent tasks. With respect to the one-way 

and two-way distinction, tasks are differentiated based on the reciprocal nature of 

information exchange between learners (Doughty & Pica, 1986; R. Ellis, 2001). In one-

way tasks (e.g., picture drawing), one learner holds the most important information and 

takes the responsibility for conveying information to the other learner to complete the 

task. Two-way tasks (e.g., spot-the-difference, jigsaw), in contrast, require learners to 

interact with each other as each of them holds different pieces of information which 

needs to be exchanged for a successful task completion. Since two-way tasks involve 

both learners to exchange information, it is expected that two-way tasks engender more 

negotiation of meaning and interactional features than one-way ones. Most of the studies 

lend support to this claim (Gass, Mackey, & Ross-Feldman, 2005; Long, 1981, 1983; 

Pica, 1987; Pica & Doughty, 1985; Wajnryb, 1990). However, it is not to say that one-

way tasks are not valuable for L2 learning as there is evidence that one-way tasks lead to 

more opportunities for modified output than two-way tasks (Iwashita, 1999; Shehadeh, 

1999). 

Regarding closed/open tasks, closed tasks are characterized by the fact that there 

is only one correct predetermined answer while open tasks are more loosely structured 
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and have no predetermined answer. An example of closed tasks is a spot-the-difference 

task while story completion tasks would exemplify an open task. It is hypothesized that 

closed tasks are more conducive to L2 learning since learners are required to reach a final 

answer, which leads to more negotiation (R. Ellis, 2003; Nuevo, Adams, & Ross-

Feldman, 2011; Pica, Young, & Doughty, 1987). Julkunen (2001) also suggested that 

closed tasks are more likely to benefit anxious learners who would feel more secure with 

a tight task structure. This raises a concern that task types may interact with learner-

related variables in mediating interaction-driven learning. On the other hand, researchers 

also lend support to open tasks, arguing that this type of task provides learners with more 

flexibility and opportunities to manage their own discourse (Leaver & Willis, 2004; Philp 

& Mackey, 2010). In line with that, Poupore (2004) pointed out that problem-solving 

prediction tasks, which are more open in nature, seemed to produce more quality 

interaction than jigsaw tasks, which are more restrictive in their structure and lower the 

chance for learners to experiment with the language. However, he argued that jigsaw 

tasks still proved to be valuable to L2 learning as more self-initiated repairs were found 

in this type of task. Jigsaw tasks also provided favorable conditions for cooperative 

learning and remained interesting and motivating for L2 learners.  

Another task distinction, which is closely similar to the closed/open task 

distinction, is that of convergent and divergent tasks (Duff, 1986). In convergent tasks 

(e.g., a problem-solving task), learners are required to reach an agreement on a solution to 

a posed problem while in divergent tasks (e.g., a debate), there is no need for learners to 

come into a final consensus. Previous research findings have shown that convergent tasks 
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tend to be more successful in promoting interactional modifications and more turns than 

divergent tasks, although language produced in the latter tasks seems to have more 

syntactic complexity (Duff, 1986; Skehan & Foster, 2001).  

Another task-related feature that also attracts a great deal of attention from 

interaction researchers is task complexity. According to P. Robinson’s Cognition 

Hypothesis (2001, 2003, 2005), increasing task complexity would promote more 

interaction-driven learning opportunities (e.g., LREs, recast, self-corrections, and 

negotiation of meaning). P. Robinson and Gilabert (2007) supported this claim by 

providing empirical evidence that in comparison with the simple version of a task, the 

complex version which requires more cognitive demands (e.g., reasoning) leads to 

significantly more interaction and uptake of feedback, increasing learning from input and 

the incorporation of form which is made salient in the input. Along the same line, Nuevo 

(2006) conducted a study on 113 adult L2 learners regarding the influence of task 

complexity on L2 learning opportunities during interactive tasks. In this study, learning 

opportunities were defined as the occurrence of interactional features, such as recasts, 

confirmation checks, and clarification requests. Participants were asked to perform two 

different tasks (e.g., a narration task and a decision-making task), with each task being 

designed with two different complex levels. In contrast with the prediction of the 

Cognition Hypothesis, the findings suggested that different task complexity resulted in 

different interactional features, but that simple tasks seemed to create a better condition 

for the uptake of comprehension checks, recasts, and repetition.  
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Building on previous interaction research, Gilabert, Baron, and Llanes (2009) 

further expanded interaction studies by investigating the role of task complexity and task 

types in creating L2 learning opportunities. A same group of learners performed three 

different tasks (i.e., a narrative reconstruction task, an instruction-giving map task, and a 

decision-making task), with each task being at two complex levels, and data were 

analyzed based on clarification requests, confirmation checks, comprehension checks, 

recasts, LREs, and repairs. The research findings indicated that there was a relationship 

between task complexity, task types, and interactional features. For instance, learners 

tended to produce more negotiation of meaning during complex task versions. With 

respect to the relationship between task types and the provision of learning during 

interaction, the narrative reconstruction task was found to encourage more clarification 

requests, LREs, and repairs while the instruction-giving map task led to more 

confirmation and comprehension checks. There was also a higher frequency for repairs in 

the decision-making task.  

In the same vein, Révész (2011) investigated the extent to which task complexity 

influenced learner-learner interaction. Forty-three adult ESL learners from six intact 

classrooms carried out an argumentative task with three different complexity levels. Data 

were coded for interactional features and other measures of language production, such as 

accuracy, syntactic complexity, and lexical diversity. Self-report questionnaires were also 

used to investigate the modulating impact of learner individual differences on the 

relationship between task complexity and interaction-driven learning opportunities. The 

results showed that as the task increased its complexity, learners’ language production 
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improved in terms of lexical diversity and accuracy while syntactic complexity appeared 

to decrease. With respect to how task complexity affects interactional modifications, it 

was found that increasing task complexity would lead to more interactional 

modifications, especially LREs. However, no clear effect of task complexity on other 

types of corrective feedback was detected.  

Another aspect of tasks that should not be ignored in interaction research is 

planning time. As Ortega (2005) pointed out, opportunities to think about language use 

and strategies to complete a task during planning time enable learners to produce a more 

accurate and complex language with higher fluency during actual task performance. From 

the cognitive perspective, during planning time, learners are able to draw upon their prior 

knowledge which allows them to allocate their attention and memory to other aspects of 

the tasks, making their performance more complex (P. Robinson, 2003). Similarly, 

Ortega (1999) argued that planning time mitigates cognitive load and communication 

pressures, which enables learners to perform the task better. Empirical research also lends 

support to the provision of planning time for its positive impact on the fluency and 

complexity of learners’ language production, although studies on planning time and 

accuracy show some mixed results (N. C. Ellis, 2009; Foster & Skehan, 2009; Ortega, 

1999; Yuan & R. Ellis, 2003).  

In addition to planning time, another task variable that is worth considering when 

examining the relationship between tasks and L2 learning is task familiarity. To date, 

research studies have identified four key influential factors on the provision of L2 

learning opportunities during task-based interaction. They are interpersonal familiarity, 
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content familiarity, procedural familiarity, and cognitive load familiarity. One of the 

earliest research studies which tap into the effects of task familiarity on learner 

production is Gass, Mackey, Alvarez-Torres, and Fernandez-Garcia (1999). In this study, 

learners of Spanish as a L2 were grouped into two experimental groups and one control 

group. The first experimental group watched a silent film clip three times, and were asked 

to narrate the film in the target language before they watched another silent film clip and 

described it. The second group watched four different silent film clips, and were asked to 

narrate each of them, while the control group only watched two of the four film clips. 

Learner production was examined for the accuracy of the Spanish verb ser and estar and 

lexical complexity, and the results showed that the first group outperformed the other two 

groups, which suggested that increasing task familiarity in terms of content would 

improve learner production. 

Along the same line, Mackey, Kanganas, and Oliver (2007) explored how task 

familiarity affects the amount and type of feedback, opportunities for modified output, 

and actual modified output produced by child L2 learners. Forty child ESL learners 

participated in tasks that vary in terms of content familiarity and procedural familiarity. 

Interestingly, the findings showed that unfamiliarity with task content and task procedure 

led to more interactional feedback such as clarification requests, confirmation checks, 

and corrective feedback. However, more actual modified output and attention to form 

were found in tasks that were familiar procedurally and content-wise. In another study in 

an EFL context, Qiu and Lo (2017) found that content familiarity and task repetition had 

a positive impact on Chinese EFL learners’ engagement in L2 use. In this study, sixty 
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EFL learners were asked to carry out four narrative tasks with two familiar topics and 

two different topics while still working in the same dyads. Data analysis from learners’ 

production and stimulated recalls showed that learners were highly engaged in tasks with 

familiar topics as they felt more confident and relaxed during task performance. With 

respect to L2 learning opportunities, fewer self-repairs were found when learners 

performed tasks with unfamiliar topics.  

However, little has been known about how integrated and independent speaking 

tasks affect the way learners interact with each other, and whether such interaction 

occurrence is beneficial for L2 development. According to Butler, Eignor, Jones, 

McNamara, and Suomi (2000), an independent speaking task refers to a speaking task 

that is based on stand-alone visuals or statements. In an independent speaking task, 

learners are required to rely on their own personal experience or general knowledge to 

complete the task. On the other hand, an integrated speaking task requires learners to use 

multiple language skills to complete the task (Butler et al., 2000). In integrated tasks, 

learners are either provided with a listening or reading input on which learners base their 

speaking performance. This type of task is argued to provide a favorable L2 learning 

condition because it simulates a real-life communicative need when learners have to use 

two or more skills to complete a task. However, the extent to which a task is successful in 

engaging learners and generating opportunities for L2 learning also depends on learners 

themselves. Therefore, it would be incomplete to claim the effects of interaction on L2 

learning without taking the mediating effects of learner-related factors into consideration. 
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This leads to the next section which closely examines how interaction-driven learning 

varies in relation to learner-related factors.  

Learner proficiency and interaction-driven L2 learning. One of the factors 

that affect the provision of interactional modifications is learner proficiency. Recently, 

research studies have indicated that the amount, type and outcome of interactional 

learning opportunities are closely tied to the proficiency of dyadic members who engage 

in interactive activities. For example, Williams (2001) conducted a study in an intact 

learning environment to examine the occurrence and resolution of LREs in collaborative 

dialogues. Eight L2 learners of English of four proficiency levels (i.e., beginner, low 

intermediate, high intermediate, and advanced levels) participated in the study. She found 

that although the instances when learners focused on form while performing meaning-

focused interaction were not high, it is evidenced that they were able to direct their 

attention to formal features. This is supported by previous researchers who found that 

lower proficiency learners seemed to place more emphasis on processing meaning than 

they did with form, suggesting that they were not developmentally ready to direct their 

attention to formal aspects during task performance (Farrokhi, Ansarin, & 

Mohammadnia, 2008; VanPatten, 1990, 1996, 2003; Williams, 1999). Further analysis of 

the findings showed that the probability that more competent learners resolved linguistic 

issues successfully was significantly higher than that of their lower level counterparts. 

Regarding the type of LREs occurring during interaction, the number of episodes in 

which learners focused on lexical aspects of the target language was far higher than that 

of grammar-related episodes.  



 

 

22

Building on what Williams (2001) found, Leeser (2004) examined the oral 

performances of twenty-one dyads of L2 adult Spanish learners who were enrolled in a 

content-based course in order to identify the role of learner proficiency in the promotion 

of language learning opportunities. Learners were arranged into three types of dyads 

according to their proficiency levels (e.g., high-high, low-low, and high-low) and 

completed a dictogloss task. The research findings pointed out that learner proficiency 

displayed clear effects on the amount, type, and outcome of LREs produced. Like 

Williams (2001), Leeser’s study (2004) showed that dyads with two high proficiency 

learners produced more LREs and successfully resolved their linguistic issues than the 

other two types of dyads. Dyads with two lower proficiency learners produced the lowest 

number of LREs, and most of the LREs produced by this type of dyad were related to 

lexis. In contrast, dyads with two high proficiency learners showed a tendency to focus 

more on grammar. Drawing upon the observed results, it is hypothesized that lower 

proficient learners were not developmentally ready to discuss linguistic problems 

occurring during meaning-focused activities, which probably accounted for the high 

number of LREs left unresolved.  

Having explored the mediating effects of learner proficiency on the provision of 

interactional features that hold beneficial value to SLA, recent research on interaction has 

witnessed an increasing number of studies which explore the interrelationships between 

task types, learner proficiency, and L2 development. One of the recent research studies 

following this direction is Watanabe and Swain (2007). In this study, four adult 

intermediate ESL learners were paired with four higher proficient learners and four lower 
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proficient interlocutors. Learners participated in a three-stage task consisting of pair 

writing, noticing, and individual text reconstruction. Learners’ collaborative dialogues 

during these task stages were analyzed for LREs and patterns of pair interaction. The 

findings indicated that learners benefited from pairing with both lower and higher 

proficiency interlocutors but the benefits varied depending upon the stage of the task and 

the nature of the interaction. For instance, when paired with a higher proficiency 

interlocutor, learners tended to produce more LREs than when they collaborated with a 

lower proficiency learner. The post-test scores, however, showed that participants learned 

more when working with lower proficiency learners. Speaking of interactional patterns, it 

is found that when learners collaboratively performed the tasks, they generated the most 

number of LREs, irrespective of the proficiency of their interlocutors. Regarding the 

occurrences of LREs among different stages of the task, the research results revealed 

more LREs were significantly produced when learners worked with a higher proficient 

learner during the pair writing stage of the task. However, there were more LREs 

generated during the noticing stage when learners were paired with lower proficiency 

learners. From the finding of the study, we might assume that it is patterns of interaction, 

not learner proficiency, that have influenced the number of LREs occurring during 

collaborative tasks. 

In the same vein, Kim (2009) investigated the mediating effects of task 

complexity on the occurrence and resolution of LREs in dyadic settings. Thirty-four ESL 

learners with two different proficiency levels were assigned to perform two tasks (i.e., 

picture narrative and picture difference tasks) of two different complexity levels. The 
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results indicated that task complexity displayed its impact on the occurrence of L2 

learning opportunities, and the impacts varied according to task types and learner 

proficiency. A closer analysis of learner interaction during task performance revealed a 

pattern that lower proficiency learners tended to produce more LREs in the simple 

version of the narration task while learners who were at the higher proficiency level 

produced more LREs during the complex version of the narration task. There were 

significantly more LREs generated by less fluent learners in a complex version of the 

picture difference task, whereas no significant difference in the number of LREs was 

found among higher proficient dyads. Regarding the resolution of LREs, it was found 

that learners were able to resolve more linguistic problems in complex tasks than in 

simple ones, irrespective of task types. These findings lend support to P. Robinson’s 

Cognition Hypothesis (2001), which claims that increasing task complexity in terms of 

resource-directing dimensions, is likely to facilitate L2 learning. Kim’s study goes a 

further step, contributing to P. Robinson’s Cognition Hypothesis by adding that task 

types and learner proficiency levels play a role in modulating the impact of task 

complexity on L2 learning and development. 

In addition to a number of interaction research studies in ESL contexts, efforts 

have also been made to provide more insights into the effects of learner internal factors 

on the interaction-driven learning opportunities in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) 

contexts. For instance, Kim and McDonough’s study (2008) investigated collaborative 

dialogues of Korean learners of English during two dictogloss tasks. In the study, 

intermediate learners were paired with other intermediate learners and then with other 
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advanced learners to reconstruct two dictogloss tasks. Learning opportunities were 

operationalized as the occurrence and resolution of LREs. It was found that when 

interacting with more advanced interlocutors, Korean L2 learners produced significantly 

more LREs than when collaborating with other intermediate partners. However, unlike 

other studies on LREs which found that learner proficiency appeared to have a mediating 

effect on the occurrence of lexical and grammatical language episodes during meaning-

focused activities, Kim and McDonough (2008) found that there was no significant 

difference in terms of lexical and grammatical discussion when learners were paired with 

interlocutors of different proficiency levels. Analysis of the resolution of LREs also 

revealed that L2 learners seemed to gain more benefit in collaborative interaction with a 

more fluent learner as more resolved LREs were found in mixed proficiency dyads.  

Another issue worth considering is that learner proficiency also influences pair 

dynamics in collaborative tasks. In other words, when learners collaborate with 

interlocutors of different proficiency levels, interactional patterns change accordingly. 

According to Storch (2001), when learners work in dyads, their interaction follows one of 

the following interactional patterns: (1) dominant/dominant pair, (2) dominant/passive 

pair, (3) expert/novice pair, and (4) collaborative pair. In dominant/dominant 

interactional pattern, learners individually present their ideas without building on their 

interlocutor’s contribution, making it difficult to reach a consensus when disagreements 

arise. In the dominant/passive pair, a more proficient learner takes control of the 

interaction, leaving the other interlocutor little chance to contribute his or her own ideas 

in the conversation. The third interactional pattern (i.e., expert/novice pair) involves a 
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more knowledgeable learner working with a less proficient learner, and the more fluent 

learner acts as a resource or a facilitator, who provides linguistic assistance for the less 

proficient learner and leads the lower level learner to go beyond his or her current 

developmental zone. The last type of interactional pattern occurs when two members of a 

dyad contribute their ideas collaboratively by building on and developing their 

interlocutors’ ideas. Of the four types of pair dynamics, collaborative pair and 

expert/novice pair are claimed to be conducive to L2 learning.  

Following Storch’s interactional model, a large number of research studies have 

been conducted to examine whether Storch’s claim remains true in other educational 

contexts. Watanabe and Swain (2007) found that only the collaborative pattern of 

interaction was beneficial to L2 learning while other types of interactional patterns 

provided little opportunities for L2 development. They also found that in expert/novice 

pairs, only expert learners seemed to gain benefit from interaction through teaching their 

peers while novice learners failed to internalize information provided by expert 

interlocutors. One possible reason for this is that lower proficient learners are not 

developmentally ready for the uptake of new knowledge (Leeser, 2004). Another reason 

could be attributed to the high affective filter when collaborating with a more 

knowledgeable interlocutor, who might have limited the chance for less proficient 

learners to actively participate in language-related discussion and solve linguistic 

problems on their own (Swain & Miccoli, 1994). However, the research findings 

indicated that less proficient learners displayed some noticing benefits when they were 
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guided by the more advanced interlocutors (Kim, 2009; Kim, 2012; Leeser, 2004; Nuevo, 

2006; Storch & Aldosari, 2013; Watanabe & Swain, 2007). 

It is also interesting to know that pair dynamics change when learners change 

their dyadic members. For example, L2 learners who seemed to adopt a passive role 

when paired with a more proficient interlocutor tended to play a collaborative role when 

collaborating with a less fluent interlocutor (Kim & McDonough, 2008). Although it is 

not conclusive that a mixed proficient dyad seemed to create a better condition for L2 

learning than a dyad consisting of two learners of the same proficiency level, research 

studies have shown that pairing two learners of different proficiency levels is conducive 

to L2 learning only when the more proficient learner of a dyad takes an expert role rather 

than a dominating role during interactive tasks. That is to say, when the more advanced 

learners act as a facilitator during peer-peer interaction, they are more likely to use their 

knowledge while encouraging their less-proficient interlocutors to contribute their ideas 

and collaboratively perform the task. Insights from these research findings provide two 

important pedagogical implications in L2 classrooms regarding how to group students in 

pair work. First, when the dominant/dominant interactional pattern becomes prevalent in 

L2 classroom, language teachers should encourage learners to work with different 

partners to change pair dynamics. Second, it is necessary for language teachers to explain 

the importance of collaborative learning and direct learners about their roles when they 

work with other learners in order to maximize the benefits of interaction on L2 

development. In summary, the previous studies on learner proficiency and interaction-

driven L2 learning show that the proficiency of dyadic partners seems to be an important 



 

 

28

factor that has an influence on the opportunities of interactional learning. Therefore, the 

current study looks at the effect of interlocutors’ proficiency on interactional patterns in 

different task types. 

Learners’ perceptions and interaction-driven L2 learning. Investigation of 

learners’ perceptions of the use of meaning-oriented tasks and peer-peer interaction is 

crucial, since information about learners’ mental processes could be used to supplement 

what researchers claim about the potential benefits of interaction through observable data, 

thereby increasing the validity of the interaction approach. Moreover, insights into 

learners’ perceptions about their interaction experience are important to understand the 

underlying factors that influence learners’ behaviors during interactive tasks. Two 

common ways that have been used to elicit learner perception regarding their experience 

and learning opportunities that happen during interaction are introspective methods (e.g., 

think-aloud, questionnaires, stimulated recall interviews, and diary-keeping) and verbal 

reports (e.g., concurrent and retrospective).  

Using these two methods, research studies to date have provided empirical 

evidence illustrating that there is a correlation between learners’ perceptions and their 

interactive task performance, and even their subsequent L2 development. For example, 

Dörnyei and Kormos (2000) indicated that learners were more likely to interact with their 

interlocutors and provide interactive feedback when they had a positive view towards the 

task. Schulz (2001) also added that learners’ expectations might also account for their 

engagement during tasks and their willingness to provide interactional modifications. In 

addition to that, it is claimed that learners’ experiences, their beliefs about 
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communication, and their beliefs about their interlocutors play an important role in 

shaping the nature of interaction (Lantolf, 2000). For instance, how learners perceive 

their interlocutors’ motivation during task performance affects their willingness to 

communicate and engage in the language learning process (Dörnyei & Kormos, 2002; 

Mackey, 1999).  

Along the same line, Mackey (2002) explored how learners perceived their role 

during interactional processes. The research study was conducted with forty-six ESL 

learners who were videotaped during three communicative tasks with their peers, their 

teacher, and native speakers in an intact classroom context. Learners’ recalled comments 

showed that the majority of episodes, which were identified by the researcher as L2 

learning opportunities, were also acknowledged by learners as occasions for learning 

where input was made comprehensible through negotiated interaction. Similarly, a recent 

research study conducted by Watanabe and Swain (2008) explored how learners 

perceived their interlocutor’s proficiency and its impacts on the nature of the interaction. 

Forty-six ESL learners carried out a three-stage task in collaboration with higher and 

lower proficiency learners, and data from stimulated recall interviews showed that how 

learners perceived their partners’ proficiency level could determine the way they 

interacted and provided assistance during interaction. It is also evident in Philp and 

Mackey (2010) that learners are more likely to experiment with the target language, and 

get ready to attend to the provided corrective feedback with their trusted friends. 

In addition to that, there is an increasing recognition of the importance of social 

context in interaction research, with a great deal of research suggesting that contextual 
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factors and interpersonal relationships can have an impact on learners’ willingness to 

produce output, provide feedback and attend to form (Batstone, 2011; Philp & Duchesne, 

2008; Tarone & Bigelow, 2005). As indicated in Philp and Mackey’s study (2010), 

learners were more willing to take linguistic risks when they worked in pairs and small 

groups with their peers. Analyses of learners’ language production also revealed that 

learners were more likely to engage in interactional processes and produced more 

modifications in peer-peer interaction compared to teacher-student interaction. It is also 

interesting that the extent to which learners trusted their interlocutors influenced the way 

they offered feedback and attended to feedback. While some learners only provided and 

attended to corrective feedback when they interacted with their trusted friends, others 

expressed the fear of threatening the relationship, which may limit their provision of 

negative feedback.  

Recently, researchers have pointed out the relationship between interlocutor 

familiarity and L2 acquisition. It is argued that when learners are familiar with their 

interlocutors in terms of how long they know each other, they are more likely to use 

signals of non-understanding and produce more interactional feedback (Cao & Philp, 

2006; Plough & Gass, 1993; Poteau, 2011; Shirvan & Talebzadeh, 2017). Leeser (2004) 

also found that while learners tended to be more patient with unfamiliar interlocutors, 

they seemed to get more involved in task performance, and to produce more modified 

output and negotiation through interactional features, such as confirmation checks and 

clarification requests when interlocutor familiarity existed. As demonstrated by recent 

research studies, learners appear to have a sense of security, and feel less anxious, which 
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in turn leads to a better task performance when they work with a familiar interlocutor 

(O’Sullivan, 2002; Shirvan & Talebzadeh, 2017). Pre-test and post-test results of a 

semester-length study by Poteau (2011) indicated that learners were able to retain more 

targeted vocabulary when they worked with familiar interlocutors than when they 

collaborated with unfamiliar partners.  

In short, the findings of these studies suggest that learners’ perceptions towards 

tasks and interlocutors play a crucial role in their production of interactional patterns. 

Despite an increasing recognition about the importance of learners’ perceptions of 

classroom interaction and its impacts on interaction and L2 learning, little is known as to 

what learners think about interaction and its value to their L2 development. It is argued 

that without insiders’ perspectives about their experience during interactive tasks, the 

picture of interaction and L2 development would be incomplete.  

In summary, this chapter has reviewed research from the last two decades by 

describing recent interaction research studies on how task and learner characteristics 

interact with each other and jointly shape interaction-driven L2 development. The studies 

suggest that task characteristics, learner proficiency, and learners’ perceptions towards 

tasks are influential factors on interaction-driven learning. Moreover, a brief review of 

the literature shows that interaction research has expanded considerably over the last 

several decades that it is not sufficient to ask whether interaction impacts learning 

(Mackey, 2013), but how interaction impacts L2 development. Despite a growing number 

of interaction research studies which significantly move the field forward, there is still a 

continual need to have more research into the interrelationships among contextual factors, 
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task characteristics, learner internal variables, and interaction-driven L2 learning 

opportunities. Taken all together, the current research study is designed to investigate 

how different task types affect L2 learning opportunities during task-based interaction. 

Additionally, the study examines how learners’ interactional performance differ across 

different proficiency levels. Taking the importance of learners’ perceptions of their task-

based interaction into consideration, the current research study was also designed in a 

way that allows learners to freely express their thoughts and feelings about their 

interaction, so that their insights can be used to provide pedagogical implications to 

facilitate L2 learning opportunities and L2 development.  

Research Questions 

With the insights drawn from the previous research studies discussed in this 

chapter, this study was designed to seek the answers to the following questions: 

1. How do the integrated speaking task and the independent speaking task differ in 

relation to the participants’ interactional performance? 

2. How does the participants’ interactional performance differ across different 

proficiency levels? 

3. What are the participants’ perceptions of the integrated speaking task and the 

independent speaking tasks? 
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Chapter III 

Methodology 

In order to answer the three research questions and better understand the impact 

of task types, learners’ proficiency levels and learners’ perception on the provision of 

interactional feedback during interactive tasks, a combination of qualitative and 

quantitative approaches was employed. A quantitative approach might enable the 

researcher to examine the relationships between task types, learner proficiency, and 

language learning opportunities, whereas through qualitative data collection procedures, 

detailed information on the participants’ perceptions and sociocultural factors that impact 

interaction-driven learning can be gathered. In what follows next, the research setting is 

described, followed by the information of the study participants, and the materials used 

for data elicitation. Finally, a description of data collection procedures and data analysis 

is presented. 

Research Setting 

The research was conducted with two groups of international students who were 

taking L2 courses at a U.S. Midwestern university during the Fall 2017 semester. The 

classes chosen for this study were English for Academic Purposes (EAP) 125 – 

Introduction to oral communication for multilingual speakers, and Intensive English 

Program (IEP) 022 – Low-intermediate Listening and Speaking. The two classes are 

designed to prepare L2 learners to enter university coursework, focusing particularly on 

developing learners’ listening and speaking skills. According to the general description of 

the course from the university catalog, the primary goal of EAP 125 is to develop 
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students’ academic listening and speaking skills to prepare them for their academic 

studies. These skills include but are not limited to listening to authentic academic 

lectures, taking notes, participating in small group discussions, study skills, and giving 

oral presentations. On the other hand, IEP 022 is set to develop listening and speaking 

skills for students at the low-intermediate level by involving them in a variety of 

academic and social conversations, short oral presentations, and a variety of academic 

lectures.  

Participants 

There were twenty-four international students who voluntarily participated in this 

current research study, ten of whom came from EAP 125, and fourteen of whom came 

from IEP 022. Since the data were collected over two different class periods, only eight 

participants attended both sessions, four of whom came from IEP 022, and the remaining 

four came from EAP 125. Only data from those eight participants were used for further 

analysis. Pseudonyms were used for all participants in the study for privacy. 

Regarding the demographic information of the chosen participants, they were all 

F1 holding visa students, coming to the U.S. in pursuing a degree program. They were 

varied in majors and had various L1 backgrounds: Japan (3), South Korea (1), Indonesia 

(1), India (1), Ivory Coast (1), and Kuwait (1). Two of the participants were female and 

the other six were male. Their age ranged from 18 to 26, with a mean age of 20.25 years. 

At the time of data collection, all participants had been living in the US for an average of 

four months, with an average of six years of previous formal English instruction. At the 

university where the research was conducted, students were placed into classes based on 
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their proficiency level measured by standardized tests (e.g., IELTS or TOEFL iBT) 

and/or the placement test provided by the university. According to the university 

placement policy and the biographic information provided by the participants, learners 

enrolled in EAP 125 were considered advanced learners whose average TOEFL iBT 

score is around 80. Learners from IEP 022 were at the low intermediate level who had an 

average score of 30 on the TOEFL iBT test. 

Materials 

In order to elicit data to answer the research questions, the following instruments 

consisting of two oral communicative tasks (i.e., an integrated speaking task and an 

independent speaking task) and two questionnaires were developed.  

Tasks. Overall, the two tasks used in this study are two-way in that they require 

the participants to exchange information for a successful task completion. The tasks are 

also convergent in the sense that the participants have to negotiate to reach an agreement 

on a discussed issue. However, what sets the two tasks apart is that the integrated task 

requires the participants to integrate what they heard from the video input into their 

discussion whereas there is no such input provided in the independent task. Following is 

the detailed description of each task. 

For the integrated speaking task, two videos were created, in which two native 

speakers from North America were invited to talk about their opinions about social 

media. The speakers were instructed to talk about either the advantages or the 

disadvantages of social media. Each video clip lasts approximately two minutes. To assist 

the participants in the task, step-by-step instructions were given to the participants before 
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they began the task (see Appendix A). In detail, the participants were asked to watch their 

given video and summarize what they heard to their partner. Then, they were asked to 

negotiate and reach a consensus on whether they thought social media has a more 

positive or negative impact on people’s lives. In order to complete the task, participants 

had to give at least three reasons for their decision.  

For the independent speaking task, participants were provided with a written 

prompt “Should students work while attending college?”. Then, they were asked to 

individually list the pros and cons of the issue before coming together in pairs to discuss 

and come to an agreement on whether they were both more in favor of or against 

students’ having jobs while they were studying at college. Like the integrated task, the 

participants had to give at least three reasons for their decision. A task description was 

also given to the participants to assist them in completing the task (see Appendix B).  

Questionnaires. In order to elicit learners’ perceptions of their task-based 

interaction, two post-task questionnaires consisting of both close-ended and open-ended 

items were developed (see Appendix C and D). The close-ended items target what 

participants thought about the tasks in terms of task interest, task difficulty, task 

familiarity, task appropriateness, and task helpfulness. Each item was designed with a 5-

point Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, to strongly 

agree, with values corresponding from one to five. The second part of the questionnaire 

consists of several open-ended questions, allowing participants to further elaborate about 

their experience during task-based interactions. Demographic information of the 

participants, such as age, gender, L1 background, years of studying English and time 
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spent in the U.S., is also included in the post-task questionnaire. To ensure instrument 

validity, all of these instruments were checked by an experienced professor of English 

and were piloted with two advanced students who did not participate in the current study.  

Data Collection Procedure 

The study was carried out during regular class time in the Fall 2017 semester. The 

data collection process was conducted separately in EAP 125 and IEP 022, but the 

procedures remained the same for the two classes. First, the researcher visited the classes 

with the permission of the instructors, introduced the purpose of the study, and answered 

any questions that students might have before administering the consent forms. At that 

point, students had the choice to participate in the study or not. After consent forms were 

collected, participants were organized in pairs and instructed on the procedure to perform 

the first task (i.e., an integrated speaking task).  

In the first task, each participant of each dyad was provided with an opinion-based 

video about social media. One participant of each dyad was assigned to watch a video 

which presents the speaker’s opinion about the advantages of social media, while the 

other participant watched a different video about the disadvantages of social media. After 

watching the video twice, each participant was given five minutes to summarize for their 

interlocutor what they had understood from the video. Then, they were asked to discuss 

their viewpoint about the topic and come to consensus whether they thought social media 

had a more positive or negative impact on people’s lives. The participants were given 20 

minutes to do the task, and the whole discussion was audio-recorded for further analysis. 

Following the discussion, a questionnaire (see Appendix C) was administered to elicit the 



 

 

38

participants’ perception of the task and their peer interaction. The participants were asked 

to do the second task on another day.  

In the second task (i.e., an independent speaking task), participants worked in the 

same pairs. They were provided with a task description and a written prompt “Should 

students work while attending college?”. They were asked to individually list the pros 

and cons of the issue before coming together, discussing and coming to consensus 

whether they were both more in favor of or against students’ having jobs while studying 

at college. Participants were also given 20 minutes to do this task. After finishing the 

task, they were asked to answer another questionnaire (see Appendix D) which was 

almost the same as the first questionnaire. Like the first task, the participants’ speaking 

performance was audio recorded for subsequent data analysis. It should be noted that 

except for the clarification of the task procedures, there was minimum intervention from 

the researcher during the learner interactions. 

Data Analysis  

To begin the process of analyzing data, the audio recordings of the learner 

interactions were transcribed following transcription conventions adapted from Poupore 

(2004) (see Appendix E). The transcriptions were then coded for six interaction features: 

negotiation of meaning, negotiation of form, negotiation of task content, negotiation of 

task procedure, negotiation of personal experience, and self-initiated repair. Following 

are the definitions of the six focal interactional features adopted from previous research 

studies (Adams & Ross-Feldman, 2008; Poupore, 2004).  
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Negotiation of meaning (NM): “side sequences to the main flow of conversation 

aimed at signaling and solving problems of message comprehensibility, that is aimed at 

restoring mutual understanding” (Poupore, 2004, p. 243).  

Negotiation of form (NF): “side sequences to the main flow of conversation 

aimed at drawing the interlocutor’s attention to formal aspects of what was produced and 

encouraging ‘self-repair’, or at the very least, acknowledgement of the formal 

modifications that the listener suggested” (Poupore, 2004, p. 243).  

Negotiation of task content (NC): “stretches of interaction aimed at pushing the 

interlocutor to provide more information than spontaneously offered in relation to task 

content” (Poupore, 2004, p. 244).  

Negotiation of task procedure (NP): “stretches of interaction aimed at pushing the 

interlocutor to provide more information than spontaneously offered in relation to task 

procedure” (Poupore, 2004, p. 244).  

Negotiation of personal experience (NPE): “stretches of interaction aimed at 

pushing the interlocutor to provide more information than spontaneously offered in 

relation to personal experiences” (Poupore, 2004, p. 244).  

Self-initiated repair (SIR): any instance when a learner modified his or her own 

utterance in the turn or in an adjacent turn without indicators from his/her interlocutor 

(Adams & Ross-Feldman, 2008).  

As discussed in Chapter 2, not all negotiation moves result in L2 learning. 

Therefore, to better understand the effectiveness of these tasks on the learning of these 

participants, the researcher calculated the number of successful (quality) interactions. 
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Quality interactions in this study are considered to be responses in which learners are able 

to: (1) modify their output to be more comprehensible and/or more target-like in terms of 

grammatical, phonological, or morphosyntactical aspects, or (2) provide additional 

information in response to interlocutor’s feedback on the incomprehensibility or 

incompletion of the original utterance (Pica et al., 1996; Poupore, 2004; Shehadeh, 1999; 

Van den Branden, 1997). In other words, in order for an interaction to be considered as a 

quality interaction, the utterance following the indicator of incomplete comprehension 

must be more accurate, more comprehensible or more informative addressing the concern 

raised in the indicator. The quality interactions were also categorized into six different 

interactional feature groups. 

To address the first research question (i.e., How might the integrated speaking 

task and the independent speaking task differ in relation to the participants’ interactional 

performance?), the six focal interactional features (i.e., negotiation of meaning, 

negotiation of form, negotiation of task content, negotiation of task procedure, 

negotiation of personal experience, and self-initiated repair) were coded for the frequency 

of their occurrences. Then, the percentage of successful (quality) interaction (i.e., 

interactional moves that lead to L2 learning opportunities) was calculated. The 

distribution of the six focal interactional features was displayed according to the two 

interactive tasks to highlight how the tasks differ in terms of interactional features 

produced. 

Drawing on the initial data process, the distribution of the six focal interactional 

features, including the number of interactional moves and the percentage of successful 
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interaction, was presented in accordance with the two groups of learners (e.g., advanced 

learners in EAP 125 and low-intermediate learners in IEP 022). This might enable the 

researcher to explore how learner proficiency levels mediated the emergence of 

interaction-driven learning opportunities, providing an answer to the second research 

question (i.e., How might the participants’ interactional performance differ across 

different proficiency levels?).  

To answer the third research question (i.e., What are the participants’ perceptions 

of the integrated speaking task and the independent speaking task?), the participants’ 

responses to close-ended items in the post-task questionnaires were put into the statistical 

software program SPSS (version 19.0) for descriptive and inferential statistics. For 

inferential statistics, the dependent sample t-test was applied, with alpha set at 0.05 to 

determine statistical significance. The participants’ responses to open-ended questions in 

the questionnaires were analyzed qualitatively with the support of a software program 

called Nvivo (version 11.0) to identify emerging patterns or themes regarding the 

students’ perceptions of their task-based interactions. To ensure interrater reliability, a 

graduate student was recruited for coding data. After the norming session provided by the 

researcher, 10% of the data was coded by the two raters, with the agreement rate reaching 

68%. Disagreements were then resolved through discussion between the two raters until 

total consensus was reached. The researcher then coded the rest of the data in considering 

what had been discussed with the second rater. Following the data analysis process, the 

main findings of the research are revealed and presented in relation to each of the three 

research questions in the next chapter.  
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Chapter IV 

Results  

How might the Integrated Speaking Task and the Independent Speaking Task 

Differ in Relation to the Participants’ Interactional Performance? 

The following table (Table 1) represents the distribution of the six interactional 

features and the percentage of quality interaction by each interactional feature according 

to the integrated speaking task and the independent speaking task.  

Table 1 

Interaction variables across tasks 

 Integrated speaking task Independent speaking task 

 n pn q pq n pn q pq 

NC 10  25% 8 80% 8 18% 5 63% 

NM 8  20% 3 38% 15 34% 7 47% 

NF 5 12.5% 5 100% 0 0 % 0 0 % 

NP 13  32.5% 3 23% 16 36% 4 25% 

NPE 4  10% 2 50% 5 12% 3 60% 

Total Ns 40   100% 20 50% 44 100% 19 43% 

SIR 12  12  11  11  

Note. NC: Negotiation of Task Content, NM: Negotiation of Meaning, NF: Negotiation 

of Form, NP: Negotiation of Task Procedure, NPE: Negotiation of Personal Experience, 

SIR: Self-Initiated Repair, n: number of negotiation moves, q: number of quality 

negotiations, pn: percentage of negotiation, pq: percentage of quality negotiation 

Overall, the independent speaking task produced slightly more interactional 

modifications than the integrated speaking task, with 44 and 40 negotiation moves 

respectively. However, more quality negotiation was found in the integrated speaking 

task than in the independent task, with the percentage of quality interaction accounting 

for 50% and 43 % in turn, although the difference was not significant. 
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A closer look at the data reveals how interactional features differ across the two 

tasks. The most striking difference between the two tasks lies in negotiation of meaning, 

with the amount of negotiation of meaning produced in the independent task (15) nearly 

doubling that of the integrated task (8). The percentage of quality negotiation produced 

by this interaction feature was relatively high, 38% for the integrated task and 47% for 

the independent one. It is also interesting to find that no negotiation of form was detected 

in the independent speaking task, whereas in the integrated task, the learners negotiated 

on form five times. The integrated speaking task appeared to produce more quantity and 

quality negotiation of content while more quantity and quality negotiation of meaning, 

negotiation of procedure, and negotiation of personal experience were observed in the 

independent speaking task. However, these differences were insignificant. Regarding 

self-initiated repairs, the difference between the two tasks was insignificant, with 11 

occurrences for the independent task and 12 for the integrated task. 

In addition to the differences mentioned above, there were some common patterns 

in the distribution of interactional features across the two tasks. It is interesting to note 

that, the most common type of interaction in both tasks was negotiation of procedure, 

constituting one-third of the total negotiation moves of each task (32.5% of the integrated 

speaking task and 36% of the independent speaking task). Despite its highest frequency, 

the percentage of quality interaction produced by negotiation of procedure was the 

lowest, around 23-25% respectively. On the contrary, negotiation of personal experience 

only made up a small proportion, around 10-12% of the total negotiation moves 

observed. However, the percentage of quality interaction produced by this type of 
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interactional feature was the second highest, with the successful ratio reaching 50% in the 

integrated speaking task and 60% in the independent task. In addition, despite the 

variation in the frequency of negotiation moves across the two tasks, it is found that the 

percentage of quality interaction generated by negotiation of content was always higher 

than that of other negotiation moves, with 80% in the integrated task and 63% in the 

independent task. Among the focal negotiation moves, negotiation of form was the least 

frequent interaction feature across the two tasks. 

How might the Participants’ Interactional Performance Differ across Different 

Proficiency Levels? 

With regard to the mediating effects of proficiency levels on interaction-driven 

learning opportunities, Table 2 highlights the differences in terms of how the two groups 

of learners gave interaction feedback during their task-based interactions. In general, it 

was found that the advanced group seemed to produce more quantity and quality 

interaction than the lower group in most of the focal interactional features. In total, there 

were 46 negotiation moves generated by the advanced group, compared to 38 for the low-

intermediate group. Similarly, the percentage of successful negotiation produced by the 

advanced learners was 54%, which was 17% higher than that produced by the low-

intermediate learners. Another noticeable difference between the two groups of learners 

is that the advanced learners were able to repair their own utterance more frequently than 

their lower-proficiency counterparts, with the number of self-initiated repairs produced 

by the advanced group (15) nearly doubling that of the lower group (8). 
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Table 2 

Interaction variables across proficiency levels 

 EAP (n=4) 

(Advanced level) 

IEP (n=4) 

(Low-intermediate level) 

 n pn q pq n pn q pq 

NC 12 26% 10 83% 6 16% 3 50% 

NM 12 26% 7 58% 11 29% 3 27% 

NF 3 6.5% 3 100% 2 5% 2 100% 

NP 16  35% 4 25% 13 34% 3 23% 

NPE 3 6.5% 2 66% 6  16% 3 50% 

Total Ns 46 100% 25 54% 38 100% 14 37% 

SIR 15    8    

Note. NC: Negotiation of Task Content, NM: Negotiation of Meaning, NF: Negotiation 

of Form, NP: Negotiation of Task Procedure, NPE: Negotiation of Personal Experience, 

SIR: Self-Initiated Repair, n: number of negotiation moves, q: number of quality 

negotiations, pn: percentage of negotiation, pq: percentage of quality negotiation 

 

Regarding the other interactional features, we can see that the advanced learners 

tended to produce more quantity and quality negotiation of content, negotiation of 

meaning, and negotiation of procedure than the low-intermediate level learners. 

However, what makes the two groups different the most is the frequency and the 

percentage of quality interaction generated by negotiation of content and negotiation of 

meaning. Specifically, the advanced group negotiated for content twice as frequently as 

their lower-level counterparts (12 compared to 6). The percentage of successful 

negotiation of content by the advanced group was also considerably higher than the lower 

group, with 83% and 50% respectively. Similarly, despite producing approximately the 

same amount of negotiation of meaning with the lower group (with 12 and 11 times in 

turn), the advanced group was able to generate 58% of quality interaction, more than 

doubling that of the lower group (with only 27%). 
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As for other negotiation moves, no significant difference was detected across the 

two proficiency levels. For example, the lower group produced twice as much negotiation 

of personal experience as the advanced group (with 6 and 3 respectively), but the 

percentage of quality negotiation produced by the latter group was 16% higher than that 

of the former group. With respect to negotiation of procedure, in spite of being the most 

common negotiated feature in learner-learner interactions, accounting for 34-35% of the 

total negotiation moves produced by the low-intermediate group and advanced group 

respectively, the percentage of quality interaction remains the lowest, around 23-25%. 

Interestingly, this pattern holds true regardless of task types, as presented in the previous 

result section.  

It is also noticeable that the learners, irrespective of their proficiency levels, rarely 

negotiated on form, making up only 5-6% of the total interactional features. However, 

they were able to resolve all the form-focused episodes successfully. The following 

excerpt (1) displays a LRE in which a dyad of advanced proficiency was able to resolve a 

phonological problem during their interaction. In this excerpt, learner F did not 

pronounce the word ‘isolation’ correctly (line 3), resulting in learner E giving a 

clarification request (line 4) signaling that he did not fully understand her utterance. 

Initially, learner F might have thought that learner E did not hear the word ‘isolation’, so 

she repeated the word with the same incorrect pronunciation. Only after the second 

negative feedback from learner E that learner F realized the issue and modified the 

pronunciation of the word in a target way (line 7). 
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(1) 1 

2 

3 

F: Uh, meanwhile I don't know what she is doing but she give three, she 

give three points, three opinion about the negativity of social media. The 

first one is that it, it can increase isolation { /ˌɪsəˈleɪʃən / }, like/ 

 4 E: increase?  

 5 F: Isolation. { /ˌɪsəˈleɪʃən / }  

 6 E: Relation?  

 7 F: Isolation. { /ˌaɪsəˈleɪʃən / }  

 8 E: Isolation? Isolation, okay isolation.  

Similarly, the following excerpt (2) presents how learner F mispronounced the 

word ‘vulnerable’, which hindered her message comprehensibility (line 1). This led 

learner E to give negative feedback by repeating part of the previous utterance with rising 

intonation, indicating that he did not get the word (line 3). In response to that clarification 

request, learner F not only modified her pronunciation of the word ‘vulnerable’ to be 

more target-like (line 4) but also provided more context to help learner E better 

understand her intended message (line 6-7). 

(2) 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

F: And the third thing is that it’s, it’s not good because users are vulnerable. 

(/vʌlˈnerəbəl/) 

 E: Are? 

 F: Vulnerable (/ˈvʌlnərəbəl/) 

 E: Vulnerable, okay. 

 F: 

 

E:  

Vulnerable, yeah, vulnerable because because they can be subject of scams, 

theft, hacking and all the stuff.  

Okay. 
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Not only did the participants resolve phonological issues during their peer-peer 

interactions, but they also focused their attention on grammar. The following example (3) 

illustrates how a dyad of the low-intermediate level was able to benefit from negotiated 

feedback focusing on yes/no question structure. As can be seen in the example, learner N 

missed the main verb ‘use’ in his yes/no question (line 3). Having recognized the issue in 

learner N’s utterance, learner M gave implicit negative feedback by repeating part of the 

incorrect sentence with a pause at the place where the main verb was missing (line 5), 

with the hope that his partner could recognize the issue. However, learner N seemed not 

to realize the signal from learner M and just repeated part of his previous speech. Finally, 

learner M had to explicitly provide the target form (line 7) and resolved the episode. 

(3) 1 

2 

3 

4 

N: 

  

Uhm, together decide whether social media has more of a positive or 

negative impact on people’s lives. Give three reasons for your 

decision. Social media has a lot of positive impact, I think. Do you 

social media network? 

  5 M: Do you … social media? Do you social media network? 

  6 N: Social media, social media. 

  7 M: Do you use social media? 

  8 N: Use, use. 

  9 M: Ah, yeah, yeah, yeah. I got you.  I usually use Line. 

In the same way, the example (4) shows how another dyad of the low-

intermediate proficiency level benefited from peer-peer interactions. In this example, 

learner S produced a non-target like utterance, using a bare infinitive as a subject of a 
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declarative sentence (line 1). Realizing the grammatical issue in learner S’s utterance, 

learner T offered a recast by repeating part of the previous non-target like utterance in a 

target way (line 2). In response to learner T’s recast, learner S was able to modify her 

utterance to be more target-like (line 3). 

(4) 1 

2 

3 

S: Yeah, but take care, to connect, take care is very important. 

 T: Taking care? 

 S: Taking care is very important. 

Apart from these form-focused episodes, evidence from the collected data also 

shows that the participants were able to produce pushed output by providing more 

information to back up their viewpoint given the clarification request from their 

interlocutor. In the following example (5), learner S expressed her negative attitude 

towards social media but failed to provide the reason why she thought the way she did 

(line 1). In encouraging learner S to further elaborate her view, learner T gave a 

clarification request (line 2), indicating that she would like to know why learner S had 

such a negative viewpoint towards social media. This pushed learner S to give additional 

information to her original utterance, making it more comprehensible to her interlocutor 

(line 3-4).  

(5) 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

S: I think social media is not good.  

 T: Why? 

 S: Yeah, especially for children, social media, yeah, it only gives 

fake news. 

 T: Yeah 
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Another example of pushed output is presented in the following excerpt (6), 

which illustrates how learner N and M (both were at the low-intermediate level) 

negotiated on task procedure where they had to give three reasons why they thought 

social media has more positive or negative impacts on people’s lives. At the beginning of 

the episode, learner N asked his partner for help with the three reasons, but the way he 

asked seemed to confuse learner M (line 1). This led learner M to give a comprehension 

check (line 2). In response to the comprehension check, learner N modified his question 

and made it clear that he wanted to ask what he had to write about social media (line 3), 

which enabled learner M to provide an appropriate and detailed answer (line 4-5). 

(6) 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

N: What should I write? 

 M: What should you write? 

 N: What should I write down about social media? 

 M: You could say social media is, social media can make friends and 

relationship. 

Likewise, in this example (7), learner I and J (both were at the advanced level) 

were talking about the pros and cons of having a part-time job during college. Learner J, 

in response to the question raised by learner I that if he would like to take a part-time job 

(line 1-2), provided a short answer which was not detailed enough (line 3). This led 

learner I to give a clarification request (line 4), which successfully pushed learner J to 

provide more information by giving a personal reason why he would take a part-time job 

(line 5-7). 
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(7) 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

I: Yeah, it’s really hard --- --- -- Are you going to like if if you have time 

for part time job, are you going to do it or?  

 J: Yeah, I’m going to do it. 

 I: Because? 

 J: Yeah, I’m gonna do it, yeah, because I’m a kind of, like, I like travelling 

so I need some money, like, in addition to what my parents give me to 

do those travels. 

Regarding self-initiated repairs, it can be found in the data that while producing 

utterances, the participants were able to recognize the issue in their speech and repair it in 

a target way, even without any specific feedback from their interlocutor. The following 

excerpt (8) illustrates how learner M (at the low-intermediate level), while expressing his 

opinion about the use of social media, missed copula ‘be’ which should have followed 

‘have to’ (line 2). Although he did not receive any negative feedback from his 

interlocutor, he was able to repair his utterance in his following turn (line 4).  

(8) 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

M: Social media, social media can increase isolation, I think, social media 

is good, good too but we have to careful. 

 N: Yeah. 

 M: We have to be careful. For example, if you post picture or, picture or 

movie for Facebook or Twitter, this picture can see everyone in the 

world. If you post dangerous picture, or sexual picture, if you post, 

anyone injure hurt, some problem. 
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In another case (9), learner E (at the advanced level) successfully repaired his 

utterance within the same turn. In providing reasons why students should not work while 

they are attending college, learner E figured out that his sentence was not target-like and 

immediately restructured his utterance to be more accurate. The self-initiated repair is 

marked with the underlined sentences (line 3-5). 

(9) 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

E: Yes, because when you when you work, you know that there are 

something that you can do, and there are some, you learn learn to do good 

choice, you learn to do the good choice. The cons, other than that, while 

studying, less time for study. When you work, you have less time for 

studying. The second thing is that/ 

From the examples mentioned above, it is evident that peer-peer interactions can 

bring beneficial elements to L2 learning. Through interactional feedback and 

interactional modifications, the participants of this study became aware of the issues that 

they had in their interlanguage regarding phonology, syntax, and morphology while being 

able to modify their utterances to be more target-like and/or more comprehensible to their 

interlocutors. Even without any specific feedback from interlocutors, the participants also 

benefited from communication repairs during communicative tasks.  

What are the Participants’ Perceptions of the Integrated and Independent Speaking 

Tasks? 

Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics of the close-ended responses of the 

participants regarding how they perceived the tasks they performed. Although there was 

variation among the criteria (e.g., task interest, task difficulty, task familiarity, task 
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appropriateness, and task helpfulness), the difference was insignificant. As illustrated in 

the table, the participants seemed to find the integrated speaking task more interesting 

than the independent speaking task, with the mean score and standard deviation as 

follows: M=3.75, SD=.46 for the former task and M=3.63, SD=.74 for the latter task. The 

participants also generally thought that the integrated speaking task should be used more 

often in a speaking class and even in a placement test, as indicated with higher mean 

scores and lower standard deviation than those of the independent task.  

On the other hand, the independent speaking task was found to be more 

challenging (M=3.50, SD=1.20) compared to the integrated task (M=3.00, SD=1.07) 

even though the participants thought that they were more familiar with the independent 

speaking task compared to the integrated one, with M=3.50, SD=0.93 and M=3.38, 

SD=1.06 respectively. In terms of task direction and planning time, the participants 

expressed that the independent speaking task had a clearer direction and the time given to 

complete the independent task was also more adequate than the integrated task. Despite 

the differences in attitudes towards the use of the two tasks, the participants appeared to 

agree that these two tasks equally helped them demonstrate their speaking skill, with the 

mean score of 3.38, but less deviation was found in the independent speaking task 

(SD=0.93) compared to the integrated one (SD=1.41). In order to examine whether these 

differences are significant or not, the dependent sample t-test was used, which showed 

that none of these differences was statistically significant. 
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Table 3 

Learner perceptions across tasks (n=8) 

 Integrated speaking task Independent speaking task 

 M SD M SD 

1. Task interest 3.75 0.46 3.63 0.74 

2. Task difficulty 3.00 1.07 3.50 1.20 

3. Clear direction 4.05 0.76 4.13 0.83 

4. Adequate time 3.75 1.39 4.00 0.93 

5. Use in speaking class 4.00 0.53 3.75 0.71 

6. Task similarity 3.38 1.06 3.50 0.93 

7. Reflect speaking skill 3.38 1.41 3.38 0.92 

8. Use in placement test 3.88 0.64 3.38 0.74 

Note. n: number of participants in the study 

In order to know how the participants perceived their task-based interactions, the 

participants’ open-ended responses were gathered and analyzed for emerging themes. All 

of the participants were involved in responding to the open-ended questions. The 

responses’ length ranged vastly from zero to 64 words, but most of the responses were 

rather short (fewer than 20 words). Two of the participants, who were at the lower level, 

skipped one or two questions which ask them for their suggestions to improve the tasks.  

The results showed that the participants generally had a positive experience with 

these interactive tasks. Most of the participants (seven out of eight) said that they enjoyed 

the tasks and appreciated the discussion part in which they “could express [their] own 

opinions and get to know [their] partners’ ideas, which in turn helped to expand [their] 

knowledge about the topic”. One participant remarked that, “sharing what I retained of 

my video with my partner was funny and interesting, especially when I discovered that he 

had the opposite argument which is against my main idea”. This highlights the fact that 
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jigsaw tasks in which each learner are given different piece of information can be a good 

start to build the learners’ interest and curiosity. Another participant reported that “I 

really like the agreement form, the fact of figuring out pros and cons, and the amount of 

time given. Also in the video, the speaker was clear and specific.” In commenting about 

the integrated task, another participant expressed that “the task was interesting because 

we were able to follow up some videos and talk about it. Since it was an interesting task, 

we were also tested our listening too. So overall it was good”. These positive remarks 

provided useful information about the characteristics of a speaking task that can engage 

the students. 

With respect to how the topic affects learner interactions, two participants stated 

that, “the tasks helped organize [their] speaking and make it direct”. One participant 

shared that these topics affected him in a positive way, allowing him to share his 

knowledge with his partner and express himself without any pressure. Another participant 

further supported that by saying, “We can speak with other people to share our thoughts 

and mind changing. I decided I never attack on social media”. She then continued 

commenting that, “This became an opportunity for me to think deeply and critically about 

taking a part-time job”. Another participant reported that, “actually it taught me to know 

a lot of words to add to my speaking ability. I learn new words through the tasks”. In 

general, both tasks seemed to be successful in triggering critical thoughts about the 

discussed topics while offering the participants a chance to learn topic-related 

vocabulary, which might help the students express themselves.  
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It is also clear from the participants’ responses that topic also played an important 

role in enhancing learner engagement in task performance. As shared by one participant, 

“I like the topic, social media is always a good idea of topics because there are so many 

things to say about it”, while another expressed that, “I was able to know positive points 

and negative points about social media, so it was interesting”. Another learner said that, 

“We talked about the topic that we can face in university. The topic was ‘part time job’, 

and it is a close problem for me as a university student”. All these comments from the 

participants suggest that social media and part-time jobs are good topics for language 

learning activities because they are familiar to students, which enables them to relate the 

topic to themselves and engage in the tasks. Although “it is a subject known by 

everyone” as one participant commented, the participants’ responses indicated that if it is 

designed in such an interactive way, it can promote learners’ engagement which is the 

key to potential learning opportunities.   

In addition to the positive perceptions of the two speaking tasks, the participants 

also pointed out several challenges associated with their task-based interactions. First, the 

results showed that using video input with natural speaking rate seemed to be a challenge 

for learners, particularly the lower level learners. The majority of them (three out of four 

lower level learners) expressed that it was difficult for them to understand the video 

content because of their limited vocabulary and the speaking rate of the speakers. As 

shared by one participant, “It was difficult for me to listen [to] English. My English skill 

is low, and the speaker speed is very fast. I sometimes can't listen to video. I can't 

understand some vocabulary, and it is difficult to say my summary”. Indeed, while all 
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advanced level learners in the study reported that they could understand more than 80% 

of the listening input, half of the participants in the low-intermediate level addressed that 

they could understand 40% to 60% of the video.  

The second common problem that the participants, especially those who were at 

the low-intermediate level, experienced during their task-based interactions is related to 

producing output. Three out of four lower-level learners expressed their frustration in not 

being able to say what they wanted to say clearly, commenting that “I wasn't able to 

explain well and fluently” or “I don't speak well as I thought”. Other participants 

remarked that, “Our speaking skill is poor that makes our conversation short” while 

another one had trouble in “finding pros and cons for the independent speaking task.” 

Another learner reported that “My vocabulary was poor so I couldn't speak English 

immediately. I think after watching this video, I think I should learn more”. Drawing on 

these learners’ remarks, it can be said that although learners seemed to struggle during 

their interaction, engaging in these interactive tasks helped them be aware of the gap in 

their current interlanguage which might drive them to work more to push forward their 

language development. 

Third, while most of the lower level learners expressed their difficulty in listening 

and understanding the content of the video input, one advanced level learner reported that 

what made him dislike the task is its familiarity, saying that “It was nothing new, I have 

already done this type of task many times, and to test international students, you should 

give a tough test, I guess!”. Other than that, one of the participants said that he was afraid 

of negotiating with their partner for a fear that “If we have a different opinion, we will be 
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fighting”. It is not clear as to the reason behind the participant’s unwillingness to show 

his different opinion, but it might be related to the cultural differences in interaction 

which is common among Asian countries such as Indonesia and Japan where social 

consensus is emphasized.  

When asked about how the participants would like to improve the tasks, several 

suggestions were provided. While two learners would like to “make the tasks more 

interactive and funny”, one participant suggested that “If there were more details, it was 

better to understand and speak about it more”. Another participant also commented that 

the time given was not enough and that there should be more time for them to prepare a 

better conversation. Interestingly, one participant gave the idea of putting subtitle into the 

video, so that they could understand it more clearly. In terms of task implementation, one 

learner recommended that, “We should watch the video together, so we can share 

opinions immediately”. He then further explained that his partner was not ready to speak 

when he had been already ready. This brings up an issue of activity management on part 

of the teacher and or researcher who is going to use video as learning materials in class. 

In summary, the chapter highlights the main findings of the research regarding the 

impact of external factors (e.g., task types) and internal factors (e.g., learners’ proficiency 

levels and learners’ perception of task-based interactions) in mediating the occurrences of 

interactional feedback. The research findings showed that there was no significant 

difference between the integrated task and the independent task in terms of providing 

interaction-driven learning opportunities, with the exception of negotiation of meaning 

and form. Moreover, it is noticeable that among the six interactional features, negotiation 
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of procedure was more prevalent than any other types of interaction, irrespective of the 

task types and the participants’ proficiency levels. However, the number of quality 

interactions produced by this interactional feature was the lowest, which calls for a 

further discussion in connection with the previous research findings in the literature. In 

terms of the relationship between proficiency levels and interaction-driven learning 

opportunities, the advanced learners were shown to negotiate on content and repair their 

own speech significantly more than their lower counterparts. Taken all together, how task 

types, together with the participants’ proficiency levels and their perception of the tasks 

may have contributed to the provision of interactional feedback and interactional 

modifications will be discussed in the following chapter.  
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Chapter V 

Discussion 

The aim of this study was to explore the impact of two tasks (i.e., an integrated 

speaking task and an independent speaking task) on interaction-driven L2 learning 

opportunities and how these may differ in relation to learner proficiency levels. In 

addition, learners’ perceptions of the use of the two tasks in a L2 classroom context were 

also examined. These issues are discussed respectively in this section. 

Interaction-driven Learning Opportunities across Interactive Tasks 

The first research question focused on how the integrated and the independent 

speaking tasks impact interaction-driven L2 learning opportunities, which were 

considered as quality interaction (i.e., modified output and self-initiated repairs) in this 

study. Drawing upon the research results, it is evident that the two interactive tasks were 

able to promote opportunities for L2 learning through task-based interactions. Although 

the percentage of quality interaction produced is not exclusively high (50% in the 

integrated task and 43% in the independent task), it is still promising as for nearly half of 

the time of interaction, the participants were able to direct their attention to form and 

resolve LREs successfully while also paying attention to meaning to complete the tasks at 

the same time. Given the cognitive load that the participants had during task completion, 

the potential of the tasks in terms of creating L2 learning opportunities should be 

acknowledged. To connect it with the literature, this finding echoes what has been found 

in previous interaction research that not all interactional feedback leads to actual 
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modified output or uptake as there may be insufficient engagement in interaction or 

learners may fail to attend to feedback (Fujii, Mackey, & Ziegler, 2011).  

A comparison of the two tasks regarding the provision of interaction-driven 

learning opportunities indicated that the two tasks seemed to be equally beneficial, with 

the quantity and quality of interactional modifications being comparable across the tasks. 

The integrated speaking task was found to produce slightly more quality interaction than 

the independent speaking task, although the latter task produced more negotiation moves 

than the former one. However, it should be highlighted that these observed differences 

were insignificant, which does not lend support to P. Robinson’s Cognition Hypothesis 

(2003). According to this hypothesis, tasks with the provision of ideas are considered less 

cognitively challenging than tasks that require learners to come up with their own ideas. 

Additionally, the hypothesis predicts that the more cognitive challenging a task is, the 

more interactional feedback it will generate. Based on this hypothesis, the independent 

speaking task is more cognitively demanding than the integrated speaking task as the 

later provides learners with initial ideas related to the topic in the video input, which 

could serve as a resource for student discussion. If the Cognition Hypothesis holds true, 

there would be significant more interactional processes in the independent speaking task 

compared to the integrated task, which seems not to be the case in this study. 

Although there were not many differences between the two tasks in terms of the 

distribution of negotiation features, it is interesting to find that the amount of negotiation 

of meaning produced in the independent speaking task doubled that of the integrated 

speaking task. This finding is in line with what has been found in previous research 
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studies that learners tend to produce more negotiation of meaning during the more 

complex task version (Gilabert, Baron, & Llanes, 2009; P. Robinson, 2011). Moreover, 

the fact that significantly more negotiation of meaning was observed in the independent 

speaking task may be attributed to task familiarity. As the independent task was 

introduced after the integrated task, the participants may have familiarized themselves 

with what they were expected to do. This might enable them to focus more on the content 

of the task and/or the language involved in the task, which supports the general belief that 

familiarity with the task itself leads to a greater amount of negotiation of meaning (Lynch 

& Maclean, 2001; Mackey, Kanganas, & Oliver, 2007; P. Robinson, 2011).  

Unlike negotiation of meaning, the opposite pattern was observed with 

negotiation of form. Interestingly, no negotiation on form was detected in the 

independent speaking task, making it contrast with the prediction of the Cognition 

Hypothesis which claims that increasing task complexity would lead to more 

interactional modifications, especially LREs (Gilabert, 2007; Gilabert, et al., 2009; 

Révész, 2011; P. Robinson, 2001, 2007, 2011). It remains unclear why the participants 

did not negotiate on form in the independent task, but one possible reason could be 

related to the participants’ attentional capacity and working memory. According to 

Skehan’s Limited Attentional Capacity Model (2001), humans have limited information 

processing capacity; therefore, in completing a task, learners are more likely to divert 

their attention to the content development of the task. Similarly, as suggested by 

VanPatten (1990), learners’ working memory is limited, thus they cannot equally pay 

attention to both meaning and form simultaneously. It is also important to note that in the 
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independent task, the participants were not provided with the initial input for their 

discussion. Therefore, the participants were required to brainstorm ideas on their own to 

complete the task. For the sake of task completion, it is possible that the participants 

prioritize meaning over form, which might possibly explain why they did not negotiate 

on form in the independent task.  

Moving to the quality interaction produced by the six interaction categories, it is 

interesting to find that negotiation of procedure was the most prevalent interactional 

feature, making up to one-third of the total interactional moves in the collected dataset. 

However, the quality interaction produced by this type of interactional feature remained 

the lowest, around 23-25%, which is far lower than the percentage of successful 

interaction produced by other interaction categories (ranging from 38 to 88%). This 

directly contrasts with Poupore’s (2004) findings in which negotiation of procedure was 

not the highest interaction feature but was the second highest in generating quality 

negotiations, up to 43%, nearly doubling the percentage of quality interaction produced 

by negotiation of meaning and form. The difference between this finding and that of 

Poupore’s (2004) study may be attributed to the differences in task types, learners’ 

proficiency levels and research contexts. While this study was conducted in an ESL 

context on two groups of different proficiency levels with the use of an integrated task 

and an independent task, Poupore’s (2004) study was conducted in an EFL context on a 

group of students ranging from intermediate to advanced levels with the use of different 

types of tasks (e.g., problem-solving prediction tasks, jigsaw tasks, and information-gap 

tasks).  
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 According to Coughlan and Duff (1994), when learners are given a task, they 

themselves set their own strategies in terms of how they want to complete the task. In 

negotiating on task procedure, learners potentially produce pushed output. However, if 

they spend most of their time on the meta-talk of the task rather than the content of the 

task or the language involved in the task, the actual learning opportunities may be 

compromised, as indicated in this current study. Since the current study did not go further 

than collecting written responses from the participants, it remains unclear as to the 

reasons why the participants frequently negotiated on task procedure more than any other 

aspects. However, from the transcription of the participants’ interactional performance, 

the open-ended written responses, coupled with the close-ended analysis, particularly on 

the task direction aspect (which has the highest mean score compared to other examined 

aspects), it is hypothesized that the participants might have thought that they should keep 

them in line with the step-by-step task description for the sake of task completion. This is 

coupled with the fact that the participants were given clear instructions on the steps that 

they should take to complete the tasks, which might explain why they negotiated on task 

procedure significantly more often.  

Another interactional feature that is worth further discussion is negotiation of 

personal experience. The research findings of this study indicated that this negotiated 

feature only made up a small proportion of the total negotiation moves (10-12%). 

However, it was the second highest (only after negotiation of content) to promote quality 

interaction among the participants. This is consistent with what Poupore (2004) found in 

that during interactive tasks, learners often engage in conversation about their own lives 
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as a way of personalizing the task and making it more meaningful to them. Once learners 

begin to relate their personal experience to what is being discussed during task 

performance, they appear to be more engaged and more likely to experiment with the 

target language through output production. As engagement is one of the key factors to 

facilitate students’ second language acquisition (Larsen-Freeman, 2003), it is 

understandable that although the total amount of negotiation of personal experience was 

quite low (the second lowest), the percentage of quality negotiation of this type of 

interactional behavior was relatively high, with the successful ratio up to 50-60%.  

With regard to self-initiated repair, the research results indicated that there was 

not much difference in terms of the frequency of this interactional behavior across the 

two tasks, which contrasts the findings of Gilabert (2007) in which repair frequency 

increases with task complexity. If the Cognition Hypothesis on which Gilabert’s (2007) 

study based is true, it is expected that there would be more self-initiated repairs in the 

independent task. However, the current study found that the difference was insignificant. 

This would probably suggest that task types and task complexity may not affect the 

occurrence of this type of interactional feature, as pointed out in previous research that 

self-initiated repair may not be task-directed but rather be influenced by L2 proficiency, 

attentional control, and even L1 self-initiated repair behavior (Fox, Maschler, & Uhmann, 

2010; Hellermann, 2009). This will be further discussed in the following section that 

examines the effects of learner proficiency on the occurrences of self-initiated repair. 

Overall, the integrated task and the independent task were common in terms of 

promoting interactional feedback and learning opportunities in several ways. First, it was 
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found that more negotiation of content and negotiation of meaning than negotiation of 

form irrespective of the task, as similarly found in other previous interaction studies 

(Abadikhah & Mosleh, 2011; Fuji, Mackey, & Ziegler, 2009; Kim, 2009; Kim & 

McDonough, 2008; Leeser, 2004; VanPatten, 2003; Watanabe & Swain, 2007; Williams, 

1999, 2001). Second, negotiation of procedures appeared to produce the least quality 

interaction, in spite of being the most common type of interaction, which contradicts with 

what has been found in the literature (Poupore, 2004). More research is, therefore, needed 

to better understand the value of this interactional feature. Third, it is not clear whether 

the low rate of occurrence of negotiation of form in the given tasks was related to cultural 

background (as suggested by Philp, Walter, & Basturkmen, 2010), or other learners’ 

internal factors such as personality and gender (as suggested by Buckingham, 1997; D. 

Robinson, Gabriel, & Katchan, 1994), which requires more empirical research. Finally, it 

is found that self-initiated repair seemed not to be influenced by task types.  

Mediating Effects of Learner Proficiency on Task-based interactions  

Regarding how proficiency levels might mediate interaction-driven learning 

opportunities, the research results suggested that in general, the advanced learners 

appeared to produce significant more negotiation of content than their lower-level 

counterparts (12 as opposed to 6 times respectively), with the ratio of successful 

negotiation of the advanced group considerably higher than that of the lower group (83% 

and 50% respectively). Another noticeable pattern is that although learners of the two 

groups negotiated for meaning on the same regular basis (12 and 11 times), the 

percentage of quality interaction generated by the advanced group was twice as high as 
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that of the lower group (58% and 27%). This echoes with previous interaction research 

findings which found that as proficiency level increases, learners tend to negotiate more 

frequently and produce more modified output (Farrokhi et al., 2008; Kim & McDonough, 

2008; Leeser, 2004; Mackey, 2013; Van Patten, 2003; Watanabe & Swain, 2007; 

Williams, 2001). This is because when learners become more proficient in a language, 

their attentional resources are freed up, which in turn enables them to notice more 

interactional feedback. On the other hand, the low-intermediate learners, with their 

limited cognitive resources, might have been constrained by their unstable developing 

linguistic system and produced less interactional feedback and fewer opportunities for 

modified output. Another possible reason for the obtained distribution of interactional 

features between the two groups of learners may be associated with learners’ working 

memory capacities (Kim, Payant, & Pearson, 2015; Mackey et al., 2010; Mackey & 

Sachs, 2012; P. Robinson, Mackey, Gass, & Schmidt, 2011). It is argued that in order to 

produce modified output in response to interlocutors’ feedback, learners have to go 

through several cognitive steps such as shifting their attention from meaning-focused to 

form-focused, identifying the error in the utterance preceding the feedback, and 

reformulating their initial non-target like utterance. All these steps require the ability to 

retrieve, reanalyze, and restructure stored information which are key components of 

working memory capacities. Therefore, it could be argued that working memory 

capacities, together with learners’ developmental levels, might have mediated the 

occurrences of interaction between the two groups of learners.  
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Despite producing less quality interaction than the advanced group, it is not to say 

that the lower level learners were not able to benefit through interaction. As indicated in 

Chapter 4, except negotiation of meaning and negotiation of procedure which led to 

relatively low quality interaction (around 25%), lower proficient learners were able to 

make use of interactional feedback and produce modified output, with the percentage of 

quality interaction up to 50% for both negotiation of content and negotiation of personal 

experience. This once again suggests that task-based interaction might be potentially 

beneficial to L2 learning, irrespective of the proficiency levels. However, the way that 

task-based interaction benefits L2 learning varies according to different contextual factors 

as well as learner-internal factors. Exceptionally, low-intermediate learners were able to 

successfully resolve all of the form-focused episodes (as illustrated in several examples in 

Chapter 4). It is worth noting that unlike previous research findings which found that 

advanced learners tend to pay more attention to formal aspects of the target language than 

lower proficiency learners (Kim & McDonough, 2008; Kim, 2009; Leeser, 2004; Van 

Patten, 2003; Watanabe & Swain, 2007; Williams, 2001), this research study found no 

significant difference in the occurrence of negotiation of form between the two groups of 

learners. It is possible that the small-scale of this study may not enable the researcher to 

detect the difference in negotiation of form between the two groups. Furthermore, it is 

interesting to note that the low-intermediate level learners produced twice as many 

negotiations of personal experience as advanced learners. As indicated in learners’ 

responses in the post-task questionnaires, during task performance, the lower-level 

learners had difficulty in finding ideas to complete the tasks. Therefore, it is speculated 
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that they were more likely to personalize the task by relating to their experience of the 

discussed topic as a strategy to keep the discussion going. However, whether this finding 

is an effect of learner characteristics (e.g., proficiency, or other underlying cognitive 

factors) or task characteristics (e.g., topic familiarity) warrants more empirical research.  

Another interesting finding from the dataset is that self-initiated repair was more 

common among advanced learners, with the number of self-initiated repairs produced by 

the higher proficiency group (15) nearly doubling that of the lower group (8). This 

finding is in sharp contrast with what has been reported previously in the literature that 

high self-repair frequency is an indicator of low proficiency, which is defined as 

grammatical and vocabulary encoding knowledge (Golonka, 2006; Hellermann, 2009; 

Segalowitz, 2010; Van Hest, 1996; Zuniga & Simard, 2018). It could be argued that the 

observed results might not be due to L2 proficiency but possibly to other underlying 

cognitive traits of learners such as working memory or attentional control which might 

have played a role in modulating the occurrence of self-initiated repair behavior. As 

suggested by Fincher (2006) and Simard, Bergeron, Liu, Nader, and Redmond (2016), 

learners who have higher working memory capacity are more likely to monitor and 

critically assess their own speech, which enables them to realize the gap in their language 

knowledge (e.g., non-target form in their own utterance) and make changes to close the 

gap. This might possibly explain why low-intermediate learners produced considerably 

fewer self-repairs than their more competent counterparts. Another plausible explanation 

could be due to the fact that the non-target forms do not impede meaning, therefore, there 

is no urgent need to repair them in real time conversation. It has also been pointed out 
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that L1 self-initiated repair behavior is also a significant predictor of L2 self-repair 

behavior (Derwing, Munro, Thomson, & Rossiter, 2009). However, this is beyond the 

scope of this current study. 

Relationships between Learners’ Perceptions of Tasks and Interaction-driven 

Learning 

With regard to the learners’ perceptions of the speaking tasks, strengths and 

weaknesses of the two speaking tasks were revealed. First, based on the learners’ 

comments in the post-task questionnaires, it is indicated that the task-based activities 

were fun and interesting, which supports the findings of Mackey, Fujii, Biesenbach-

Lucas, Weger, Dolgova Jacobsen, Fogle, Lake, Sondermann, Kim, Tagarelli, Takada, 

Watanabe, & Abbuhl (2012) which found that learners generally had positive perceptions 

of task-based interaction. The descriptive statistics also showed that the study participants 

generally perceived the two speaking tasks to be beneficial for language learning. One 

major perceived benefit of the tasks was their facilitative role in enhancing learner-

learner interaction in classroom-based settings. This is reflected in the task design that 

enables the learners to share their ideas with their partners and negotiate with each other 

to reach an agreement on the issue posed in the task prompt. Another key benefit lies in 

the opportunities that allow the learners to notice the gap in their current linguistic 

knowledge, as supported by most of the learners’ remarks that while performing the 

communicative tasks, they realized that they could not express what they wanted to say. 

These findings support those of the previous interaction studies in that learners benefit 

from noticing through interaction (Schmidt & Frota, 1986; Swain, 1998). Although there 
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is still a debate about the effectiveness of noticing on L2 learning (see Truscott, 1998), it 

is generally believed that noticing the discrepancy between interlanguage and the target 

language is the first step to drive and direct learners’ attention to the linguistic aspects 

that they need to improve, which in turn may have a positive impact on their language 

learning process. According to Schmidt’s noticing hypothesis (1990), it is not until 

learners notice the language features in a meaningful context that they begin to reanalyze 

and restructure their interlanguage. 

Although no significant differences in learner perception were found between the 

two tasks, learners’ close-ended responses in the post-task questionnaires provided 

interesting insights. Specifically, the mean scores of task difficulty suggested that the 

independent speaking task was perceived to be more difficult than the integrated speaking 

task, although the difference was not statistically significant. In some ways, this 

corresponds to P. Robinson’s Cognition Hypothesis (2003) which predicts that tasks with 

no provision of ideas (e.g., an independent speaking task) are more challenging than 

those which provide learners with some initial ideas through input (e.g., an integrated 

speaking task). Another interesting finding is that, as suggested in previous research 

studies, the way learners interact and engage in the language learning processes is closely 

related to how they perceive the tasks they perform (Batstone, 2011; Dörnyei & Kormos, 

2000; Mackey, 1999; Philp & Duchesne, 2008; Philp & Mackey, 2010; Schulz, 2001; 

Tarone & Bigelow, 2005; Watanabe & Swain, 2008). This study found that the learners 

perceived the integrated speaking task to be more interesting than the independent one. 

Having such a positive view towards the integrated speaking task may have pushed 
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learners to provide more interactional feedback and interactional modifications, which 

possibly led to more quantity and quality interaction in this task compared to the 

independent one, although the difference was insignificant.  

A closer analysis of learners’ open-ended responses also revealed that the 

majority of low-intermediate learners found it difficult to understand the content of the 

video input in the integrated speaking task. Having to process information in the listening 

input might have put a high cognitive load on learners, especially for those who are at a 

lower proficiency level. This points out to the fact that despite being perceived to be more 

interesting than the independent speaking task, the integrated speaking task did not 

automatically facilitate L2 learning, especially for the lower-level learners since they are 

required to process aural information to get access to the provided resource. However, it 

can be argued that once learners processed the provided input, their cognitive load 

became lighter as they were given initial ideas for the task discussion. This raises a 

pedagogical concern that despite being viewed as more interesting from the learners’ 

perspective, the integrated speaking task does not necessarily facilitate L2 learning 

equally for learners of different proficiency levels.  

With respect to task familiarity, learners’ close-ended responses showed that they 

were more familiar with the independent task than the integrated task. As predicted, the 

learners tended to produce more modified output when they are familiar with the tasks 

(Lynch & Maclean, 2001; Mackey, Kanganas, & Oliver, 2007; P. Robinson, 2011). The 

findings of this research support this claim by showing that there were more incidences of 

negotiation of meaning produced in the independent speaking task than the integrated 
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one. However, this current research did not lend support to previous research studies in 

terms of the provision of negotiation of form. As predicted, learners would pay more 

attention to the formal aspect of the target language in performing tasks with procedural 

familiarity (Mackey, Kanganas, & Oliver, 2007). However, no evidence of learners 

negotiating on form was found in the independent speaking task (which was considered 

more familiar than the integrated speaking task in terms of task procedure). While the 

conflicting findings highlight the need for more empirical research into the effects of task 

familiarity on the provision of interactional modifications across tasks, it is necessary to 

keep in mind that the very small number of learners in this research context made this 

study descriptive in nature and therefore the results should be interpreted with caution. 

All in all, the research findings were similar between tasks and groups with the 

exception of the followings. The independent task, as opposed to the integrated task, 

appeared to produce significantly more negotiation of meaning. Interestingly, negotiation 

of form was only found in the integrated task. For the two groups of different proficiency 

levels, the advanced learners tended to produce significantly more self-initiated repairs 

and negotiation on content compared to their low-intermediate counterparts. In relation to 

the literature, most of these findings were predicted. For instance, the participants barely 

negotiated on form, but rather negotiated on task procedure, task content and meaning-

related issues. However, the most interesting finding which contradicts the previous 

research studies is that despite being the most common interaction feature, the successful 

(quality) interaction of negotiation of procedure remained the lowest.   
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Chapter VI 

Conclusion 

Summary of Research Results 

This study investigated how task types and learner proficiency interact with 

interaction-driven L2 learning opportunities in an ESL context. With respect to the 

effects of task types on the occurrence of interaction-driven L2 learning opportunities, the 

research results indicated that the two interactive communicative tasks (i.e., an integrated 

speaking task and an independent speaking task) were equally beneficial in terms of 

promoting interactional features (e.g., negotiation of meaning, negotiation of form, 

negotiation of content, negotiation of procedure, negotiation of personal experience, and 

self-initiated repairs) which are known to facilitate L2 learning (Adams & Ross-Feldman, 

2008; Pica et al., 1996; Poupore, 2004; Shehadeh, 1999; Van den Branden, 1997).  

A closer look at the distribution of interactional features revealed variation 

between the two tasks. While the independent task evidenced no negotiation of form, and 

more quantity and quality negotiation of meaning, the integrated task appeared to 

produce more negotiation of form. Apart from these marked differences, the two tasks 

showed no significant differences in the following ways. First, no significant difference 

was found in the frequency of self-initiated repairs, which raises a speculation that self-

initiated repairs might not be influenced by task types. Second, negotiation of procedure 

was the most prevalent interaction feature while negotiation of form remained the least 

common interaction move. Third, most of the quality interactions were produced out of 

negotiation of content while the opposite was true for negotiation of procedure.  
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In terms of how learners’ proficiency level may influence the occurrences of 

interactional feedback and interactional modifications, the research findings showed that 

the advanced learners appeared to produce significantly more negotiation of content than 

their lower-level counterparts (12 and 6 respectively). Also, self-initiated repairs 

appeared to happen more among advanced learners, with the frequency nearly doubling 

that produced by the lower-level learners (15 and 8). This is not consistent with what has 

been found in the previous research studies that self-repair frequency decreases as 

learners become more proficient (Golonka, 2006; Hellermann, 2009; Segalowitz, 2010; 

Van Hest, 1996; Zuniga & Simard, 2018). This raises an empirical question that high 

self-initiated repair frequency may not be primarily tied to proficiency but rather to other 

underlying cognitive traits of learners such as attentional control or even L1 self-initiated 

repair behavior as suggested in previous research studies (Derwing, Munro, Thomson, & 

Rossiter, 2009; Fincher, 2006; Simard, Bergeron, Liu, Nader, & Redmond, 2016). On the 

other hand, the lower level learners seemed to produce significantly more negotiation of 

personal experience compared to the advanced learners, with half of those leading to 

quality interaction. No significant differences were found in the rest of the interactional 

features.  

As for the learners’ perceptions of the use of the two interactive tasks, it is 

indicated that the learners as a whole generally had a positive attitude towards the tasks 

for promoting interactivity, engagement, noticing, and learner self-motivation. As 

commented by the learners, these tasks were not only interesting but also provided a rich 

learning environment, enabling them to share their ideas with their partners, negotiate to 
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reach a common goal, and help each other to reach a new understanding of the discussed 

topics. In addition, most of the learners, especially who were at the low-intermediate 

proficiency level, expressed their drive to learn more as they noticed the linguistic gap 

while trying to convey what they meant during their interaction. Although there is no 

guarantee that this drive will lead the learners to learn more, this is still promising on part 

of the learners’ perception. It can be argued that the information-exchange and 

convergent nature inherent in these tasks partly accounts for learners’ positive 

interaction-driven learning experience. However, several concerns were also raised 

regarding the challenges brought by the two tasks. While several learners expressed the 

difficulty in understanding the listening input in the integrated speaking task due to their 

limited vocabulary repertoire and the fast pace of the speakers in the videos, others found 

it difficult to think of their own ideas to complete the independent speaking task.  

Taken all into consideration, it can be argued that the two tasks were generally 

successful in providing the learners an authentic and engaging environment for L2 

learning. Although it might be challenging for the low-intermediate level learners to 

complete the tasks (especially the integrated speaking tasks), this can be a positive sign as 

in order to make progress in the interlanguage development, learners need to be exposed 

to the input which is at a higher level than the learners’ current level of competence 

(Krashen, 1985). However, it is not to say that learners should be left to struggle with the 

tasks without any scaffolding from their teachers. This leads us to the following section 

where several pedagogical implications regarding how to make use of task-based 

interaction in L2 classroom settings are discussed. 
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Pedagogical Implications 

Based on the research findings, several pedagogical implications can be drawn in 

terms of the use of task-based interaction in a L2 classroom. The first implication of the 

research results is that, while there was evidence of learners negotiating on form in task-

based interactions, it was rather limited in the collected data. This is an unfortunate 

outcome as research studies have shown that attention to form is necessary for acquisition 

to take place (Schmidt 1990, 1994). The fact that learners rarely negotiated for form may 

be attributed to the task design itself as it did not give the students opportunities to focus 

on form. It is, therefore, suggested that task developers provide some space and direction 

for students to allocate their attention to the formal aspect of the target language. One 

possible suggestion is to incorporate a post-stage in the task cycle. For instance, after 

students discuss and reach the final agreement to address the task prompt, teachers can 

have them report their discussion findings to the rest of the class either in an oral or a 

written form. In knowing that they have to publicly present their discussion, learners 

would be more likely to pay their attention to form, whether it is grammatical, lexical or 

phonological aspects. Whether the post-task stage is done in a written or an oral form, it 

is important that students have a chance to analyze what they have done so that they can 

learn from experience and become better in other interaction practices.  

The second implication is that, as learners at the intermediate level pointed out 

that they had some difficulty in understanding the listening input in the integrated 

speaking task and finding ideas in the independent speaking task, it can be assumed that 

more scaffolding could help these intermediate learners to perform the tasks. One 
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possible implication is that teachers might pre-teach some challenging vocabulary related 

to the topic that learners are likely to encounter through a semantic mapping activity, 

which helps activate learners’ schema and helps prepare them for the upcoming task in 

the task cycle stage. A whole class discussion in which teachers and learners together 

brainstorm some ideas associated with the topic may also provide affordances for learner 

interaction. Another recommendation is that teachers train learners to be more proficient 

interlocutor to maximize the benefits of task-based interaction (Fujii, Mackey, & Ziegler, 

2011). Through interaction-training sessions, learners are first introduced to the benefits 

of interactional processes on language learning. Then they might watch a video clip that 

demonstrates how simulated learners engage in a task-based interaction, followed by a 

whole-class analysis of interactional features that occur in the video. It is suggested that 

teachers pause the video whenever feedback is given so that learners might be made 

aware of different types of feedback (e.g., recast, negotiation of meaning, negotiation of 

form, etc.) as well as when and how to provide interactional feedback. Having understood 

how interaction helps promote L2 learning in a specific context, it is hoped that learners 

would become better interlocutors and provide more quality feedback when they get 

involved in task-based interaction.  

The third implication is that, although language teachers may have a desire for 

their students to speak fluently without preparation, it would be difficult for those who 

are nervous or need time to conceptualize what they are going to say and how they are 

going to say it to do this. The lower-level learners commented that they needed more time 

to take note of what they would like to say, which would, according to them, result in a 
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better conversation. This supports previous research that has highlighted the positive 

effects of planning time (N. C. Ellis, 2009; Ortega, 1995) and suggests that teachers give 

students enough time to think on their own before sharing their thoughts with their 

partners. This is not only helpful for reflective learners who need to think carefully about 

what they are going to say, but it also helps reduce learner anxiety. It is not to say, 

however, that preparation time should always be given. In preparing learners to deal with 

real-life communicative situations, learning activities which foster quick responses and 

fluency are sometimes necessary to be included in the lesson (Harmer, 2015). When 

students get familiar with such activities, they will hopefully gradually feel more 

confident in speaking spontaneously.  

Taken all together, while the integrated speaking task seems to be beneficial for 

learners in the sense that it familiarizes learners with authentic tasks they often encounter 

in real-life situations, the independent speaking task also provides a good learning 

condition where quality negotiation of meaning is fostered. Thus, in considering the 

potential benefits that the two task types bring to facilitate L2 learning, it is 

recommended that both of these two speaking task types be integrated into language 

learning curricula to give learners more opportunities for learning. Moreover, from a 

theoretical perspective, these speaking tasks are beneficial in the sense that they give 

learners an active role in their learning through meaningful interaction and collaborative 

learning.  
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Limitations of the Research and Recommendations for Future Research 

Despite the potentially new finding that negotiation of procedure might not 

contribute considerably to the provision of quality interaction, there are several 

limitations inherent in the study that must be acknowledged. The first limitation of this 

study lies in its relatively small scale. It is possible that the task effects on learner-learner 

interaction were not adequately detected because of the limited number of participants 

involved in this study (e.g., only two pairs at the advanced level and two pairs at the low-

intermediate level), which made the research findings exploratory at best. Although the 

number of participants was limited, the research findings were in line with previous 

findings, which adds to the body of research showing that peer-peer interaction during 

interactive tasks brings a certain value to L2 learning. Moreover, by showing evidence 

that contrasts with the previous research in terms of the value of negotiation of procedure 

in generating quality interaction, it would be important to replicate this study with more 

participants across different proficiency levels as well as different educational contexts to 

find out if this finding holds true more generally.  

The second limitation of this study is that it only examined six verbal interactional 

features and did not take into account other non-verbal interactional features such as 

gestures, which have been recognized as an important part of human communication and 

may influence learner interaction and L2 learning outcomes (Faraco, Kida, McCafferty, 

& Stam, 2008; Goldin-Meadow, 2003; Gullberg, 2008; Kellerman, 1992; Sueyoshi & 

Hardison, 2005). Looking at the communicative uses of gestures might inform us about 

the process that is going on in learners’ mind during interaction which might be otherwise 
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missed by examining speech alone. Without examining non-verbal interactional features, 

the impact of task-based interaction on L2 learning could not be fully depicted. Future 

research is, therefore, recommended to expand the research scope by examining other 

interactional features, both verbal and non-verbal.  

Another limitation is related to the research instruments. Only two speaking tasks 

were used in this study. As indicated by previous research studies, different task types 

may engender different types of interactional feedback and modification. Future studies 

are in need to examine how other task types and task characteristics might influence 

negotiated interaction. Regarding the task design itself, since there was no post-test or 

post-task performance to examine if what learners attended to during task-based 

interactions was internalized, it is recommended to include follow-up tasks or tests in 

which learners have opportunities to report their discussion findings to the rest of the 

class to explore if the learning benefits gained from interaction remains in other contexts. 

Additionally, among a number of learner-internal factors, the current study only 

tapped into the mediating effect of learner proficiency levels on interaction-driven 

learning opportunities. More systematic research is warranted to investigate the impact of 

other learner variables (e.g., language anxiety, task motivation, gender, interlocutor 

relationship, etc.) on the occurrence of interactional features which are beneficial to L2 

learning. Furthermore, it is believed that topics used for discussion might influence 

learner-learner interaction. It is, therefore, necessary to replicate the study with different 

topics ranging from different levels of familiarity to examine if the results remain the 

same or different from what obtained in this study.   
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Appendices 

Appendix A 

 

Integrated Speaking Task Description 

 

Directions: You and your partner are going to watch a video about social media, but the 

content is different.  

 

1. Watch your video two times and summarize the speaker’s point of view by writing 

down notes.  

2. When both you and your partner are ready, discuss and share your summary of 

your speaker’s point of view. 

3. Then together decide whether social media has more of a positive or a negative 

impact on people’s lives. Give at least 3 reasons for your decision. 
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Appendix B 

 

Independent Speaking Task Description 

 

Directions: You and your partner are going to discuss the topic: “Should students work 

while attending college?” 

 

1. First, individually write down the pros and cons of this issue. 

2. Second, share your list with your partner. Write down any of your partner’s ideas 

that were not on your list. 

3. Third, together reach an agreement on whether you are in favor or whether you 

are against students’ having jobs while they are studying at college. Give at least 

three reasons for your decision. 
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Appendix C 

Questionnaire 1 

This survey is conducted by a Teaching English as a Second Language (TESL) graduate student 

enrolled at Minnesota State University, Mankato, to better understand learners’ perception toward 

the integrated speaking task. This questionnaire consists of three sections. Please read each 

instruction and the example and then mark your answer. This is not a test so there are no “right” or 

“wrong” answers. The results of this questionnaire will be used for research purposes only so please 

give your answers sincerely. For those of you who wish not to participate, you can sit and do 

nothing or if this bothers you, you can spend a few minutes putting X’s on the page so it looks like 

you are participating. Thank you very much for your help!  

 

Section 1 

In this part, I would like you to tell me how much you agree with the following statements by 

circling a number from 1 to 5 [Strongly disagree = 1, Disagree = 2, Neutral = 3, Agree = 4, Strongly 

agree = 5]. Please do not leave out any of the items.  

Example: If you like swimming very much, circle 5:   

 

Statement Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

 

I like swimming. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

 

 

Statement 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. The task was interesting. 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

2. The task was challenging. 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

3. The directions for the task were 

clear.  
1 2 3 4 5 

4. The amount of time given was 

adequate. 
1 2 3 4 5 

5. This type of task should be used 

in academic speaking courses. 
1 2 3 4 5 

6. This task was similar to any 

speaking task you have done before.  
1 2 3 4 5 

5 
5 
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Section 2 

 

In this part, I would like to ask you for your opinion about the integrated speaking task. Please 

answer the following questions as much detail as you can and do not leave out any of the items. 

 

 

1. What did you like about the task?   

 

 

 

 

2. What did you dislike about the task?  

 

 

 

 

3. How did the topic of the task affect your speaking? 

 

 

 

 

4. What percentage of the listening input did you understand?  

a) 100 – 80% 

b) 79 – 60% 

c) 59 – 40% 

d) 39 – 20% 

e) 19 – 10% 

f) 9 – 0% 

 

5. What were some problems you experienced during the task?  

 

 

 

 

6. What suggestions do you have to improve the task? 

 

  

7. This task helped you show your 

true English speaking ability. 
1 2 3 4 

5 

 

8. This type of task should be used 

in placement tests for new 

international students at universities 

in the US.  

1 2 3 4 5 
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Section 3 

 

In this part, I would like to ask you for some information about yourself. Please provide the 

following information by writing your response in the provided space and putting a tick √ in one 

box that corresponds to your gender. 

 

1. Name: ________________________________   

2. Major: ________________________________   

3. Age: ___________   

4. Gender: Female �      Male �     Other �  

5. Country of birth: _______________________ 

6. First language: _________________________   

7. How many years have you been studying English? _______ years _______ months   

8. How long have you been in the U.S.? _______ years _______ months   

9. Your most recent English test scores: PBT TOEFL: ____________  

                 CBT TOEFL: ____________   

      iBT TOEFL: ____________  

      IELTS: ___________  

      Other (Please specify:_____________): ___________   

10. Scores on speaking sections of English proficiency tests (if known or available):  

 iBT TOEFL _____/30   

 IELTS _____/9.0   

 Other (Please specify:_____________): ___________ 

  

 Thank you for your participation! 
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Appendix D 

Questionnaire 2 

This survey is conducted by a Teaching English as a Second Language (TESL) graduate student 

enrolled at Minnesota State University, Mankato, to better understand learners’ perception toward 

the independent speaking task. This questionnaire consists of three sections. Please read each 

instruction and the example and then mark your answer. This is not a test so there are no “right” or 

“wrong” answers. The results of this questionnaire will be used for research purposes only so please 

give your answers sincerely. For those of you who wish not to participate, you can sit and do 

nothing or if this bothers you, you can spend a few minutes putting X’s on the page so it looks like 

you are participating. Thank you very much for your help!  

 

Section 1 

In this part, I would like you to tell me how much you agree with the following statements by 

circling a number from 1 to 5 [Strongly disagree = 1, Disagree = 2, Neutral = 3, Agree = 4, Strongly 

agree = 5]. Please do not leave out any of the items.  

Example: If you like swimming very much, circle 5:   

 

Statement Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

 

I like swimming. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

 

 

Statement 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. The task was interesting. 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

2. The task was challenging. 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

3. The directions for the task were 

clear.  
1 2 3 4 5 

4. The amount of time given was 

adequate. 
1 2 3 4 5 

5. This type of task should be used 

in academic speaking courses. 
1 2 3 4 5 

6. This task was similar to any 

speaking task you have done before.  
1 2 3 4 5 

5 
5 
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Section 2 

 

In this part, I would like to ask you for your opinion about the task. Please answer the following 

questions as much detail as you can and do not leave out any of the items. 

 

 

1. What did you like about the task?   

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. What did you dislike about the task?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. How did the topic of the task affect your speaking? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. What were some problems you experienced during the task?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. What suggestions do you have to improve the task? 

  

7. This task helped you show your 

true English speaking ability. 
1 2 3 4 

5 

 

8. This type of task should be used 

in placement tests for new 

international students at universities 

in the US.  

1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix E 

Transcription conventions 

(Adapted from Poupore, 2004) 

 

1. Split-second pausing is indicated by a coma (,). 

 

2. Two or more approximate seconds of pausing are indicated by a series of dashes (-). 

For example, a two second pause is indicated by two dashes (--) and a five second pause 

is indicated by 5 dashes (-----). 

 

3. Interruptions and/or overlapping speech are simply marked by a right-leaning slash (/). 

 

4. Laughter is indicated by a star (*). 

 

5. Unintelligible speech is indicated by a question mark within two brackets ([?]). One 

question mark approximately indicates one word of unintelligible speech, two question 

marks approximately indicates two words of unintelligible speech, and so on. 

 

6. Sometimes, learners would mispronounce a word. When this occurred, the correct 

pronunciation spelling of the intended word meaning has been put inside two specialized 

brackets ({ }).  

 

7. Interlocutor provision of backchannels are sometimes located within an interlocutor 

turn and are marked in between two parentheses ( ( ) ).  
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